
JOINT MEETING OF THE TRACY CITY COUNCIL    REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
AND THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE CITY OF 
TRACY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY  
  

Tuesday, February 17, 2015, 7:00 p.m. 
 

 City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza           Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 
 
Americans With Disabilities Act - The City of Tracy complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act and makes 
all reasonable accommodations for the disabled to participate in Council meetings. Persons requiring assistance or 
auxiliary aids should call City Hall (209/831-6000) 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

 
Addressing the Council on Items on the Agenda - The Brown Act provides that every regular Council meeting 
shall provide an opportunity for the public to address the Council on any item within its jurisdiction before or during 
the Council's consideration of the item, provided no action shall be taken on any item not on the agenda.  Each 
citizen will be allowed a maximum of five minutes for input or testimony.  At the Mayor’s discretion, additional time 
may be granted. The City Clerk shall be the timekeeper. 

 
Consent Calendar - All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and/or consistent with 
previous Council direction. A motion and roll call vote may enact the entire Consent Calendar.  No separate 
discussion of Consent Calendar items will occur unless members of the City Council, City staff or the public request 
discussion on a specific item at the beginning of the meeting. 

 
Addressing the Council on Items not on the Agenda – The Brown Act prohibits discussion or action on items not 
on the posted agenda.  Members of the public addressing the Council should state their names and addresses for 
the record, and for contact information.  The City Council’s Procedures for the Conduct of Public Meetings provide 
that “Items from the Audience” following the Consent Calendar will be limited to 15 minutes.  “Items from the 
Audience” listed near the end of the agenda will not have a maximum time limit. Each member of the public will be 
allowed a maximum of five minutes for public input or testimony.  However, a maximum time limit of less than five 
minutes for public input or testimony may be set for “Items from the Audience” depending upon the number of 
members of the public wishing to provide public input or testimony.  The five minute maximum time limit for each 
member of the public applies to all "Items from the Audience."  Any item not on the agenda, brought up by a 
member of the public shall automatically be referred to staff.  In accordance with Council policy, if staff is not able to 
resolve the matter satisfactorily, the member of the public may request a Council Member to sponsor the item for 
discussion at a future meeting. When members of the public address the Council, they should be as specific as 
possible about their concerns. If several members of the public comment on the same issue an effort should be 
made to avoid repetition of views already expressed. 

 
Presentations to Council - Persons who wish to make presentations which may exceed the time limits are 
encouraged to submit comments in writing at the earliest possible time to ensure distribution to Council and other 
interested parties.  Requests for letters to be read into the record will be granted only upon approval of the majority 
of the Council.  Power Point (or similar) presentations need to be provided to the City Clerk’s office at least 24 hours 
prior to the meeting.  All presentations must comply with the applicable time limits. Prior to the presentation, a hard 
copy of the Power Point (or similar) presentation will be provided to the City Clerk’s office for inclusion in the record 
of the meeting and copies shall be provided to the Council. Failure to comply will result in the presentation being 
rejected. Any materials distributed, including those distributed within 72 hours of a regular City Council meeting, to 
a majority of the Council regarding an item on the agenda shall be made available for public inspection at the City 
Clerk’s office (address above) during regular business hours. 

 
Notice - A 90 day limit is set by law for filing challenges in the Superior Court to certain City administrative decisions 
and orders when those decisions or orders require: (1) a hearing by law, (2) the receipt of evidence, and (3) the 
exercise of discretion. The 90 day limit begins on the date the decision is final (Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.6). Further, if you challenge a City Council action in court, you may be limited, by California law, including but 
not limited to Government Code Section 65009, to raising only those issues you or someone else raised during the 
public hearing, or raised in written correspondence delivered to the City Council prior to or at the public hearing. 

 
 

Full copies of the agenda are available at City Hall, 333 Civic Center Plaza, and the Tracy Public 
Library, 20 East Eaton Avenue, and on the City’s website:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
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CALL TO ORDER 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
INVOCATION  
ROLL CALL 
PRESENTATIONS -    DARE Graduate 

- Certificate of Recognition – Pacific Coast Khalsa Diwan Society 
 
1. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
A. Council Minutes 

 
B. Acceptance of the Police Firearms Practice Range Container Project CIP – 

71072G, Completed by S.R.P. Company of Brentwood, California, Authorization 
for the City Clerk to File the Notice of Completion, and Authorization for the City 
Engineer to Release the Bonds and Retention Payment 

 
C. Approve the Sale of an Approximately 42-Foot-Wide, City-Owned, Strip of 

Property (approximately 7,120 Square Feet) to Armin Ghorbani and Lori A. 
Ghorbani, Developers of the Adjacent Tracy Collision Site 

 
D. The City Council of the City of Tracy Acting as the Governing Body of the 

Successor Agency for the Community Development Agency of the City of Tracy 
Approving the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) 

 
E. Approve Appropriating and Expending Asset Forfeiture Funds Received in the 

Amount of $64,000 from the Department of Justice Equitable Sharing Program 
 
F. Approving the Budget for the Operation of the Tracy Material Recovery Facility 

and Solid Waste Transfer Station in the Amount of $3,579,040 for the Period 
January 1, 2015 Through April 30, 2015 

 
 

2. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 

3. PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
APPLICATION D14-0003 AND DETERMINATION OF A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FOR 
A 45,500 SQUARE FOOT MEDICAL OFFICE BUILDING LOCATED AT 445 WEST 
EATON AVENUE AND A PARKING LOT AT 418, 424, 432, AND 434 WEST EATON 
AVENUE AND 426 W. BEVERLY PLACE - APPLICANT IS DAVID O. ROMANO AND 
PROPERTY OWNER IS SUTTER GOULD MEDICAL FOUNDATION, APPLICATION 
NUMBER D14-0003 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN TO CONSTRUCT A 21,300 
SQUARE FOOT, AUTO BODY REPAIR FACILITY ON AN APPROXIMATELY 
1.66-ACRE SITE LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF AUTO PLAZA DRIVE (AT 
2705 AUTO PLAZA DRIVE) ADJACENT TO AND EAST OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF MOTOR VEHICLES BUILDING (APNS 212-270-15 AND A PORTION OF APN 
212-040-11.) APPLICANT IS SCHACK AND COMPANY, INC. FOR ARMIN AND 
LORI A. GHORBANI REVOCABLE TRUST 
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5. CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO HEAR OBJECTIONS TO AND APPROVE THE FINAL  

COSTS OF WEED ABATEMENT AND AUTHORIZE A LIEN ON THE LISTED PROPERTIES 
IN THE COSTS OF ABATEMENT AMOUNT PLUS 25 PERCENT 
 

6. ACCEPT RESULTS OF 2015 RESIDENT SURVEY 
 

7. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 

8. COUNCIL ITEMS 
 

A. Consider Whether an Item to Discuss Implementation of the Communication 
Towers should be placed on a Future City Council Agenda 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 



TRACY CITY COUNCIL        REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
 

January 20, 2015, 7:00 p.m. 
                      

City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza  Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 
 
 
 
Mayor Maciel called the City Council meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. and led the pledge of 
Allegiance. 
 
The invocation was offered by Deacon Jack Ryan. 
 
Roll call found Council Members Mitracos, Rickman, Vargas, Young and Mayor Maciel present.  
 
Carole Fleischmann, Interim City Clerk, administered Oath of Office to newly appointed City 
Clerk Nora Pimentel. 
  
Troy Brown, City Manager, presented the 2014 Employee of the Year award to Carlo Fanto, 
Information Services. 

 
Troy Brown, City Manager, presented the Employee of the Month award for January, 2015 to 
Steve Bliss, Fire Department. 

Mayor Maciel presented a Certificate of Appointment to Planning Commissioner Robert Tanner.  

Mayor Maciel presented Certificate of Appointment to Leslie Douglas and a Certificate of 
Recognition to Alex Holgiun, Parks and Recreation Commission. 

Mayor Maciel presented a proclamation to Achyut Varma, volunteer from HSS, in recognition of 
Health for Humanity Yogathon. 
 
1. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
ACTION Motion made by Council Member Rickman, seconded by Council Member Young 

to adopt the Consent Calendar with the exception of items 1E, 1F and 1H. Roll 
call vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. Motion carried 5:0 

 A. Set a Public Hearing Date and Adopt a Resolution Related to the City’s Intent to 
Vacate a Portion of Right-of-Way for North MacArthur Drive, South of I-205 -
Resolution 2015-005 authorized the intent to vacate a portion of the right-of-way, 
and set a public hearing date for February 17, 2015. 

B.  Minor Amendment to the Plaza One Final Development Plan to Replace Parking 
Stalls with an Outdoor Dining Area Adjacent to the Building at 2986 West Grant 
Line Road - Applicant is JS Kendall Construction, Inc. for Plaza One, LLC -
Resolution 2015-006 approved the amendment. 
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C.  Award a Construction Contract to the Lowest Responsive and Responsible 
Bidder for the Sewer and Storm Drain Replacement FY 2014-2015 Project CIP 
74098 and 76062 and Authorize the Mayor to Execute the Contract - Resolution 
2015-007 awarded the contract. 

 D.  Approve Agreement between the City of Tracy, the South County Fire Authority, 
and the San Joaquin County Emergency Medical Services Agency to Provide 
Non-Transport Advanced Life Support Services and Authorize the Mayor to 
Execute the Agreement - Resolution 2015-008 approved the agreement. 

G. Approve Amendment No. 2 to the Professional Services Agreement between the 
City of Tracy and Management Partners, Inc. and Approve Funding Allocation -
Resolution 2015-009 approved the agreement. 

 
E.  Authorization to Enter Into a Professional Services Agreement With Central 

Valley Softball Umpire Association to Perform Umpiring Services for the City of 
Tracy and for the Mayor to Sign the Agreement - Resolution 2015-010 authorized 
the Professional Services Agreement. 

  Jolene Jaurequi, Recreation Coordinator, presented the staff report. 

  Paul Miles expressed his concern regarding paying for umpiring services and 
wanted to know more about the history of these services. 

ACTION  Council Member Rickman motioned to adopt Resolution 2015-010 authorizing 
the agreement.. Voice Vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 

F.  Authorize the Purchase of Two Patrol Vehicles (Chevrolet Caprice and Chevrolet 
Tahoe) from Folsom Chevrolet of Folsom, California 

Mark Duxbury, Interim Police Chief, Police Department, presented the staff 
report.  

  
 Paul Miles inquired if this was the lowest bid and what due diligence was done.  

 
ACTION Motion made by Council Member Rickman, seconded by Council Member 

Vargas to adopt Resolution 2015-011 authorizing the purchase of two patrol 
vehicles. Council Member Vargas seconded the motion.  Voice vote found all in 
favor; passed and so ordered. 

H. Approve Amendments to the City Council Policy Related to Procedures for 
Preparation, Posting and Distribution of Agenda and the Conduct of Public 
Meetings Including Changing from Summary to Action Minutes  

 
Carole Fleischmann, Interim City Clerk, presented the staff report.  

 
Robert Tanner asked what the difference was between summary and action 
minutes.  
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Paul Miles stated his objections to the approval of action minutes. 
 

ACTION  Motion made by Council Member Rickman, seconded by Council Member 
Vargas to adopt Resolution 2015-012 approving amendments to the City Council 
Policy related to procedures for preparation, posting and distribution of the 
agenda and the conduct of public meetings including changing from summary to 
action minutes. Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 

2. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE - Leah Austin commented on the Council 
Member appointment process conducted on January 6, 2015.  Ms. Austin stated 
more reform is needed, and more time needs to be allocated for deliberation. 

 Peter Barrett concurred with Ms. Austin and added not enough consideration was 
given to what the people wanted to say. Mr. Barrett added he would have liked 
more time for discussion. 

 A resident commented about his involvement in bringing people together in other 
cities. Cities need to work to make the citizens feel engaged. The resident added 
that a conscious effort needs to be made to make sure things work for everyone 
represented.  

 Paul Miles alleged that last year the City was ethically challenged; he referred to 
the credit card issue related to a former City Manager.  

 A resident commented about the City Council appointment process which took 
place on January 6, 2015, and suggested there was a lack of transparency which 
needs to be addressed. 

3. CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING AND ADOPT A RESOLUTION OF 
NECESSITYAUTHORIZING THE INITIATION OF EMINENT DOMAIN 
PROCEEDINGS TO ACQUIRE PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY 
CONSTRUCTION EASEMENTS ON CERTAIN REAL PROPERTIES FOR 
CONSTRUCTION OF A WASTEWATER EFFLUENT DISCHARGE PIPELINE 
FROM THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT TO THE OLD RIVER AND 
AUTHORIZE THE DEPOSIT OF $200 FOR THE ALVES PARCEL, $3,800 FOR 
THE PERRY PARCELS, AND $11,900 FOR THE HOLLY COMMERCE 
CENTER PARCEL WITH THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA – CONDEMNATION 
DEPOSIT FUND 

 
Steve Bayley, Project Specialist presented the staff report. 
 
Mayor Maciel opened the public hearing. 
 
Robert Tanner stated that the discussion related to the process of eminent 
domain should have been discussed in closed session prior to bringing the item 
forward.  
 
Paul Miles stated that there was not enough information for the Council to make 
a decision. 
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Mayor Maciel closed the public hearing.  
 
  Council Member Rickman expressed he was not in favor of supporting this item.  
   
  Council Member Vargas stated that the staff report was incomplete and 

requested the item be brought back at another time. Council Member Vargas 
stated she wanted to see an exhibit which showed the property lines for parcels 
and location of the easements within those parcels.  

  
Troy Brown, City Manager echoed that he would not feel comfortable with 
Council making a serious policy decision around eminent domain when Council 
believes they don’t have the appropriate information to vote. Mr. Brown stated 
this item will be delayed for a few weeks but staff will provide a thorough report 
around negotiating parameters associated with the remaining parcels in closed 
session and then have a discussion to initiate the proceedings. 

 
4. INTRODUCTION OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 9, CHAPTER 9.52 

OF THE TRACY MUNICIPAL CODE, KNOWN AS FLOODPLAIN 
REGULATIONS AND SETTING A PUBLIC HEARING DATE AND TIME FOR 
ADOPTION OF THE ORDINANCE 

 This item was continued to a later date. 

5. RECEIVE STATUS REPORT AND PROVIDE DIRECTION ON POTENTIAL 
CITY/SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY PARTNERSHIP FOR DEVELOPMENT OF A 
SOUTH COUNTY REGIONAL PARK SOUTH OF LEGACY FIELDS AND 
NORTH OF I-205 

  David Ferguson, Director of Public Works, presented the staff report.   

  Council Member Mitracos disclosed that she served as a commissioner on the 
San Joaquin County Parks and Recreation Commission for more than two terms. 
Council Member Mitracos stated she had reviewed old records related to parks in 
general and that the maintenance costs are high. 

  Robert Tanner commented that the maintenance cost is high and inquired if it is 
standard practice for a city to pay for the maintenance for a regional park built by 
the county.  

  
  Council Member Mitracos provided a brief background of what was done in the 

development of Mickey Grove Park. 
  
  Council Member Young suggested that the City and County share maintenance 

costs. 
 
  Maria Hurtado, Assistant City Manager, briefly reviewed with the Council what 

was approved in August related to the partnership concept. Since then staff has 
moved forward on the negotiation and this report is to provide an update on how 
negotiations are being formed.  
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Council reached consensus to accept the report with the following 
amendments:  
• Look into sharing the cost of maintenance  
• Keep the Council apprised on design options and final approval on 

conceptual design 
• Return to Council before it is completely approved 
• Provide maintenance estimates 
• Potential revenue costs 
 

6. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE  
 
 Paul Miles urged the City Council to review the documentation he entered into 

the record and to hold this Council to a higher standard. 
 
 Mayor Maciel called for a recess at 9:09 p.m. 
 
 Council reconvened the meeting at 9:18 p.m. 
 
7.  COUNCIL ITEMS 
 

A. Consider  Whether an Item Related to Development Agreements, 
Approved and Amended, Together with a Presentation by Staff, Should 
be Included on a Future City Council Agenda for Discussion 

 
Carole Fleischmann, Interim City Clerk, presented the staff report.  

 
Council Member Vargas stated she wanted to establish transparency regarding  
public benefit monies and clarity on what those benefits are. Maria Hurtado, 
Assistant City Manager, stated that staff would return with a staff report to review 
potential amendments to the Development Agreement procedure specific to the 
community benefit that the City receives. Following consensus, Council directed 
staff to return with a staff report at the first meeting in March, 2015. 

 
B. Review Appointments to Council Committees  

 
Carole Fleischmann, Interim City Clerk, presented the staff report. 

The following appointments were made: 
City Chamber Liaison - Mayor Maciel, Alt Council Member Young 
City School Liaison - Mayor Maciel, Council Member Rickman  
Investment review Committee - Mayor Maciel, Council Member Mitracos 
South County Fire - Council Member Rickman, Mayor Maciel 
Public Facility financing - Council Member Young, Council Member Mitracos 
City Selection Committee - Mayor Maciel 
Community Development Block Grant - Vacant 
Council of Governments - Mayor Maciel, Council Member Young 
Citizen Advisory Committee - Council Member Young 
San Joaquin Water Advisory Commission - David Ferguson,  
Alt Council Member Mitracos 
San Joaquin Partnership - Mayor Maciel 
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San Joaquin Rail Commission - Mayor Maciel 
Solid Waste - Council Member Young 
Special City Selection Commission - Council Member Mitracos, 
 Alt Council Member Vargas 
League of California Cities, Central Valley - Council Member Vargas 
Oversight Board of the Successor Agency - Mayor Maciel 
Joint City County Criminal Task Force - Council Member Rickman,  
Council Member Vargas, Alt Mayor Maciel 
San Joaquin Council of Government One Voice - Mayor Maciel,  
Alt Council Member Young 
Altamont Regional Authority - Vacant* 

 *Mayor Maciel by default 
  

ACTION  Motion made by Council Member Rickman, seconded by Council Member Young 
to approve the appointments as discussed. Voice vote found Council Members 
Mitracos, Young, Mayor Pro Tem Rickman and Mayor Maciel in favor; Council 
Member Vargas opposed. 

C. Appointment of Mayor Pro Tempore 
 

Carole Fleischmann, Interim City Clerk, presented the staff report. 
 

ACTION  Motion made by Council Member Vargas, seconded by Council Member Mitracos 
to appoint Council Member Rickman as Mayor Pro Tempore. Council Member 
Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 
 
Mayor Maciel stated he wanted to revisit the Legacy Field’s issue. Mayor Maciel  
suggested an agenda item or a workshop to discuss the next steps. The two step  
agenda process for Council items was waived and Troy Brown, City Manager 
suggested a workshop at the first meeting in March, 2015.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Rickman spoke about the Amazon Fulfilment Center and stated 
it was impressive. 
 
Council Member Vargas stated she had requested an update on the 
communication towers for Council discussion, and wanted to know when the 
project will be up and running. 
 
Council Member Young thanked everyone who supported the Martin Luther King  
event. 

 
8.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
ACTION Motion made by Mayor Pro Tem Rickman, seconded by Council Member Young, 

to adjourn the meeting.  Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered.   
Time: 10:30 p.m.  
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The above agenda was posted at the Tracy City Hall on January 15, 2015. The above are 
action minutes. A recording is available at the Office of the City Clerk. 
  
 
 
 

____________________________  
Mayor  

 
 
 
 
ATTEST:  
___________________________  
City Clerk 



    TRACY CITY COUNCIL        SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 
 

January 6, 2015, 5:00 p.m. 
                      

City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza  Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

 
Mayor Maciel called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 
 
Roll call found Council Members Rickman, Vargas, Young, and Mayor Maciel present. 
 
Council Member Young presented a West High School Jersey to Council Member Rickman  
in recognition of West High Wolf Pack beating Tracy High Bulldogs at basketball.  
 
Steve Abercrombie, Chair, Brighter Christmas, thanked the volunteers who participated in 
Brighter Christmas and helped to make the effort a huge success.  
 
Mike Chivers, Resident, stated he strongly disagreed with the process for filling the vacant seat 
on the City Council. 
 
CONDUCT AN INTERVIEW PROCESS FOR QUALIFIED APPLICANTS AND VOTE TO 
APPOINT AN APPLICANT TO FILL THE VACANCY ON THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE 
REMAINDER OF THE UNEXPIRED TERM OF THE FORMER INCUMBENT WHICH WILL 
EXPIRE IN NOVEMBER 2016 - Mayor Maciel gave a brief overview of the interview process 
and stated: 
 

• Questions will be divided among the Council; Council Members will take turns asking 
applicants the 11 questions 

• A 2-minute Opening Statement and 2-minute Closing Statement will be allowed 
• A 2-minute time limit will be given to answer each question 
• Applicants will receive a visual 30-second notice when time is almost up  
• A beeper will sound at the end of the 2-minutes; when the beeper sounds please 

finish your sentence since your time will be up 
• No follow-up questions will be allowed, although clarification is allowed 
• There will be a 5-minute recess following the interviews and a 10-minute recess 

following public comment. 
 
Mayor Maciel invited the City Clerk to randomly draw names to determine the order of the 
interviews.  Interim City Clerk Carole Fleischmann drew the names in the following order - Victor 
Pierson, Eleassia Davis, Mary Mitracos, Bill Pollard and Rhodesia Ransom. 
 
Mayor Maciel invited the first applicant to approach the podium and suggested the remaining 
applicants retreat to the Green Room.  Mayor Maciel stated applicants may remain in Council 
Chambers following their interviews. 
 
Each candidate was asked the following questions and invited to offer an opening and a closing 
statement: 
 

1. Why would you like to be appointed to serve on the City Council? 
2. What expertise or experience do you bring to the Council? 
3. What are your accomplishments in providing community service to the residents of Tracy? 

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
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4. How would you promote transparency and accountability as a member of the City 
Council? 

5. What do you consider to be the top three most significant issues in our City right now? 
6. What do you think should be changed in City government? 
7. What is your understanding of Measure A? 
8. What is your understanding of Development Agreements? 
9. What role does public safety play in the quality of life in Tracy? 
10. When Measure E expires, what should be done if annual expenses continue to exceed 

revenues? 
11. In regards to Capital Improvement Projects, how would you establish your priorities? 

 
Following the interviews Mayor Maciel called for a recess.   The meeting was recessed at 6:55 
p.m. and reconvened at 7:15 p.m.   
 
Mayor Maciel invited public comment.   
 
Mel Waller, 1111 Michelle Avenue, spoke in support of Bill Pollard and commented on his 
loyalty to the community and his experience in the private sector. 
 
Dr. Theresa Brown, 360 Gonzales Street, Delta Board of Trustees, spoke in support of Mary 
Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom, and added they are the only two applicants who are qualified  
to serve on the Council. 
 
Diana Diaz, 211 Ranchero Way, spoke in support of Rhodesia Ransom and commented on her 
work with Tracy’s youth.  Ms. Diaz stated the community has good ideas and questioned why 
the Council was limited to four seats. 
 
Dr. Leah Austin, 217 James W. Smith Drive, stated she believed Rhodesia Ransom was the 
most qualified and commented on her grasp of the inner workings of the community.  Ms. Austin 
added she was concerned with quality of life issues, community services for families, jobs for 
youth and the opportunity for residents to establish careers locally. 
 
Linda Jimenez, P.O. Box 1065, Tracy, stated she appreciated the commitment each candidate 
had made to completing the application process and appearing before the Council.  Ms. 
Jimenez spoke in support of Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom because both have civic 
government experience. 
 
Rodney Davis spoke in support of Eleassia Davis, and stated Ms. Davis would work with the 
Council for the benefit of the community. 
 
A resident spoke in support of Rhodesia Ransom stating her work with Tracy’s youth is 
amazing. 
 
Marvin Rothschild, resident, stated the City needs leadership, not a group thinker.  Mr. 
Rothschild suggested Council think outside the box.  
 
Brooke Bullard, 242 W. Lowell Avenue, spoke in support of Rhodesia Ransom for her work on 
the anti-bullying project. 
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Paul Miles, 1397 Mansfield Street, referred to past issues the City had faced and suggested the 
City needs someone with strong line management skills and experience in managing 
organizations. 
 
Mitra Benham spoke in support of Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom and commented on 
their experience and service to the community.  Ms. Benham added suggested Tracy’s youth 
need more activities. 
 
Laurie Souza, 315 Mount Oso, spoke in support of Rhodesia Ransom and commented on her 
passion for the City and her commitment to the youth of Tracy. 
 
Dave Helm stated the City has five well-qualified candidates, who would serve with integrity and 
honor and with the community’s best interests at heart.  
 
Mark Wiebel, 2106 Lighthouse Circle, spoke in support of Bill Pollard and added the City needs 
business sense and Mr. Pollard is the best person for the job. 
 
Following public comment Mayor Maciel called for a recess.  The meeting was recessed at 7:44 
p.m. and reconvened at 7:57 p.m.  Mayor Maciel requested Council remain in chambers during 
the recess.  
 
Following the recess Mayor Maciel invited Council discussion.   
 
Council Member Rickman thanked those present for attending the meeting and stated he was 
impressed with the willingness of the applicants to serve the community. 
 
Council Member Vargas commented on the qualifications of all the applicants and thanked them 
for completing the application process. 
 
Council Member Young commented on the qualifications of the applicants and thanked them for 
stepping up and appearing before the Council.  Council Member Young added many great ideas 
were suggested by the applicants and she hoped staff had taken note. 
 
Mayor Maciel stated he was impressed with the level of preparation and understanding of the 
issues shown by the applicants.  The City needs to have a pipleline of capable people lined up 
either through serving on the City’s boards and commissions or other roles. 
 
Mayor Maciel invited the City Clerk to describe the voting procedure.  Interim City Clerk Carole 
Fleischmann stated: 
 

• Each Council Member shall vote for two applicants 
• The applicant or applicants receiving the least number of votes, including no votes, shall 

be eliminated 
• Subsequent votes shall be taken with each Council Member voting for two applicants 

until one or two applicants remain 
• Each Council Member shall then vote for one applicant and the applicant who receives 

the majority vote shall be nominated to fill the vacancy 
 

Ms. Fleischmann stated the names of the Council would be called in alphabetical order, with the 
Mayor last.  
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In Round 1 of the voting Council Member Rickman voted for Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia 
Ransom.  Council Member Vargas voted for Mary Mitracos and Bill Pollard.  Council Member 
Young voted for Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom, and Mayor Maciel voted for Bill Pollard 
and Rhodesia Ransom. The results of the vote indicated Victor Pierson received no votes; 
Eleassia Davis received no votes; Mary Mitracos received three votes, Bill Pollard received two 
votes, and Rhodesia Ransom received three votes.  Therefore, Victor Pierson and Eleassia 
Davis were eliminated. 
 
In Round Two of the voting Council Member Rickman voted for Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia 
Ransom. Council Member Vargas voted for Mary Mitracos and Bill Pollard.  Council Member 
Young voted for Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom, and Mayor Maciel voted for Bill Pollard 
and Rhodesia Ransom. The results show Mary Mitracos received three votes, Bill Pollard 
received two votes, and Rhodesia Ransom received three votes.  Therefore, Bill Pollard was 
eliminated. 
 
In Round Three of the voting Council Member Rickman voted for Mary Mitracos.  Council 
Member Vargas voted for Mary Mitracos.  Council Member Young voted for Rhodesia Ransom 
and Mayor Maciel voted for Rhodesia Ransom, resulting in a tie vote. 
 
Interim City Clerk Carole Fleischmann stated in the event of a tie vote the Council has the option 
to:  

(a) Develop additional question(s) for applicants; follow up questions will be allowed (to 
be determined by Council)  

(b) Resolve the deadlock by discussion 
(c) Discuss other options 

 
Council Member Rickman clarified that if the Council chooses a special election, the process 
would be open to all Tracy citizens.  Dan Sodergren, City Attorney, stated that was correct. 
 
Mayor Maciel stated Council has options.  The Council can develop additional questions, 
discuss this further or consider other options.  Council Member Rickman stated Council’s 
options include holding a special election and added he had no problem with developing 
additional questions.  Mayor Maciel stated he would like to have the process work itself out and 
asked if Council wanted to develop additional questions, or discuss the process further.   
Council agreed to begin with discussions.  
 
Council Member Young compared Mary Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom’s qualifications and 
spoke in support of Rhodesia Ransom.  Council Member Young added continuity was important 
and she was looking for somebody with passion who could hit the ground running. 
 
Council Member Rickman spoke in support of Mary Mitracos but added that he believed Mary 
Mitracos and Rhodesia Ransom were both qualified to service on the Council. 
 
Council Member Vargas spoke in support of Mary Mitracos and added she was looking for a 
candidate with a long-term view. 
 
Mayor Maciel spoke in support of Mary Mitracos and added he was looking for the best person 
to serve on the Council.  Mayor Maciel stated he would do what he felt was best for the City. 
 
Council Member Young stated she was surprised that more weight was given to regional 
influence than to local influence.  Council Member Young commented on Rhodesia Ransom’s 
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qualifications, her commitment to the Planning Commission and her work with the youth of 
Tracy.    
 
Council Member Rickman commented on the qualifications of the applicants and stated each 
one of them would have brought something different to the Council.  Council Member Rickman 
commented on the new development and new businesses which would be coming forward in 
the near future. 
 
Mayor Maciel stated he was not invested in the candidates, but was invested in the process and 
in moving the City forward. 
 
Following a brief Council discussion Council Member Rickman moved to adopt Resolution 2015-
001, Appointing Mary Mitracos to Fill the Vacancy on the City Council for the Remainder of the 
Unexpired Term of the Former Incumbent Which Expires in November 2016.  Council Member 
Vargas seconded the motion.  Roll call vote found Council Members Rickman, Vargas and 
Mayor Maciel in favor; Council Member Young opposed.   Motion carried. 
 
Interim City Clerk Carole Fleischmann administered the Oath of Office to Council Member Mary 
Mitracos.  
 
Council Member Mitracos complimented all the applicants and added she was pleased that the 
City has people who are willing to serve the community.  Council Member Mitracos added she 
was aware she had not been elected, but stated she felt an obligation to serve each resident of 
Tracy to the best of her ability.  
 
It was moved by Council Member Rickman and seconded by Council Member Young to adjourn.  
Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered.  Time: 8:45 p.m. 
 
The above agenda was posted at the Tracy City Hall on December 31, 2014.  The above 
are summary minutes.  A recording is available at the office of the City Clerk. 
 
 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 



    TRACY CITY COUNCIL        REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
 

January 6, 2015, 7:00 p.m. 
                      

City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza  Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

 
Mayor Maciel called the meeting to order at 8:55 p.m., and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Roll call found Council Members Mitracos, Rickman, Vargas, Young, and Mayor Maciel present. 
 
1. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE – Amy Wang, Volunteer Coordinator, Sow-a-Seed 

Foundation, spoke on the benefits of mentoring youth, and  urged the community to 
become involved in the mentoring program.  

 
2. CONSENT CALENDAR – Following the removal of item 2.C by Council Member Vargas, 

it was moved by Council Member Rickman and seconded by Council Member Young to 
adopt the Consent Calendar.   Roll call vote found Council Members Mitracos, Rickman,   
Vargas, Young and Mayor Maciel in favor; motion carried.   

 
A. Approve a List of City of Tracy Projects for San Joaquin Council of Government’s 

One Voice Trip to Washington D.C., for Congressional Funding Appropriation 
Requests – Resolution 2015-002 approved the list of projects. 

B. Acceptance of the Lammersville Schoolhouse Repair Project - CIP 78151, 
Completed by Color Chart Inc., of San Bruno, California, Authorization for the 
City Clerk to File the Notice Of Completion, and Authorization for the City 
Engineer to Release the Bonds and Retention Payment – Resolution 2015-003 
accepted the project. 

C. Approval of a Three Year Professional Services Agreement With Two Possible 
One Year Extensions With XL Landscape Development for Landscape, Park and 
Channelways Maintenance Services, Authorize the Mayor to Execute the 
Agreement, and Authorize the City Manager to Extend the Agreement for Up to 
Two Additional One-Year Terms Per the Recommendation from the Public Works 
Director – David Ferguson. Director of Public Works, presented the staff report 
and gave a brief overview of the program.  

On October 14, 2014, staff issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Landscape, 
Parks, and Channelways Maintenance in the City’s Landscape Maintenance 
District (LMD) zones. The City’s primary objective is to obtain maintenance 
services for turf, shrubs, groundcover, and specialized services for LMD 
streetscapes, medians, parks, and channelways. The RFP also included costs 
for additive services for possible new landscaping added to the proposed 
agreement at a later date, and/or enhanced levels of service within existing sites 
pending available funds. 

The intent of the proposed PSA is to provide a level of maintenance that will 
result in an attractive and desirable appearance of City landscaping at all times. 
XL Landscape Development will be using its own means and methods and 

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
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agrees to maintain all designated areas to the City’s stated standards. Two types 
of services levels are set forth in the proposed PSA. Service level A represents 
the highest level of care and has the characteristics described in Exhibit A to the 
staff report. Service level B represents the same basic maintenance tasks as 
service level A, but on a less frequent schedule, based upon the funding 
availability in each zone.  In addition to the zone maintenance, the proposed 
Service Provider will also be required to maintain the Channelways within the 
zones. 

Staff reviewed and rated all five proposals submitted for LMD Landscape, Parks, 
and Channelways Maintenance and chose two Service Providers, XL Landscape 
Development and Odyssey Landscape Company, Inc., to interview and 
determine the extent to which they could meet the City’s LMD maintenance 
needs within the available funding. The low bidder, Crossroads Facility Services, 
did not demonstrate that they had the requisite experience with projects of similar 
type and scope, as required.  Staff selected XL Landscape Development, the 
second lowest bidder, to negotiate with for a PSA for landscape services.  XL has 
adequate staffing for this project, will hire local and has acquired a facility in 
Tracy. 

The initial term of the PSA will be from January 7, 2015 through January 6, 2018. 
If the Public Works Director determines that XL Landscape Development has 
satisfactorily performed all requirements in this agreement, the City Manager 
may extend the agreement for up to two additional one-year terms. 

Don Scholl, Operation Maintenance Superintendent, stated this is a performance 
based Professional Services Agreement which means that the City will determine 
how well XL is doing based on how the City looks and not on a list of tasks to be 
performed.  This is a three-year agreement with two possible one year 
extensions. This helps XL to develop a long-term relationship with the City and to 
commit to developing the LMD over the long haul.  Under this PSA XL can better 
use unique proposals and timing when completing tasks.   The PSA allows the 
company to change service levels in a specific LMD zone   The PSA includes set 
costs for routine maintenance.  XL has the ability to provide extra services such 
as landscape renovations, both big and small.  The PSA defines that process to 
make sure the work is competitively priced.  Moving forward XL will focus on 
addressing the current maintenance shortfalls and the community should begin 
to see an immediate benefit.  

Council Member Vargas asked if the company intended to open an office in 
Tracy and how many local people would be employed.  Mr. Scholl stated the 
company has secured a lease for a property on Chrisman Road.  Donald 
Garitano, XL Landscape, responded there would be12-15 full time and one part-
time employee.  

Mayor Maciel asked what steps the City would take to monitor the level of service 
received from XL.  Mr. Scholl responded there would weekly meetings with XL 
and routine inspections would be carried out by staff.   
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Steve Nicolaou, 1068 Atherton Drive, spoke in favor of XL Landscape.  

It was moved by Council Member Rickman and a seconded by Council Member 
Young to adopt Resolution 2015-004 approving a three-year Professional 
Services Agreement with the possibility of two additional one-year extensions 
with XL Landscape Development for services required for Landscape, Parks, and 
Channelways Maintenance and authorized the Mayor to execute the agreement.  
Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 

3. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE – None 

4. COUNCIL ITEMS - Council Member Young invited the community to the 19th Annual 
Martin Luther King Breakfast to be held on Monday, January 19th, 2015, at 8:30 a.m. in 
the Community Center.  The cost is $10.  

 Mayor Maciel welcomed new Council Member Mitracos to the City Council. 

5. ADJOURNMENT – It was moved by Council Member Rickman and seconded by Council 
Member Young to adjourn.  Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered.  Time 
9:17 p.m. 

 
The above agenda was posted at the Tracy City Hall on December 31, 2014.  The above 
are summary minutes.  A recording is available at the office of the City Clerk. 
 
 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  TRACY CITY COUNCIL           SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 
 

November 5, 2014, 7:00 p.m. 
                      

City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza  Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 

 
Mayor Ives called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m., and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
The invocation was offered by Pastor Rob Krenik, Calvary Chapel. 
   
Roll call found Council Members Manne, Rickman, Young, Mayor Pro Tem Maciel, and Mayor 
Ives present. 
 
Troy Brown, City Manager, presented the Employee of the Month award for November 2014, to 
Veronica Nunez, Finance Department. 
 
Mayor Ives presented a proclamation declaring November National Homeless Youth Awareness 
and Runaway Prevention Month to Julie Yang, Shelter Director.  
 
Mayor Ives presented a proclamation declaring November Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month 
to Danielle Mintz, Pancreatic Cancer Action Network's Bay Area Affiliate. 
 
Mayor Ives recognized D.A.R.E. graduates from George Kelly Elementary School. 
 
 
1. CONSENT CALENDAR –  Following the removal of item 1.D by Steve Nicolaou, motion 

made by Mayor Pro Tem Maciel, seconded by Council Member Rickman to adopt the 
consent calendar.  Roll call vote found Mayor Pro Tem Maciel, Council Members, 
Rickman, Manne, Young and Mayor Ives in favor.  Motion carried 5:0. 
 
A. Approval of Minutes – Regular meeting minutes of August 19, 2014 (amended) 

and October 21, 2014, and special meeting minutes of October 21, 2014, were 
approved.  
 

B. Approve Resolution Authorizing a Leave of Absence for Tracy Transportation 
Advisory Commissioner Alvin Vaughn – Resolution 2014-186 approved a leave 
of absence. 
 

C. Authorize Amendment of the City’s Classification Plan by Approving Revisions to 
the Classification Specification for Communications Unit Supervisor – Resolution 
2014-187 approved the amendment. 
 

D. Award a Construction Contract to Teichert Construction of Stockton, California, 
for Reconstruction of Tracy Municipal Airport Runways 12-30 and 8-26, and 
Reconstruction of Taxiways A, B, D, and E, Including Runway/Taxiway 
Intersections Schedule A and Schedule B, Project CIP 77037, AIP No. 3-06-
0259-16, Approve Task Order No. 4 With Reinard Brandley, Airport Consulting 
Services, Authorize an Appropriation of Funds and Authorize the Mayor to 
Execute the Task Order and Contract – Mr. Nicolaou entered into the record 
documents related to the work carried out by California Pavement Management 

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/


Special Meeting Minutes 2 November 5, 2014  

Company Inc.  The documents included emails from staff, the Notice of 
Completion and a letter from the City dated February 11, 2010 addressed to 
California Pavement Maintenance Company, Inc. accepting the project.  
 
Kul Sharma, City Engineer, stated in 2007 the project awarded to California 
Pavement Management was a slurry seal, which enhances the life of a project for 
five to six years.  The majority of funding was from Caltrans who approved the 
slurry seal.  The current project is a reconstruction of the pavement which is 
totally different work.   
 
Troy Brown, City Manager, stated this project will require the vendor to meet 
certain benchmarks.  Prior to completion of the project and release of the bonds 
the project will be subject to a full inspection by the City to ensure the project is 
constructed in accordance with the specifications included in the bid documents.  
Mr. Sharma stated 90 per cent of the project is funded by the Federal Aviation 
Authority which will also inspect the project.  In response to a question from 
Mayor Ives, Mr. Sharma confirmed Mr. Brandley, Airport Consultant, would 
provide construction management and inspection services for the project.   
 
Motion made by Mayor Pro Tem Maciel and seconded by Council Member 
Rickman to adopt Resolution 2014-188, Awarding the Construction Contract to 
Teichert Construction of Stockton, California, for Reconstruction of Tracy 
Municipal Airport Runways 12-30 and 8-26, and Reconstruction of Taxiways A, 
B, D, and E, Including Runway/Taxiway Intersections Schedule A and Schedule 
B, Project CIP 77037, AIP No. 3-06-0259-16, Approve Task Order No. 4 with 
Reinard Brandley, Airport Consulting Services, Authorize an Appropriation of 
Funds and Authorize the Mayor to Execute the Task Order and Contract.  Voice 
vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 

  
2. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE – Paul Miles, 1397 Mansfield, recommended changing 

batteries in smoke alarms.  Mr. Miles referred to a video in which a citizen’s rights were 
allegedly violated by Tracy Police Officers, and requested Council investigates the 
complaint.  Mr. Miles entered into the record a formal citizen complaint in the form of a 
letter dated November 5, 2014, addressed to the City of Tracy City Council.    
 
Robert Tanner, 1371 Rusher Street, thanked the residents of Tracy for the votes he 
received in the November 4, 2014 Tracy Municipal election. 
 

3. PUBLIC HEARING TO ADOPT THE FINANCE PLAN UPDATE FOR THE I-205 
 SPECIFIC PLAN PARCEL GL-27 – Andrew Malik, Director of Development Services 

presented the staff report. The GL-27 property is located at the corner of Grant Line and 
Naglee Roads. On April 19, 2005, the finance plan for this parcel was adopted by 
Resolution 2005-104.  The finance plan originally covered the parcels created after 
construction of the Park and Ride lot (2.78 acres) and the City well (0.30 acres). 
 
The City is considering moving forward with development on the park and ride lot 
portion. To accommodate this potential development, the finance plan is being 
updated to include the 2.78 acre park and ride lot. The GL-27 parcel is being split into 
three sub-parcels: Parcel 1 which is 1.23 net acres and contains Texas Roadhouse; 
Parcel 2 which is 0.94 acres and currently vacant; and Parcel 3 which is 2.57 net acres 
and contains the park and ride lot. This finance plan will cover the obligations of all 
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three parcels though Parcel 1 has already developed and paid its fees. The obligations 
of the parcel were updated to reflect the cost of additional water and sewer that will be 
required as a result of the development of this parcel. In addition, the acreage of Parcel 
2 was reduced to reflect the actual site acreage. 
 
There is no impact on the General Fund since I-205 Specific Plan developers are 
responsible for the infrastructure costs required to mitigate the impacts of development 
in the I-205 Specific Plan area. 
 
In response to a question from Mayor Ives, Mr. Malik stated that the net cost for line item 
fire/public works capital under parcel two would be increased by $61 making it $6,932, 
and that same line item for parcel three would be increased by $575 to $38,146. 

 
 Mayor Ives opened the public hearing.  Since there was no one wishing to address the 

Council Mayor Ives closed the public hearing. 
 
 Council Member Young asked if any additional locations were being considered for park-

and-ride sites.  Mr. Malik stated the Outlet Center has 45 spaces, the Mall may provide 
more spaces in the next six to seven months, and there are approximately 130 spaces 
downtown, south of the Transit Station. 

 
 Motion made by Mayor Pro Tem Maciel and seconded by Council Member Rickman to 

adopt Resolution 2014-189, Approving the Finance Plan Update for the I-205 Specific 
Plan Parcel GL-27.  Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 

 
4.  PUBLIC HEARING TO ADOPT THE FINANCE PLAN UPDATE FOR THE I-205 

SPECIFIC PLAN PARCELS GL-3A AND GL-3B ALSO REFERRED TO AS THE 
“NORTH PARCEL” – Andrew Malik, Director of Development Services presented the 
staff report.  The finance plan covers financing for the 10.8 acre parcel south of Pavilion 
Parkway, Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 212-280-18, where the Winco retail grocery 
store was built, and another 10.8 acre site known as the “North Parcel” on the north side 
of Pavilion Parkway, APNs 212-280-15 (6.69 acres) and 212-280-02 (4.11 acres). 
 
The finance plan was adopted on September 16, 2008, by Resolution 2008-185. The 
Winco site has fully developed.   An update to the finance plan is needed because the 
“North Parcel” is proceeding with a land use change.  The original parcel consisted of a 
mixture of general commercial, service commercial and light industrial.  It is now being 
converted to a high density residential (HDR) site with 301 units proposed for this 10.8 
acre site.  These two parcels are part of the I-205 Development Area under which all 
parcels’ fair share obligations were determined through a cost allocation spreadsheet.  
As part of the EIR for these projects, roadways and intersection impacts are identified as 
part of the mitigations established at the time of development of the Winco parcel. The 
developments are required to pay their fair share cost obligation through a finance plan. 
The “North Parcel” consists of 6.69 acres that are part of the GL-3b finance plan and the 
remaining 4.11 acres are part of the GL-3a finance plan. 
 
Due to the land use change the development is required to mitigate its additional 
impacts on the City’s infrastructure system including an additional $21,000 in water 
distribution improvements, $565,150 in additional sanitary sewer treatment costs, and 
$80,000 for additional water supply. There is no additional impact to the roadway 
network.  In addition, the project must mitigate its park impacts by paying the Citywide 
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Master Plan park fee adopted on January 7, 2014, by Resolution 2014-010. The high 
density residential park fee is $5,038 per unit which equates to $1,516,438 for 301units.  
 
On September 16, 2014, by Resolution 2014-158, the City adopted updated Public 
Safety Impact Fees to fund the cost of a necessary new communications tower. The 
adopted fee is $45.21 per high density unit which amounts to $13,608 for 301 units.  All 
new developments in the City will be responsible to pay these fees which are being  
added to the finance plan at this time. The obligations set forth in the finance plan are 
subject to update on January 1, of each year. 
 
There is no impact on the General Fund since I-205 Specific Plan developers are 
responsible for the infrastructure costs required to mitigate the impacts of development 
in the I-205 Specific Plan area. 

 
 Mayor Ives opened public hearing.  Since there was no one wishing to address the 

Council Mayor Ives closed the public hearing. 
 
 Motion made by Mayor Pro Tem Maciel and seconded by Council Member Rickman to 

adopt Resolution 2014-190, Approving the Finance Plan Update for the I-205 Specific 
Plan 10.8 acre “North Parcel”, APN 212-280-15 and 212-280-02, part of the I-205 GL-3A 
and GL-3B parcels.  Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered  

 
5. RECEIVE STATUS REPORT ON THE (1) NEGOTIATIONS WITH WILD RIVERS, (2) 

PINKIE PHILLIPS AQUATICS CENTER TRANSITION PLAN, AND (3) JOE WILSON 
POOL RECONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND PROVIDE STAFF DIRECTION ON 
NEXT STEPS – Troy Brown, City Manager, gave an overview of the project and 
introduced Andrew Malik, Director of Development Services, Maria Hurtado, Assistant 
City Manager, Kul Sharma, City Engineer, Ed Lovell, Management Analyst II, Public 
Works, and Bill Dean, Assistant Director of Development Services, who presented the 
various aspects of the project and used a power point in the presentations. 

. 
 Mr. Malik stated over the course of the last two years, the City pursued a total aquatics 

solution that included three strategies to address the City’s Aquatics needs. These 
strategies included modifying the Pinkie Phillips Aquatics Center (West High Pool), 
seeking a private public partnership, and reconstructing the Joe Wilson Pool at Dr. 
Powers Park. 

 
 On March 18, 2014, Council directed staff to negotiate with Wild Rivers LLC (Wild 

Rivers) to develop a 20 acre aquatics center on the Ellis location.  Subsequent to this 
decision, Council also directed staff to continue its discussions with the Tracy Unified 
School District (TUSD) on the use of Pinkie Phillips Aquatics Center given the TUSD 
Board of Trustees’ decision to terminate its joint use agreement with the City. The City 
and TUSD are developing a transition plan for the 2015 aquatic programming season. 

  
 In May 2014, Council directed staff to identify alternative funding sources to rebuild the 

Joe Wilson Pool as part of the Fiscal Year 2014/15 Capital Improvement Program.  On 
August 19, 2014, Council approved a Professional Services Agreement with RJM Design 
Group Inc. for design and construction management services for the Joe Wilson Pool 
Renovation Project. 
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On September 17, 2013 and October 1, 2013, Council directed staff to begin 
negotiations with Wild Rivers and Surland Communities, respectively, for the 
development and operation of an aquatic center in the City.  On March 18, 2014, staff 
presented Council with the one proposal received from Wild Rivers.  Earlier this summer, 
the President of Wild Rivers, Mike Riedel, communicated to staff that he had identified 
HKG Sports as Wild Rivers new financial partner. HKG Sports is a subsidiary of Hopkins 
Real Estate Group and Kirin Holdings International, headquartered in Southern 
California. Over the past several months, staff worked with Wild Rivers to compile 
demographic and other local/regional market information so HKG Sports could become 
better acquainted with the Northern California and Tracy market.  As additional 
background information, staff provided Wild Rivers and HKG Sports with a copy of the 
previous Aquatic Center Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study, which provided an 
overview of the swimming needs of Tracy, an evaluation of the market viability of an 
aquatic facility within the City, estimated attendance and a projection of potential 
revenues, operating expenses and net operating income/loss. 
 
In October, 2014, after reviewing the data, Wild Rivers’ financial partner, HKG Sports, 
determined that the regional water park market in the Tracy area was highly speculative 
compared to the other regional water park markets.  Wild Rivers proposed that the City 
commission a more detailed Market Feasibility and Financial Analysis Study to better 
understand the feasibility and revenue projections for the Tracy market, particularly as it 
relates to the maintenance of the 52 meter pool. The estimated cost of this study is 
$25,000. Mr. Riedel indicated that, if the new feasibility information is positive, it may be 
the catalyst for HKG Sports to proceed with a project in Tracy.  However, due to the 
speculative nature of the project, neither Wild Rivers nor HKG Sports are willing to 
contribute funding toward the Market Feasibility/Financial Analysis. 
 
At this point, Wild Rivers is pursuing two other projects in Temecula, CA and in Houston, 
TX, both of which they will pursue before considering the Tracy project. Therefore, the 
City does not have a commitment from Wild Rivers to pursue a water park at this time. 
 
Maria Hurtado, Assistant City Manager, stated at the September 16, 2014 Council 
meeting, Council was notified of the TUSD Board of Trustees intent to terminate its pool 
facility use agreement with the City. On October 13, 2014, the City received the official 
termination letter, triggering the 180 day termination clause. The City and TUSD 
representatives have been actively exploring transition options to ensure minimal 
disruption to the 2015 summer aquatics programming. TUSD is evaluating two key 
considerations for the use of the Pinkie Phillips Aquatics Center in 2015. These include 
(1) balancing the use needs of the various stakeholders (i.e. Kimball High aquatics 
programming needs, City programming via the YMCA’s contract, Swim Team needs, 
and other renters) and (2) completing a Facility Fee Assessment to evaluate current 
rates. 
 
The City is working with the YMCA, the City’s aquatic program service provider, to 
submit a Use Facility Rental request to TUSD to assist in the aquatics programming 
planning process for the Summer 2015. Staff anticipates the TUSD fee study will be 
completed in Spring 2015, at which time staff will finalize the 2015 transition plan and 
present it to Council. 
 
Finally, per the termination language in the joint use agreement, TUSD will pay the City a 
one-time amount of $1,381,124 within the next 180 days. This amount will be deposited 
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into the City’s General Fund. Use of these funds will be discussed as part of the City’s 
Fiscal Year 2015/16 budget discussion. 
 
Ed Lovell, Management Analyst stated Council approved a Professional Services 
Agreement with RJM Design Group Inc., for design and construction management 
services for the Joe Wilson Pool Renovation Project (CIP 78152) on August 19, 2014. 
The timeline for completion of the Joe Wilson Pool reconstruction was originally 
scheduled for Spring 2016. Since then, RJM Design Group and staff revised the timeline 
to include a grand opening of the pool by Labor Day 2015.   
 
On October 22, 2014, staff and the Consultant conducted a public workshop to receive 
community feedback on the preliminary pool design options. Approximately 20 people 
attended the workshop. In general, comments and feedback were focused on topics 
such as parking, programming, depth of lesson pool, storage of equipment, and having 
enough shade for patrons. The next public design discussion is scheduled for the 
November 6, 2015 Parks Commission meeting. Staff anticipates that the complete 
design and construction package will be ready for bid in early January 2015; construction 
is expected to start in April 2015. Construction should take approximately five months to 
complete. While it is not possible to open the pool at the beginning of the 2015 summer 
season, it may be possible to open the pool by late summer. This revised schedule is six 
months earlier than previously projected. 
 
Bill Dean, Assistant Director of Development Services, gave an overview of the actions 
the City had taken to meet the community’s aquatics needs.  Mr. Dean added that given 
the recent turn of events with TUSD and Wild Rivers, staff had identified additional 
options for Council consideration moving forward.   
 
Action 1: Build a 52 Meter Competition Pool. (Completed).  In 2007, the City partnered 
with TUSD to jointly construct and operate a 52 meter competition pool in an effort to 
make an amenity available while sufficient funds were collected to build a family swim 
center in Tracy. The Pinkie Phillips Aquatics Center (West High Pool) was ultimately built 
by both the City and TUSD, leveraging existing resources for a joint partnership that 
resulted in a 75/25 split in both development and operations. The City had priority use of 
the pool in the summer (25%) and TUSD had priority use during the school year (75%) 
 
Action 2: Develop a Family Swim Center at Ellis. (On Hold). The City has developed 
design documents for an aquatics center at Ellis and developed funding models based 
on attendance/admittance fee assumptions. This option was pursued by staff in 2008-
2010 resulting in 60% construction documents for a swim center. A report on cost 
recovery/general fund subsidy for operations and the phased development plan were 
presented to Council. Council placed this option on hold to pursue a private/public 
partnership and improve the Joe Wilson Pool (Options 2 and 3). 
 
Action 3: Seek Private/Public Partnership to Develop an Aquatics Facility. (Completed). 
When the cost recovery figures and attendance/admittance fee assumptions were 
presented for Option 1, the concept of a private partner was viewed as a potentially more 
fiscally sustainable approach for aquatics delivery. Staff worked on a potential public/ 
private partnership for almost two years and with Wild Rivers specifically for more than a 
year to advance this option. This included negotiating with Surland for an additional four 
acres at Ellis to accommodate Wild Rivers’ operational models.  However, since Wild 
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Rivers/HKG Sports, is not interested in pursuing a public/private partnership at this time 
staff has ceased negotiations with Surland for the four additional acres at Ellis. 
 
Action 4: Improve Joe Wilson Pool and Re-Negotiate Joint Use Agreement with TUSD. 
(In Progress). This option was undertaken simultaneously with Option 2 and resulted in a 
capital improvement project to reconstruct the Joe Wilson Pool. This capital project is on 
track to open by Labor Day, 2015. The renovation of the Joe Wilson Pool addresses the 
recreational swim needs of Tracy residents and is not intended to address any additional 
competitive swim needs outside of the Competition Pool at West High. With regard to the 
Joint Use Agreement, Council was informed that the TUSD/City joint use agreement for 
the Pinkie Phillips Aquatics Center (West High Pool) is now terminated. 
 
Over the years, the City has taken several actions to build and operate not only a swim 
center in Tracy, but also a number of other amenities in the community, including Legacy 
Fields, improvements to the Tracy Ballpark, and building and operating an aquatics 
center. In each of the discussions the limited availability of funding to support ongoing 
operational needs has been identified as a significant challenge. In the instance of 
aquatics for example, even if the City were to construct a 52-meter competition pool, the 
City would need to find ways to offset an annual operating expense of more than 
$600,000 per year. 
 
Various funding mechanisms are available to municipalities to fund capital projects and 
address ongoing operational needs after the amenities are built. These include, but are 
not limited to voter-approved general obligation bonds which levy property taxes for the 
acquisition or improvement of real property and special tax measures.  Examples of 
special tax measures may include an increase in sales tax or Transient Occupancy Tax 
(TOT), or the establishment of a parcel tax, a Utility Users Tax (UUT).  In this context, 
Council can identify a single project to fund, or develop a funding strategy to build and 
operate a variety of recreational amenities as outlined in the Tracy Citywide Public 
Facilities Master Plan. 
 
In addition to the previous approaches considered by the City, Council may wish to 
explore two additional alternatives related to the construction and operation of a 
competition pool or multiple recreational public facilities. The City’s ability to support the 
ongoing operational costs of these proposed amenities continues be to an item of 
concern. The two options are described in detail below: 
 
Alternative Approach 1: Use Existing Capital Funds to Build a 52-meter Competition 
Pool. Council could explore using funds from the existing Aquatics CIP to build a 
competition pool. Funding available in the Aquatics CIP as of September 15, 2016 will be 
approximately $12.5 million. 
 
This option would involve several steps, including development of a recommended site, 
identifying funding sources for ongoing operational costs, and adopting facility use fees 
for cost recovery purposes. The cost of construction for a 52 meter competition pool 
ranges from $8 million to $9 million, depending on the site selected. 
 
Alternative Approach 2: Identify Sustainable Options to Fund Multiple Recreational 
Amenities. Council may wish to review the Citywide Public Facilities Master Plan and 
identify multiple recreational amenities to build and operate. This option would require 
the development of a funding strategy for associated capital and ongoing operational 
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costs. Funding this option would likely involve a ballot measure that would require voter 
approval. Depending on the option selected by Council, staff would develop a detailed 
project plan, including scope, timeframe, and funding strategies for one-time and 
ongoing operational costs for Council consideration. 
 
Troy Brown, City Manager, thanked staff for their efforts but stated there is no easy 
solution.  Mr. Brown added the question is how the City would develop a sustainable 
solution to fund ongoing operations for a variety of recreational needs moving forward.  
Cities use a variety of different options to fund projects.  Mr. Brown stated staff is 
committed toward working toward a solution. 

 
 Council Member Young asked if Wild Rivers was officially terminated.  Mr. Malik stated 

yes.  Mr. Brown stated even if the City were to continue negotiations with Wild Rivers, 
there is no guarantee that the City would be at the top of the list since they have two 
other options they are pursuing.  In response to a question from Council Member Manne 
regarding whether the City has an Exclusive Negotiation Rights Agreement with Wild 
Rivers, Mr. Malik stated no.  

 
 Mayor Pro Tem Maciel referred to funding for the Joe Wilson Pool and stated it was 

important to consider other competing priorities including an expansion of the Tracy 
Ballpark, Legacy Fields, the Senior Center, a recreation Center and a new Civic Center, 
in addition to the ongoing support of the Grand Theatre. Mayor Pro Tem Maciel added 
when developing a funding mechanism and seeking voter approval the City needs to 
ensure there is a broad spectrum of the community that would benefit.  Mayor Pro tem 
Maciel referred to the projected operating costs and asked if the $600,000 factored in 
any revenues.   Mr. Lovell responded that amount is strictly expenses, which could be 
offset by revenues.  With regard to the 52 meter pool, Mr. Lovell stated that according to 
the City’s consultant, in a best case scenario the City is looking at 55% cost recovery.    

  
 In response to a question from Mayor Pro Tem Maciel, Maria Hurtado, Assistant City 

Manager, stated the $1.3m to be refunded by Tracy Unified School District would be 
placed in the General Fund and Council would have an opportunity to discuss what they 
want to do with it during the budget process.   

  
 Mayor Ives invited public comment. 
 
 Marsha McCray, 560 W. Schulte, referred to a workshop held on October 22, and stated 

the staff report does not include the major concerns voiced by the public at that meeting.    
 Those concerns, some of which are fixable, included the observation that the pool has 

been designed in a way that does not serve the majority of Tracy residents.  The design 
makes it inadequate for swim lessons and lap swimming.  Ms. McCray stated she was 
looking forward to seeing alternative designs for the Joe Wilson Pool and urged Council 
to move forward only after the residents’ concerns have been taken into consideration. 

 
Linda Jimenez, P.O. Box 1065, Tracy, referred to option 2 and asked that if staff moves 
forward with other projects the Parks Commissioners be allowed to have input.  Ms. 
Jimenez referred to groups which have appeared before the Parks Commission and 
identified amenities they would like to have considered.   
 
Michel Bazinet, 1005 Mabel Josephine, commented on the Swim Center objectives and 
offered ideas on how to fund the project.  Mr. Bazinet used a power point in his 
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presentation.  Mr. Bazinet listed amenities which could be included in the project and the 
different uses the amenities would provide.  Mr. Bazinet suggested solar panels be 
installed to reduce the operating costs of the 50 meter pool which could be built to USA 
Swim standards and used to host regional and national swim meets.  Mr. Bazinet 
discussed the difference in the costs of various pools and stated he believed the costs 
were overstated.  Mr. Bazinet suggested the next steps should include reassembling the 
aquatic task force and setting a deadline of two to three months for the task force to 
report to Council.  Mr. Bazinet suggested placing a hold on the Joe Wilson Pool project 
at Dr. Powers Park pending task force recommendations and postponing the Parks and 
Recreation Commission meeting scheduled for November 6 to a later date. 
 
Linda Jimenez, P.O. Box 1065, Tracy, referred to the previous presentation which 
suggested the Council hold off on the project.  Ms. Jimenez stated she understood the 
need for a 50 meter pool and supported the idea, but suggested Council continue with 
their discussions, since any delay could  impact Parks and Recreation swim classes for 
2015.   
 
Molly Lowe, 2690 Atherton Court, stated at the October 22 workshop, staff did not 
understand the needs of the aquatic community or what is being provided.  Ms. Lowe 
gave an overview of how swimming pools are utilized by the aquatic community.  The 
pool at Dr. Powers park will not meet the needs of the community.  Ms. Lowe 
commented on the lack of parking at the Dr. Powers Park.  Ms. Lowe stated she had not 
requested a 50 meter pool, but wants a swim center that meets the needs of the entire 
community.  Ms. Lowe suggested Council meet with the aquatics community and 
consider their recommendations.  
 
Robert Tanner, 1371 Rusher Street, stated the Joe Wilson pool needs to be modified to 
satisfy at least some of the needs of the City.   
 
Sandy Taylor, 8271 Julie Lynn Circle, stated she has been part of the process for a long 
time, and that over the years there has been a disconnect between the City and the 
community.  Ms. Taylor suggested putting off the meeting scheduled for November 6, 
and suggested the project be slowed down because it was not going in the right 
direction. 
 
Steve Nicolaou, 1068 Atherton Drive, suggested the community should put together a list 
of projects it would like built in the City and put a measure on the ballot to determine 
whether or not the community is willing to pay for them.   
 
Michelle Loomis, 122 Clement Court, suggested rescheduling the Parks and Community 
Services Commission meeting scheduled for November 6.  Ms. Loomis referred to the 
cost of maintenance that would be incurred during the winter if the pool is completed by 
Labor Day 2015.  Ms. Loomis suggested delaying the opening until Spring 2016.   
 
Council Member Manne suggested the City review the list of amenities and reassess 
what the community is asking for since the City does not have the money for everything.  
Council Member Manne stated since the City has spent approximately $100,000 so far  
then Council should move forward with the project and look for other funding sources for 
the pool and the additional amenities.  
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Mayor Ives asked if, at the October 22 workshop, staff had announced another meeting 
would be held on November 6.  Mr. Lovell stated yes.  Mayor Ives referred to the 
meeting scheduled for November 6, and asked what was next.  Mr. Lovell stated an 
agenda item would be brought back to Council for approval on November 18.   
 
Council Member Young, commented on the opening date of the pool and asked how 
long the pool could remain open after the opening date, and how the maintenance costs 
would balance out. 
 
Mr. Lovell stated the length of time the pool could remain open depends on the weather.  
As far as maintenance costs are concerned savings can be realized on heating during 
the time the pool is closed, but the pool still has to be maintained.  Council Member 
Young stated she believed the City should move forward methodically and cautiously 
and build the project right.  
 
Council Member Rickman stated Council has to look at the needs of the entire 
community and not certain groups.  Council Member Rickman added he didn’t see a 
reason the put the brakes on the project now, when discussions have not been 
completed.  Council Member Rickman stated he supported moving forward with the 
project.    
 
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel questioned whether the pool needs to be open by October 15, 
2015.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated the City needs to continue to address the issues, 
even if the opening date is pushed beyond Labor Day, 2015.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel 
suggested moving forward with the Joe Wilson Pool.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated he 
liked the idea of a competitive pool and described his vision of what the aquatic center 
would look like.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated the City needs to take a hard look at what 
it would take to build and operate a 52 meter pool and consider a long term funding 
solution. The voters may have to get involved eventually, but in that case the City will 
need to give the voters as much information as possible on all the community’s needs.  
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated he had problems with diverting some of the funds and 
suggested restoring the funding if and when additional funds become available.  
 
Following a brief discussion Mayor Ives stated Council’s direction is to: 1) proceed with 
the reconstruction of the Joe Wilson pool; 2) begin the community process on the Ellis 
Aquatics Center, and 3) look at the broader vision of the community’s needs and how to 
pay for them.   

 
6. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE - Linda Jimenez, P.O. Box 1065, invited the community 

to attend the Parks and Community Services Commission regular meeting to be held on 
Thursday, November 6, 2014, at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers.  Staff will present the 
updated design for the Joe Wilson Pool reconstruction project. 

 
 Michel Bazinet asked if the Parks and Community Services Commission meeting 

scheduled for November 6, 2015 had been noticed.  Mayor Ives stated yes.  
 
 James Young, President, Tracy African American Association, invited the community to 

attend an event to celebrate the 20th anniversary of the Tracy African American 
Association.  The event will be held in the Community Center from 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. on 
Saturday, November 8, 2014.  
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 Ms. Jimenez stated that at the October 22 workshop staff stated that a meeting would be 
held on November 6, when members of the community could continue to provide input.  
The meeting had been noticed.  Following the November 6 meeting Parks 
Commissioners would make their recommendations to staff and an item would be 
presented at the Council meeting scheduled for November 18.   

 
7. COUNCIL ITEMS – Council Member Rickman, Council Member Manne, and Mayor Pro 

Tem Maciel thanked the community for the support they had received in the Tracy 
Municipal Election held on November 4, 2014. 

 
8. ADJOURNMENT – Motion made by Council Member Manne, seconded by Council 

Member Rickman to adjourn.  Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered.  
Time: 9:26 p.m. 

 
The above agenda was posted at the Tracy City Hall on October 30, 2014.  The above are 
summary minutes.  A recording is available at the office of the City Clerk. 
 
 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Interim City Clerk 



TRACY CITY COUNCIL        SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 
 

June 3, 2014, 5:30 p.m. 
                      

City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza  Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 
 

 
1. Call to Order – Mayor Ives called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m. 
 
2. Roll call found Council Members Manne, Rickman, Young, Mayor Pro Tem Maciel and 

Mayor Ives present.   
 

3. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE – None. 
 
4. CONDUCT WORKSHOP TO REVIEW AND DISCUSS THE PROPOSED FY 2014/15 

CITY BUDGET, FIVE-YEAR FORECAST, AND GENERAL FUND RESERVES – Maria 
Hurtado, Interim City Manager, stated the budget workshop was divided into three 
sections; an Overview of the FY 2014/15 Budget; the Five-Year Forecast and a policy 
discussion on General Fund Reserves.   Ms. Hurtado used a power point in her 
presentation. 
 
The City‘s future holds a great deal of promise due to the resurgence in development 
activity.  The recent annexation of 1,700 acres at Cordes Ranch and anticipated 
residential developments like Tracy Hills and Ellis indicate that the City is poised for 
positive growth. In addition, the City has an established plan to balance new residential 
development with retail, commercial and industrial development.  Although property 
tax revenue has not rebounded as quickly as sales tax it is expected to improve over 
the next two years due to improvements in assessed value and increases in home 
prices.   
 
Some challenges remain including the expiration of Measure E’s ½ cent sales tax in 
2016, which will result in a future deficit, due to the loss of revenue. In addition, 
although employees will assume the full employee share of pension costs, recent 
Public Employee Retirement System (PERS) rate adjustments for the employer’s 
share continue to increase due to changes in actuarial assumptions. Over the next five 
years, the City will pay approximately $52 million in PERS costs. 
  
The City’s recent revenue strategy to attract e-commerce and point of sale companies 
has been very successful and includes such companies as Amazon, Crate and Barrel 
and Southwest School and Office Supply.  However, policy discussions at the state 
level regarding the allocation of internet sales may change, potentially impacting City 
sales tax revenue and ultimately, business attraction efforts.   
 
Restructuring efforts and employee reductions over the last five years have left the 
organization challenged with doing more with less. To maintain quality service levels 
and to ensure efficient operations, staffing levels must continue to be carefully 
evaluated based on available resources, efficiency gains, and benefit to the 
community.  Unmet staffing needs will be evaluated against service delivery 
prioritization.   
  

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
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Infrastructure maintenance needs coupled with regulatory requirements have 
increased costs significantly. Funds should be set aside to address future 
infrastructure maintenance and replacement needs. 

 
Completed milestones from last year include an employee agreement to incrementally 
pay the employee’s share of PERS which resulted in labor contract savings of $3 
million.  A reduction of 103 full time employees (FTE’s) since FY 2007/08 saved the 
City $1.8 million and the consolidation of departments saved $750,000. The City also 
received $1 million as a result of the improved economy. 
 
Ongoing tasks include reprioritizing expenditures and investment in technology. 
 
In 2014 the City has seen growth in sales tax revenue which has surpassed pre-
recession levels, improved residential assessed values and an uptick in development 
activity.  Labor contracts will expire this year. Challenges include uncontrollable costs.  
PERS and healthcare costs are increasing, the sunset of Measure E, balancing 
service and facility demands with available resources and limited facility/ infrastructure 
funding. However, the City continues to be fiscally conservative, and cautiously 
optimistic.  Sales tax growth is encouraging, the property tax base is recovering albeit 
slower than sales tax, and balancing the budget without Measure E will be challenging. 

 
Jenny Haruyama, Director of Administrative Services, provided the FY 2014/15 Budget 
Overview.  Ms. Haruyama stated the City budget for FY 2014/15 is $226.3 million and 
is made up of the operating, capital and debt service budgets.  The operating budget is 
made up of multiple funds which include the General Fund $56.4 million, Special 
Revenue Funds $13 million, Enterprise Funds $46.5 million, Internal Service Funds 
$10.1 million, Capital Fund $73.1 million and debt service $26.9 million.  
 
The largest portions of the budget are the General Fund and Enterprise Funds which 
include Water, Wastewater, Transit, Airport and the Capital budget. 
 
General Fund Sources include: 
 
Property tax $16.3 
Sales Tax $16.1 
Temporary Taxes – Measure E $  7.0 
Other Revenue $18.9 
      Total Sources $58.3 million  

    
 
General Fund Uses:  
 
General Fund Operation Expenses  $56.4 
Debt Service Payments                   $ 1.2 
           Total Uses                                       $57.6 million 
 
Total General Fund Net Resources $700K  
 
Ms. Haruyama compared the prior year adopted budget to the proposed budget and 
pointed out that expenses did not include debt service. Revenues increased 12.5% or 
$6.5 million while expenses increased 11% or $5.6 million. 
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Base Budget Adjustments total $1.9 million for non-discretionary, uncontrollable 
expenses which  include $405,000 full year coverage for three firefighters for Station 
92, employee group insurance $579,000 and PERS employee Flex Leave and Other 
Non-Discretionary Pay of $1 million.  In 2014 employees will be responsible for the full 
employee cost for PERS.  Scheduled merit increases are included, as well as specialty 
pay which increases the base budget.  Proposed ongoing budget augmentations total 
$3.7 million, excluding development expenses of $2 million, less one-time expenses of 
$523,000 which leaves a total of $1.1 million. 
 
Quality of Life Initiatives amount to $482,070 and include facility rental support, 
expansion of Senior Center hours, parks and sports field maintenance and the City’s 
Low Income Rate Assistance (LIRA) program.  Public Safety Resources total $106,390 
and include school crossing guards, EMS specialist, Fire Public Education/Prevention 
Training and the Police Reserve Program.  Technology initiatives total $137,690 and 
include Geographic Information Services, project Computer Aided Dispatch/Records 
Management System Maintenance and Information Technology Contracts.  
Miscellaneous augmentations amount to $261,850 and include Police background 
investigations, required minimum wage increases for Fire Reserves, sidewalk cleaning, 
Channel 26 resources, external technology support position reclassifications studies, 
operational supplies and professional training. 
 
The budget includes $523,000 in one-time expenses for Police Safety Equipment, Fire 
Engine and Field Equipment, Labor Negotiation, user fee study Enterprise Resource 
Planning System Implementation Support and Election Costs. 
 
Proposed FY 2014/15 CIPs total $73.1million and include $64.3 million for three active 
projects and $8.8 million for eight new projects. General Fund recommended projects 
include the Animal Shelter ($672,000), Fire Station 91 Modifications ($20,000), ERP 
System ($220,000),  Remodel Fire Station 96 ($50,000), New Radio Antenna at Fire 
Station 96 ($75,000),  ADA Modifications and Automatic Door Replacement ($62,000), 
Repainting Civic Center Water Tower ($75,000), Replacement of Play Structure/Hoyt 
Park ($304,000) and Replacement of Downtown Up-Lights (Phased - $75,000). 
 
Ms. Haruyama closed by offering a breakdown of the $3.5 million cost of reconstruction 
for the Joe Wilson pool.  Available funding sources include $1.9 million in the Aquatics 
Center CIP, $1.75 million from Cordes Ranch (available September 2015), and $4.7 
million in estimated year-end excess revenue. 
 
In response to a question from Council Member Rickman regarding Fund 301 and the 
$75,000 cost to repaint the Civic Center Water Tower, Ms. Haruyama responded the 
money is being kept in the CIP unless Council directs staff to take it out. Council 
Member Rickman commented on the LIRA program which will now be part of the 
General Fund.  Ms. Haruyama confirmed the cost is not being offset at this point.   

 
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel asked what percentage of General Fund expenses do salaries 
and benefits represent.   Ms. Haruyama responded 71% or $40.1 million. 
 
With regard to augmentations, Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated these amounts have not 
been included in the budget. Ms. Haruyama stated that is because Council has some 
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flexibility as to whether or not they want them included.  However, Ms. Haruyama 
recommended they be approved otherwise they could impact operations. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel commented on the $1.75 million which will be available for the 
Joe Wilson Pool in September 2015, and inquired when the full amount would be 
available.  Ms. Haruyama stated it is anticipated that over the next two to three years 
the full amount will total $5 million. 
 
In response to a question from Council Member Manne as to why there is a need for 
additional dollars in Park and Sports Maintenance, Ms. Haruyama stated the City has 
been inundated with requests for additional use of facilities and is anticipating even 
more requests.  Brian MacDonald, Management Analyst, stated travel teams are 
creating a bigger demand for facilities.  The increase is for additional staffing since 
current staff can barely support the current demand.  Kimball High School has created 
additional demand due to the drought which has affected their facilities, and in June 
2014, Jefferson School District will begin renovating their fields which will also create 
additional demand. The $44,000 augmentation includes additional facility attendants.  
 
David Ferguson, Public Works Director, stated the cost includes maintenance and 
upkeep of the fields which is undertaken by Parks Maintenance staff.  There has been 
an increase in upkeep and maintenance costs because of the increased demand. Ms. 
Haruyama clarified the augmentation for the City Facility Rental Support is $44,000, 
and for the Parks and Sports Field Maintenance the amount is $38,000.   
 
Mayor Ives commented on the lack of support from the School District regarding playing 
fields and stated if the School District needs help from the City, then the School District 
needs to help the City. 
 
Mayor Ives commented on the Joe Wilson Pool and asked how the City can refer to the 
pool as new development as the development fee can only be used for new 
development.   Allan Borwick, Budget Officer, stated development fees could be used if 
a new facility is created, but it had expanded capacity over the facility that is being 
replaced.  Dan Sodergren, City Attorney stated Development Impact Fees cannot be 
used for an existing impact   When the AB 1600 fees were determined the Joe Wilson 
pool was not included in the formulation of fees. 
 
Michel Bazinet 1005 Mabel Josephine, suggested borrowing money from the General 
Fund since it is unknown what will happen with the amenities for the swim center in the 
future.   
 
Ms. Haruyama stated staff could explore whether there is enough information to create 
a nexus.  Ms. Haruyama added if Council wanted to explore alternatives as Mr. 
Bazinet suggested, because there could be timing sensitivity of when they may want to 
engage in the reconstruction of the pool, year-end funding could be used and 
replenished when the community dollars come in. 
 
Mayor Ives stated Council needed a timeline relative to the Joe Wilson Pool renovation 
project.  Ms. Hurtado responded once Council approves the Joe Wilson Pool project 
as a CIP staff will come back with a timeline and estimated budget. 
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In response to a question from Council Member Rickman regarding when Legacy Felds 
would be brought back to Council, Ms. Hurtado responded it would be brought back on  
August 19, 2014.  Council Member Rickman stated he understood Council had not 
approved funding for repainting the water tower.  Ms. Haruyama stated no official action 
was taken at the workshop so staff needs direction from Council if the project is to be 
included in the CIP to be brought back on June 17, 2014.  The project would still have 
to be voted on when a contract to start the project is brought back to Council. 
 
Council Member Young asked for a breakdown of funding for the Quality of Life 
Initiatives.  Ms. Haruyama provided a breakdown of the costs. 
 
Regarding Legacy Fields, Council Member Young questioned what the responsibilities 
would be for City and the Leagues.  Mr. Ferguson stated the City maintains the outside 
infrastructure and streetscape. The Leagues, as part of their agreement, maintain weed 
control and constructing fields on the site.    
 
Ms. Haruyama gave an overview of the five year forecast and used a power point in her 
presentation.  Revenue in FY 2014/15 is strong, primarily driven by sales tax.  City 
revenue drops slightly in FY 2015/16 as Measure E expires in March 2015.  The City 
will receive about ¾ of Measure E that year, but in the subsequent year (FY 2016/17), 
revenue decreases significantly, with nearly all Measure E tax gone.  The City does 
start to rebound slightly and shows a large increase in FY 2018/19.   
 
FY 2014/15 expenses are driven by development expenses with offsetting revenue, 
increased non-discretionary expense in the base budget, and proposed budget 
augmentations.  Expenses drop in FY 2015/16 because the City is no longer paying 
employee flex leaves, which was a part of the labor agreements for employees to 
assume the employee share of PERS.  While the City will save $3 million annually, some 
of this net savings is lost due to increase employer PERS costs.  
 
In FY 2014/15, PERS costs in safety are estimated to be $4.6 million annually and 
increase to $5.5 million by FY 2019/20 (20% increase – $900K).  Safety is estimated to 
be more expensive because of the higher risk of medical disability retirements and 
nature of the business.  In FY 2014/15, miscellaneous costs are estimated to be $3.1 
million annually and adjust to $4.1 million by FY 2019/20 - (32% - $1 million).  Another 
way to look at it is that total annual PERS costs in FY 2014/15 will increase from $7.7 
million to $9.6 million a year in FY 2019/20. 
 
Council Member Rickman asked if staff had taken into account the possibility of point of 
sales revenue being taken away by the State.  Ms. Haruyama responded the budget 
takes into consideration that the City will not be receiving a certain amount of income 
from a particular retailer.   
 
Council Member Young asked if the point of sales revenue cycle has been recognized 
and if staff was anticipating that auto sales will taper off.   Ms. Haruyama responded a 
sharp decline in auto sales is not anticipated but the levels will maintain and not 
necessarily rise.  
 
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel asked if PERS employer costs charge for FY 2014/15 was $7.7 
million.   Ms. Haruyama responded the FY 2014/15 PERS cost would be $7.7 million.  
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Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated the $7.7 million comes out of the $40.1 million personnel 
costs.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel further stated employees will assume the 9% of PERS 
contribution which is being offset by the flex time, which is going away in FY 2015/16.  
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel asked how long it had been since employees had a pay raise. 
Ms. Haruyama responded depending on the employee, as much as eight years.  Ms. 
Haruyama confirmed expenditure forecasts for the next five years do not include pay 
increases.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel asked how much the City relies on the sales tax 
revenue from fuel sales and has staff considered looking at the federal experience to 
forecast.  Ms. Haruyama responded the sales tax revenue is in the top two in terms of 
generation in transportation segment which is the highest economic segment.  Ms. 
Haruyama stated staff meets with the sales tax consultant quarterly and would provide 
feedback to Council. 
 
Mayor Ives stated from FY 2015/16 forward the projected expenses rise by 
approximately $2 million annually.  Mayor Ives suggested a column in the chart 
indicating what may or may not be in Council’s control to be able to start mitigating the 
$2 million.   
 
Steve Nicolaou addressed Council regarding labor and related costs such as PERS.  
Mr. Nicoloau asked if a review of the employment force for possible privatization of any 
sectors of labor force would be done.   Mayor Ives responded that discussion has not 
occurred. 
 
Ms. Hurtado presented the Policy Discussion on the General Fund Reserves.  The 
City’s General Fund Reserve continues to be strong. As of June 30, 2013, the City’s 
total reserves were $28.9 million; of that amount, approximately $27.5 million is 
unassigned, which includes the City’s Reserve for Economic Uncertainty ($9.9 million). 
The unassigned fund balance of $27.5 million represents 55% of total General Fund 
expenditures for FY 2013/14.  The City’s reserve policy requires a reserve level of 20% 
of General Fund expenditures.  Proposed FY 2014/15 General Fund reserves are 
estimated to be $33.6 million. 
 
The financial projections reflect excess revenue over expenditures for FY 2013/14 
through FY 2015/16.  Over the next three years, approximately $7.2 million is anticipated 
in excess revenue.  The projected net resources are due to continued increases in both 
sales tax and Measure E, which will expire in 2016. 
 
In preparation for the sunset of Measure E, it is recommended that a Measure E 
Smoothing Reserve be established; excess revenue would be allocated to the reserve.  
If necessary, this reserve would be used to balance the City’s budget upon the 
expiration of Measure E. 
 
A best practice recommended by the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) 
is to establish an emergency reserve.  This reserve can be used for a variety of needs, 
including litigation and/or extreme events, such as unforeseen significant infrastructure 
repairs or disasters.   
  
The City is litigating actions by the Department of Finance (DOF) related to the 
dissolution of redevelopment and its interpretation of enforceable obligations.  On April 
22, 2013, the City received a letter from the DOF stating that the City of Tracy 
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Successor Agency was required to remit an additional $4.6 million for distribution to 
other taxing agencies.  The DOF has taken the position that a transfer from the former  
Community Development Agency (CDA) via a Public Improvement Grant and 
Cooperation Agreement to the City for the design and construction of the Downtown 
Plaza Improvements (6th Street and Central Avenue) and purchase of the West Side 
Market Property was not supported by “enforceable obligations,” and must be made 
available for distribution to other taxing entities.  If the City is forced to remit these funds 
back to DOF, and does not do so, it could ultimately result in offsets to the City’s sales 
and use tax allocation or to its property tax allocation.    
  
It is recommended $4.6 million be allocated to the Emergency Reserve in the event the 
City does not prevail in its lawsuit.   
 
The City currently does not have a dedicated funding source to support the City’s 
current and future capital project needs.  Funds reserved under this category would be 
designated for infrastructure and capital/special projects identified in the City’s Five-
Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  Allocating a portion of year-end excess revenue 
could be one method of funding this reserve. 
 
The dissolution of redevelopment and the States elimination of Enterprise Zones have 
placed a significant pressure on local jurisdictions to support economic development.   
 
The City has used remaining funds in the RSP Incentive Fund to support economic 
development and business attraction/retention efforts, such as the creation of a 
business incubator and improvements to the West Side Market.  Now that the fund has 
been depleted, the City is exploring alternatives, including the establishment of an 
Economic Development Reserve. Setting aside funding for economic development 
activities, like implementing infrastructure or façade improvements, would provide the 
City flexibility in attracting significant sales tax generators.  Allocating a portion of year-
end excess revenue could be one method of funding this reserve.   
 
Ms. Hurtado stated staff wanted to introduce the discussion of reserves for Council’s 
feedback and introduce the four initial considerations, but will be scheduling a budget 
policy workshop on August 19, 2014, to continue any categories Council would like to 
consider in more detail.   Additionally the budget will be brought back for adoption on 
June 17, 2014. 
 
Michel Bazinet, 1005 Mabel Josephine, addressed Council as a member of the 
Measure E Committee and suggested as part of the CIP to create a category to fund 
projects that help to reduce operating expenditures levels. 
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5. ADJOURNMENT – It was moved by Council Member Rickman and seconded by Mayor 
Pro Tem Maciel to adjourn.  Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. Time:  
6:59 p.m. 

 
 
The above agenda was posted at the Tracy City Hall on May 29, 2014.  The above are 
summary minutes.  A recording is available at the office of the City Clerk. 
 
 
      ____________________________ 
      Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
___________________________ 
Interim City Clerk 



February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.B  
 
REQUEST 
 

ACCEPTANCE OF THE POLICE FIREARMS PRACTICE RANGE CONTAINER 
PROJECT CIP – 71072G, COMPLETED BY S.R.P. COMPANY OF BRENTWOOD, 
CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY CLERK TO FILE THE NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION, AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY ENGINEER TO RELEASE 
THE BONDS AND RETENTION PAYMENT 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This project involves supplying and installing a 40 foot long and 12 foot wide office and 
storage combination unit including heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC), 
complete with interior finish and lighting at the Police Firearms Practice Range Facility. 
 
The contractor has completed construction of this Container Project CIP – 71072G, in 
accordance with project plans, specifications, and contract documents.  Project costs 
are within the available budget.  Staff recommends Council accept the project to enable 
the City engineer to release the contractor’s bonds and retention. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

The scope of work of this project consisted of providing and installing a 40 foot by 12 
foot office and storage combination unit including HVAC, interior finish, lighting, flooring, 
and insulation on the City’s 14-acre police firing range facility located near the southern 
boundary of the City, west of Tracy Boulevard.  The plans and specifications were 
prepared in-house by engineering staff.  
 
Public Contract Code Section 22032 & 22036 allows the public agency to procure 
informal bids for projects with an estimated construction cost less than $50,000.  Since 
this project falls under this category it was advertised for informal bids on the City of 
Tracy website and builder’s exchanges on May 15, 2014, and one bid was received on 
May 29, 2014.  
 
On July 8, 2014, the City Manager, in accordance with TMC 2.20.260, executed the 
agreement with the lowest monetary bidder S.R.P. Company of Brentwood, California, in 
the amount of $42,600 for the Police Firearms Practice Range Container Project CIP – 
71072G. 
 
Only one change order was issued in the amount of $1,535 for installation of three air 
vents. 
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Status of budget and project costs is as follows: 
 

            A. Construction Contract Amount                        $42,600 
       B.  Change Order        $  1,535 
       C.  Design, Construction Inspections     $  7,910 
       D.  Citywide Project Management     $  4,815 
 
  Total Project Costs       $56,860 
          

 Budgeted Amount           $60,000 
 
The project has been completed within the available budget, on schedule, per plans, 
specifications, and City of Tracy standards.    

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to the Council’s 
Strategic Plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

CIP – 71072G is an approved Capital Improvement Project funded from general project 
Fund 301.  This project is part of the multi-phased improvements of the police range 
facility and the unused funds from this project (approximately $90,000) will be returned 
to the General Projects Fund 301 Fund balances.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council accept, by resolution, Police Firearms Practice Range Container 
Project CIP – 71072G, completed by S.R.P. Company of Brentwood, California, and 
authorize the City Clerk to record the Notice of Completion with the San Joaquin County 
Recorder.  The City Engineer, in accordance with the terms of the construction contract, 
will release the bonds and retention payment. 

 
 
Prepared by:  Moheb Argand, Associate Civil Engineer 
   
Reviewed by: Kuldeep Sharma, Interim City Engineer/Utilities Director 
  Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
  Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
 



RESOLUTION 2015- 
 

ACCEPTING THE POLICE FIREARMS PRACTICE RANGE CONTAINER 
PROJECT CIP – 71072G, COMPLETED BY S.R.P. COMPANY OF BRENTWOOD, 

CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING THE CITY CLERK TO FILE THE NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION, AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY ENGINEER TO RELEASE THE 

BONDS AND RETENTION PAYMENT 
WHEREAS, The scope of work of this project consisted of providing and installing a 40 

foot by 12 foot office and storage combination unit including HVAC, interior finish, lighting, 
flooring, and insulation on the 14-acre police firing range, and 

 
WHEREAS, The project was advertised for informal bids on the City of Tracy website 

and builder’s exchanges on May 15, 2014, and one bid were received on May 29, 2014, and 
 
WHEREAS, On July 8, 2014, the City Manager, in accordance with TMC 2.20.260, 

executed the agreement with the lowest monetary bidder S.R.P. Company of Brentwood, 
California, in the amount of $42,600, and 

 
WHEREAS, Only one change order was issued in the amount of $1,535 for installation 

of three air vents, and 
 
WHEREAS, Status of budget and project costs is as follows: 
 

             Construction Contract Amount                        $42,600 
        Change Order        $  1,535 
        Design, Construction Inspections     $  7,910 
        Citywide Project Management     $  4,815 
 
  Total Project Costs       $56,860 
          

 Budgeted Amount           $60,000 
 
WHEREAS, The project has been completed within the available budget, on schedule, 

per plans, specifications, and City of Tracy standards, and 
 
WHEREAS, CIP – 71072G is an approved Capital Improvement Project funded 

from general project Fund 301 and the unused funds from this project (approximately 
$90,000) will be returned to the General Projects Fund 301 Fund balances; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council hereby accepts the Police 

Firearms Practice Range Container Project CIP – 71072G, completed by S.R.P. Company of 
Brentwood, California, and authorizes the City Clerk to record the Notice of Completion with the 
San Joaquin County Recorder.  The City Engineer, in accordance with the terms of the 
construction contract, will release the bonds and retention payment  

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
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The foregoing Resolution _________ was adopted by the City Council on the 17th day of 
February, 2015, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
 
 
 ______________________ 
 MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
CITY CLERK 



February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.C  
 
REQUEST 
 

APPROVE THE SALE OF AN APPROXIMATELY 42-FOOT-WIDE, CITY-OWNED, 
STRIP OF PROPERTY (APPROXIMATELY 7,120 SQUARE FEET) TO ARMIN 
GHORBANI AND LORI A. GHORBANI, DEVELOPERS OF THE ADJACENT TRACY 
COLLISION SITE 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The request is to sell an approximately 42-foot-wide strip of unused, City-owned 
property to the developer of Tracy Collision (the adjacent parcel) for use with the Tracy 
Collision project development.  Staff recommends approval of the sale. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Development applications have been submitted to the City to develop an auto body 
repair facility (Tracy Collision) at 2705 Auto Body Drive, adjacent and to the west of the 
existing Department of Motor Vehicles building on the north side of Auto Plaza Drive. 

 
The proposed Tracy Collision site is adjacent to a City-owned and maintained storm-
drain pond (DB10).  The City acquired and developed DB10 approximately 20 years 
ago. 
 
Between the City’s DB10 and the proposed Tracy Collision site is an approximately 
42-foot-wide strip of property (Attachment A), formerly used as a drainage ditch by the 
surrounding farmland.  This strip is not a separate, legal lot of record; it is part of the 
parcel purchase by the City approximately 20 years ago, for the development of 
DB10.  Use of the ditch by area farms was discontinued many years ago.  The 
proposed Tracy Collision site is adjacent to approximately 7,120 square feet of the 
unused, 42-foot-wide strip of City-owned property. 
 
When Tracy Collision began their preliminary application discussions with City staff, 
City staff asked Tracy Collision if they would be interested in considering enlarging 
their site by approximately 42 feet by purchasing that strip of City-owned property. 
 
By comparison, this same approach was used for the nearby Tracy Volkswagon site, 
also adjacent to DB10.  Approximately 15 years ago, Tracy Volkswagon 
(approximately 285 feet east of the Tracy Collision site, adjacent to Naglee Road) 
similarly developed their site by incorporating the City-owned strip of property into that 
project. 
 
The City has no plans or intention to use the 42-foot-wide strip of property.  All of the 
City’s DB10 improvements, including perimeter fence and raised service drive, are 
outside of the 42-foot-wide strip of property.  In its current, undeveloped condition, the 
42-foot-wide strip of property is a maintenance liability for the City and an attractive 
nuisance for members of the public. 
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If the adjacent property owner, Tracy Collision, in this case, can purchase the property 
and incorporate it into their development, it will promote economic development goals 
of the City and result in efficient use of the property, to benefit (1) Tracy Collision, (2) 
consumers of Tracy who obtain service from Tracy Collision, and (3) the City as a 
whole from the potential increased property tax or other benefits. 
 
Determining value of a small, land-locked parcel such as this is difficult.  The property 
has no useful value to the City.  The size and shape of the property render it a significant 
challenge to develop by itself.  Furthermore, the 7,120 square foot property does not 
have direct access to public streets, sewer, water, or other utilities.  Effectively, the 
property only has value or development potential to the adjacent property owner. 
 
For the reasons described above, staff is recommending that the City Council find that it 
is in the best interest of the City to forgo a competitive proposal process and sell the 
property to Tracy Collision. 
 
City staff interacted with local real estate brokers, an appraiser, and Armin Ghorbani 
(and his representative) to arrive at a negotiated sales price of $0.50 per square foot – or 
$3,560 for the entire 7,120 square foot parcel. 
 
The purchaser will pay for the preparation of a legal description, lot line adjustment, 
recording fees, and all other costs associated with the sale of the property.  The property 
will be sold “as is”, without any warrantee from the City. 
 
The property was originally acquired by the City as part of the Storm Drainage Detention 
Basin DB10 paid for from funds from Residential Specific Plan, Industrial Specific Plan 
and Plan C developments; therefore, any proceeds from the sale of the property will be 
deposited back to the Storm Drainage funds for these development areas. 

 
STRATEGIC PLANS 
 

The proposal supports the City Council’s Economic Development Strategy by supporting 
the creation of local employment and diversifying the local economic base. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

This agenda item will not require any specific expenditure from the General Fund.  
Proceeds from the sale of the property will be deposited back to the Storm Drainage 
funds for the various development areas. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the sale of the subject property to the 
Ghorbanis as indicated in the attached Resolution. 
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Prepared by: Brian MacDonald, Management Analyst II  

Alan Bell, Senior Planner 
 
Reviewed by: David Fergusson, Public Works Director 
  Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
  Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
  Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Location of Subject Property 
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RESOLUTION 2015- 
 

APPROVING AN AGREEMENT WITH ARMIN AND LORI A. GHORBANI REVOCABLE TRUST 
TO SELL APPROXIMATELY 7,120 SQUARE FEET OF VACANT LAND 

LOCATED BETWEEN THE PROPOSED TRACY COLLISION SITE (APN 212-270-15) 
AND THE SOUTHERN BOUNDARY FENCE OF DETENTION BASIN 10 
(A PORTION OF APN 212-040-11) AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR 

TO EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT AND RELATED DOCUMENTS 
 

 WHEREAS, Development applications (D14-0021 and CUP14-0011) have been 
submitted to the City to develop an auto body repair facility (Tracy Collision) at 2705 Auto Plaza 
Drive (the “adjacent property”), and 
 
 WHEREAS, The developer of Tracy Collision (the “Ghorbanis”) has offered to purchase 
an approximately 7,120 square foot strip of vacant, City-owned property (“subject property”) 
located between the Tracy Collision site and the southern boundary fence of the City’s 
Detention Basin 10, to incorporate the subject property into the Tracy Collision project, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The subject property is surplus, a leftover remnant, which is no longer 
necessary for the City’s use, and 
 
 WHEREAS, Ownership of the subject property by the City in its undeveloped condition 
causes a potential maintenance liability for the City, an attractive nuisance to members of the 
public, and inefficient use of real estate, and 
 
 WHEREAS, Sale of the subject property will enable commercial development of the 
subject property and thereby support economic development goals of the City, and 
 
 WHEREAS, On December 17, 2014, in accordance with Government Code Section 
65402(a), the Planning Commission determined the sale of the subject property to the 
Ghorbanis is in conformance with the City’s General Plan, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The subject property is “exempt surplus land” as defined by Government 
Code Section 54221, and therefore, sale of the subject property is exempt from the written offer 
requirements of Government Code Section 54222, and 
 
 WHEREAS, No other property owner could have access to use the subject property, and 
therefore, in accordance with Tracy Municipal Code Section 2.20.300(c), a request for 
competitive proposals is not in the best interests of the City, and 

 
 WHEREAS, The City has interacted with local real estate brokers and an appraiser and 
negotiated a sale price with the Ghorbanis of $0.50 per square foot, or $3,560 for the entire 
7,120 square foot parcel; 
 
 NOW, THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council: 
 

(1) Finds that it is in the best interest of the City to forego a competitive proposal 
process; and 

(2) Hereby approves the sale of the subject property to the Ghorbanis for $3,560 and 
authorizes the Mayor to execute the Agreement (Exhibit 1) and related documents. 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

 The foregoing Resolution 2015-____ was adopted by the City Council on the 17th day of 
February, 2015, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
                                                              ______________________________ 
                                                                  MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
CITY CLERK 
 
 
 



                                                                                                                       
CITY OF TRACY 

PROPERTY SALE AGREEMENT 
 
 

This Agreement is entered into between the CITY OF TRACY hereinafter called 
(“CITY”) and Armin Ghorbani and Lori A. Ghorbani, Co-Trustees of the Armin Ghorbani 
and Lori A. Ghorbani Revocable Trust (hereinafter called “BUYER”) for the purchase of 
certain real property. 
 
It Is Hereby Agreed As Follows: 
 

1. CITY agrees to sell to BUYER and BUYER agrees to purchase from CITY 
upon the terms and for the consideration set forth in this Agreement, all that 
certain real property situated in the City of Tracy, County of San Joaquin, 
State of California and legally described in   Exhibit A attached hereto and 
made a part hereof.  

 
2. Consideration: BUYER will pay CITY the sum of THREE THOUSAND FIVE 

HUNDRED SIXTY DOLLARS AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($3,560.00) for the 
purchase of the fee property identified in Exhibit A.   
 
Prior to the close of escrow, BUYER will deposit into escrow, or cause to be 
deposited into escrow, all funds if due and/or documents, required from 
BUYER to enable escrow to close. CITY agrees to deposit with the Escrow 
Agent a Grant Deed conveying the real property to BUYER, together with 
such other instruments as are necessary.  
 

3. Title to the property shall be vested to: Armin Ghorbani and Lori A. Ghorbani, 
Co-Trustees of the Armin Ghorbani and Lori A. Ghorbani Revocable Trust. 
 

4. Conveyance by CITY shall be all of its right, title and interest in the property to 
be sold.  
 

5. Escrow Fees, Charges, and Costs: Buyer shall pay all recording fees, 
documentary stamp taxes, or other real estate transaction taxes or fees by 
whatever name known, including escrow fees or brokers commission, if any, 
and personal property sales taxes where applicable.  
 

6. BUYER acknowledges that the subject property has been removed from the 
Assessed Property rolls in the County of San Joaquin. BUYER further 
acknowledges full responsibility for the payment of all property taxes and 
assessments accruing after the close of escrow.  
 

7. CITY makes no warranty as to condition of the real property and BUYER will 
fund repairs required by lenders, if required.  
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8. BUYER’s purchase deposit shall be NONREFUNDABLE in the event that 
BUYER unilaterally fails to comply with any and all terms of this Agreement 
and BUYER shall be responsible for all appropriate cancellation fees and 
charges for services rendered to that point.  
 
Should BUYER and CITY mutually agree to cancel this escrow, such fees 
and charges will be paid by BUYER in accordance with paragraph 6 of this 
Agreement.  
 

9. The terms, conditions, covenants and agreements set forth herein shall apply 
to and bind the heirs, executors, administrators, assigns and successors of 
the parties hereto.  
 

10. If applicable, CITY agrees to subordinate CITY’S deed of trust to any 
purchase money deed of trust incurred by BUYER in this transaction. 
 

11. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties and 
neither party relies upon any warranty or representation not contained in 
these documents. 
 

12. BUYER agrees that transfer of title to BUYER shall be by Grant Deed and 
that BUYER may not take possession of acquired property until after the 
Grant Deed is recorded.  
 

13. Mailing address of BUYER: 
 
Armin and Lori A. Ghorbani 
27330 S. Leeward Way 
Tracy, CA 95304 
 
 

14. Mailing address of CITY: 
 
City of Tracy 
333 Civic Center Plaza 
Tracy, CA 95376 

 

SIGNATURES ARE ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE 

  



City of Tracy Property Sale Agreement

lN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement the day and year
first written herein below.

BUYER: CIry OF TRACY,
A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

By:

Title:

Date:

Approved as to Form

Title: City Attorney

By:

Armin
Date:
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February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM ...  
 

REQUEST 
 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TRACY ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY 
OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF TRACY APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION 
PAYMENT SCHEDULE (ROPS) 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The City of Tracy has elected to act as the Successor Agency for the former City of 
Tracy Community Development Agency following the dissolution of redevelopment 
agencies by the California State Legislature in February 2012.  The attached 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule lists the Enforceable Obligations proposed for 
payment by the Successor Agency for the period July 1, 2015, through December 31, 
2015, as required by law. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

Effective February 1, 2012, the State of California dissolved redevelopment agencies 
through the passage of Assembly Bill X1 26 and replaced them with successor agencies 
responsible for the wind-down of the former redevelopment agencies. The City of Tracy 
City Council elected to serve as the successor agency for the former City of Tracy 
Community Development Agency (CDA).  ABX1 26 also redirected the tax increment 
funding previously received by the CDA to a Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund 
(RPTTF) held by the County. 
 
The Successor Agency previously approved an Enforceable Obligation Payment 
Schedule (EOPS) which listed various financial obligations of the City’s former CDA 
including such items as required payments on existing bonds, bond trustee costs and 
other obligations. This EOPS, once recognized by the state, became the basis for the 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS).  The law now requires that 
successor agencies adopt a ROPS twice a year that lists all enforceable obligations 
proposed for payment in the subsequent six-month period.  Funds once received by the 
CDA, now held in the RPTTF, are used to fund the ROPS.  Any excess funds remaining 
in the RPTTF are then disbursed to the other taxing agencies (e.g. schools, special 
districts, city & county) who would have otherwise received the property taxes had the 
CDA not existed.  Funds are disbursed on a pro-rata basis with the City of Tracy 
receiving approximately 17% of the remaining RPTTF.  Attached is ROPS 15-16A for the 
period July 1, 2015, through December 31, 2015. 
 
In summary, of the $1,671,231 in enforceable obligations for this six-month period, 
$1,546,231 is for outstanding debt obligations and fees of the former CDA including 
$637,822 for 2003 Tax Allocation Bond A payments, $508,409 for 2003 Tax Allocation 
Bond B payments, and $400,000 for 2008 Lease Revenue Bond obligation. These bond 
payments will continue through 2034 for the Tax Allocation Bonds and 2038 for the 
Lease Revenue Bonds.  The maximum allowable reimbursement for administrative costs 
and associated expenses is $250,000, even though actual costs may exceed that 
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amount. Half of this amount is identified on each ROPS and will be funded with cash 
through the RPTTF funds. 
 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
This is a routine operational item and not related to one of the City Council’s Strategic 
Plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 

 
There is no fiscal impact to the City’s General Fund. Recognized obligations are paid 
from property tax revenue that previously was allocated to the Tracy Community 
Development Agency. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council, acting in its capacity as the Successor Agency, 
adopt the attached resolution approving the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 
of the former Tracy Community Development Agency for the period July 1, 2015, 
through December 31, 2015. 
 

 
 
Prepared by: Robert Harmon, Senior Accountant 
 
Reviewed by: Daniel Sodergren, Successor Agency Counsel 

Ray Durant, Interim Administrative Services Director 
Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 

Approved by: Troy Brown, Executive Director 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A – ROPS 15-16A 
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Name of Successor Agency: Tracy
Name of County: San Joaquin

Current Period Requested Funding for Outstanding Debt or Obligation 

A -$                      

B -                        

C -                        

D -                        

E 1,671,231$       

F 1,546,231         

G 125,000            

H Current Period Enforceable Obligations (A+E): 1,671,231$       

Successor Agency Self-Reported Prior Period Adjustment to Current Period RPTTF Requested Funding 

I Enforceable Obligations funded with RPTTF (E): 1,671,231         

J -                        

K 1,671,231$       

County Auditor Controller Reported Prior Period Adjustment to Current Period RPTTF Requested Funding 

L Enforceable Obligations funded with RPTTF (E): 1,671,231         

M -                        

N 1,671,231         

Chair

Name Title

/s/ 3/3/2015

Signature Date

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 15-16A) - Summary
Filed for the July 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015 Period

Enforceable Obligations Funded with Non-Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) Funding 
Sources (B+C+D):

Non-Administrative Costs (ROPS Detail)

Enforceable Obligations Funded with RPTTF Funding (F+G):

Bond Proceeds Funding (ROPS Detail)

Reserve Balance Funding (ROPS Detail)

Other Funding (ROPS Detail)

Six-Month Total 

Paul Sensibaugh

Administrative Costs (ROPS Detail)

Less Prior Period Adjustment (Report of Prior Period Adjustments Column S)

Adjusted Current Period RPTTF Requested Funding (I-J)

Less Prior Period Adjustment (Report of Prior Period Adjustments Column AA)

Adjusted Current Period RPTTF Requested Funding (L-M)

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman:
Pursuant to Section 34177 (m) of the Health and Safety code, I 
hereby certify that the above is a true and accurate Recognized 
Obligation Payment Schedule for the above named agency.

ATTACHMENT "A"



A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P

 Bond Proceeds  Reserve Balance Other Funds Non-Admin  Admin  
83,101,719$          -$                        -$                        -$                            1,546,231$        125,000$            1,671,231$              

           1 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds A Bonds Issued On or 12/1/2003 12/1/2034 BNY Mellon Debt Principle Thru 2034 1             26,845,000 N                           -  $                             -
           2 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds A Bonds Issued On or 

Before 12/31/10
12/1/2003 12/1/2034 BNY Mellon Debt Interest Thru 2034 1              14,915,556  N                637,822  $                 637,822 

           3 2003 Tax Allocation Bonds B Bonds Issued On or 
Before 12/31/10

12/1/2003 12/1/2034 BNY Mellon Debt Principle Thru 2034 1              16,770,000  N                            -  $                             -

           4  2003 Tax Allocation Bonds B Bonds Issued On or 
Before 12/31/10

12/1/2003 12/1/2034 BNY Mellon Debt Interest Thru 2034 1              12,028,643  N                508,409  $                 508,409 

           5 2008 Lease Revenue Bonds Bonds Issued On or 
Before 12/31/10

12/16/2008 12/1/2038 City of Tracy Agency Share of City debt thru 2038 1                9,600,000  N                400,000  $                 400,000 

           7 Sucessor Agency Admin Costs Admin Costs 1/1/2013 6/30/2014 City of Tracy Sucessor Agency Administration 1                   125,000 N               125,000  $                 125,000 
           8 2003 Tax Alloc. Bonds A & B Fees 12/1/2003 6/30/2014 BNY Mellon Payee and trustee expenses 1                     14,000 N  $                             -
           9 SERAF SERAF/ERAF 1/31/2012 12/31/2012 City of Tracy Housing SERAF                2,803,520 N  $                             -
         10 N  $                             -
         11 N  $                             -
         12 N  $                             -
         13 N  $                             -
         14 N  $                             -
         15 N  $                             -
         16 N  $                             -
         17 N  $                             -
         18 N  $                             -
         19 N  $                             -
         20 N  $                             -
         21 N  $                             -
         22 N  $                             -
         23 N  $                             -
         24 N  $                             -
         25 N  $                             -
         26 N  $                             -
         27 N  $                             -
         28 N  $                             -
         29 N  $                             -
         30 N  $                             -
         31 N  $                             -
         32 N  $                             -
         33 N  $                             -
         34 N  $                             -
         35 N  $                             -
         36 N  $                             -
         37 N  $                             -
         38 N  $                             -
         39 N  $                             -
         40 N  $                             -
         41 N  $                             -
         42 N  $                             -
         43 N  $                             -
         44 N  $                             -
         45 N  $                             -
         46 N  $                             -
         47 N  $                             -
         48 N  $                             -
         49 N  $                             -
         50 N  $                             -
         51 N  $                             -
         52 N  $                             -
         53 N  $                             -
         54 N  $                             -
         55 N  $                             -
         56 N  $                             -
         57 N  $                             -
         58 N  $                             -
         59 N  $                             -
         60 N  $                             -
         61 N  $                             -
         62 N  $                             -
         63 N  $                             -

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 15-16A) - ROPS Detail
July 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015

(Report Amounts in Whole Dollars)

Item # Payee Description/Project Scope Project Area
 Total Outstanding 
Debt or Obligation  Retired 

 Funding Source 

Six-Month TotalProject Name / Debt Obligation Obligation Type
Contract/Agreement 

Execution Date

 RPTTF 
 Non-Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund 

(Non-RPTTF) 

Contract/Agreement 
Termination Date

ATTACHMENT "A"



 

RESOLUTION ________ 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TRACY, ACTING AS THE 
GOVERNING BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY FOR THE COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF TRACY, APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED 
OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 

 
WHEREAS, The California state legislature enacted Assembly Bill x1 26 (the 

"Dissolution Act") to dissolve redevelopment agencies formed under the Community 
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.); and 
 

WHEREAS, On January 19, 2012 and pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 
34173, the City Council of the City of Tracy (the "City Council") declared that the City of Tracy, a 
municipal corporation (the "City"), would act as successor agency (the "Successor Agency") for 
the dissolved Community Development Agency of the City of Tracy (the "Former CDA") 
effective February 1, 2012; and 
 

WHEREAS, On February 1, 2012, the Former CDA was dissolved pursuant to Health 
and Safety Code Section 34172; and 
 

WHEREAS, The Dissolution Act provides for the appointment of an oversight board (the 
"Oversight Board") with specific duties to approve certain Successor Agency actions pursuant to 
Health and Safety Code Section 34180 and to direct the Successor Agency in certain other 
actions pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34181; and 
 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2)(A) requires the Successor 
Agency to prepare a draft Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (the "ROPS") and make 
associated notifications and distributions; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council, acting as the Governing 
Board of the Successor Agency, hereby authorizes and directs the City Manager or the City 
Manager's designee, acting on behalf of the Successor Agency, to organize and call the 
meetings of the Oversight Board to facilitate the Oversight Board's approval of the ROPS. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Council, acting as the Governing Board of 
the Successor Agency, hereby approves the ROPS which contains the Successor Agency 
Administrative Cost Estimates. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Council, acting as the Governing Board of 
the Successor Agency, hereby authorizes and directs the City Manager or the City Manager's 
designee, acting on behalf of the Successor Agency, to file, post, mail or otherwise deliver via 
electronic mail, internet posting, and/or hardcopy, all notices and transmittals necessary or 
convenient in connection with approval of the ROPS, and other actions taken pursuant to this 
Resolution. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution shall take immediate effect upon 
adoption. 
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ADOPTED _________  __, 2015 by the City Council of the City of Tracy, acting in its 
capacity as the Successor Agency of the Community Development Agency of the City of Tracy, 
by the following vote, to wit: 
 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
 
 

______________________________ 
Chair 
 

 ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
Successor Agency Secretary 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_______________________________ 
Successor Agency Counsel 
 



   February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1.E 
 
 
REQUEST 
  
 APPROVE APPROPRIATING AND EXPENDING ASSET FORFEITURE FUNDS 

RECEIVED IN THE AMOUNT OF $64,000 FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
EQUITABLE SHARING PROGRAM   

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 The Police Department receives a portion of asset seizure monies from the U.S. 

Department of Justice Equitable Sharing Program for participation in assisting with joint 
investigations that lead to seized property and cash.   This request to appropriate and 
expend asset forfeiture funds is for future expenditures and will not necessarily be spent 
in its entirety in FY 14-15. This action is required to realize the revenues coming into the 
City, and authorizes a commensurate offsetting expense to use the funds for allowable 
uses under the law.   

 
DISCUSSION  
 
 California Health and Safety Code section 11470 provides that certain kinds of property      
 may be forfeited under specified circumstances.  Property may be subject to forfeiture if 

it is used to “facilitate” drug trafficking or it is “proceeds traceable” to drug trafficking. 
“Facilitation” means anything done to make drug trafficking easier, while “proceeds” refer 
to things acquired directly in drug transactions.  

 
 The Tracy Police Department will spend the asset forfeiture funds per the guidelines set 

by the Department of Justice Equitable Sharing Program for law enforcement needs 
such as equipment and training.  The funds can only be used for activities involving 
illegal drugs such as interdiction, prevention and education.  The amounts we receive 
each year is difficult to project and therefore not budgeted for.   

 
 The department will request approval from the City Manager for any expenditure and 

obtain the appropriate general ledger account from finance. There is no a timeline as to 
when the monies need to be expended; however participation in the Equitable Sharing 
Program requires the department to complete an annual certification of monies spent.    

 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to the Council’s 

Strategic Plans. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
 The City of Tracy has received $64,000 from the Department of Justice Equitable 

Sharing Program.  There is no fiscal impact to the Fiscal Year 2014-15 General Fund.   
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
 That the City Council by resolution, approve the request to appropriate and expend 

$64,000 of Asset Forfeiture proceeds received from the Department of Justice Equitable 
Sharing Program. 

 
 
Prepared by: Jeremy Watney, Police Captain 
 
Reviewed by: Mark Duxbury, Acting Chief of Police 
  Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Approved by:  Troy Brown, City Manager 



RESOLUTION ________ 
 

APPROVING APPROPRIATION AND EXPENDITURE OF ASSET FORFEITURE 
FUNDS RECEIVED IN THE AMOUNT OF $64,000 FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 

JUSTICE EQUITABLE SHARING PROGRAM 
 

WHEREAS, The Police Department has received a portion of asset seizure 
monies from the U.S. Department of Justice Equitable Sharing Program in the amount of 
$64,000, and    

WHEREAS, This request to appropriate and expend asset forfeiture funds for 
future expenditures will not necessarily be spent in its entirety in FY 14-15, and 

             WHEREAS, the Tracy Police Department will spend the asset forfeiture funds per  
the guidelines set by the Department of Justice Equitable Sharing Program for law 
enforcement needs such as equipment and training related to the interdiction, prevention 
and education involving illegal drugs.   

 
            WHEREAS, The Department will request approval from the City Manager for any  
 expenditure and participate in the Equitable Sharing Program requirements to complete 

an annual certification of monies spent. 
 
           NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council hereby approves 

appropriation and expenditure of $64,000 of Asset Forfeiture proceeds received from the 
Department of Justice Equitable Sharing Program as set forth in the staff report 
accompanying this item. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

The foregoing Resolution No. ________ was passed and adopted by the Tracy 
City Council on the 17th day of February, 2015, by the following vote: 

 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
       __________________________________ 

      MAYOR 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 

___________________________________ 
CITY CLERK 
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AGENDA ITEM 1.F 
 
REQUEST 

 
APPROVING THE BUDGET FOR THE OPERATION OF THE TRACY MATERIAL 
RECOVERY FACILITY AND SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION IN THE AMOUNT 
OF $3,579,040 FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2015 THROUGH APRIL 30, 2015 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Approve the January 1, 2015 through April 30, 2015 budget for the operation of the 
Tracy Material Recovery Facility and Solid Waste Transfer Station (MRF) in the amount 
of $3,579,040.   

 
DISCUSSION 
 

The Service Agreement between the City of Tracy (City) and Tracy Material Recovery 
and Solid Waste Transfer, Inc., for the operation of the Material Recovery Facility 
(MRF), requires that the MRF budget be approved in December for the following 
calendar year by the City of Tracy.  A calendar year budget has been submitted and is 
being reviewed by the City consultant.  The MRF has been in operation since May 1, 
1995.  The current agreement is set to terminate April 30, 2015 and the MRF and the 
City are finalizing negotiations on the replacement contract to commence May 1, 2015, 
therefore, rather than adopting a full calendar year budget, a four month budget is being 
proposed to cover the remaining time left on current contract.  The attached 2015 four 
month budget has been submitted by the MRF and requires City Council approval.  The 
proposed new contract will no longer require annual budget approvals by City Council.   
 
The total MRF budget is forecasted to be $3,579,040 for the period January 1, 2015 
through April 30, 2015.  Key factors for the proposed budget requirements include costs 
for the following:   
 

• Foothill Sanitary Landfill, the ultimate repository for the residual waste coming 
from the MRF, increased its tipping fee by $.80 a ton January 1, 2013, $.57 a ton 
January 1, 2014, and $1.11 a ton January 1, 2015.  The MRF has increased its 
tipping fees annually to reflect the increases in landfill disposal costs.  The rates 
due from the rate payers are not adjusted annually.  When the increase cost for 
services are no longer sustainable staff will analyze and recommend a new rate 
for City Council approval.    

• The MRF processed 112,103 tons for 2013, revised forecast of 107,900 tons for 
2014, and estimated 33,686 tons for the four months ending April 30, 2015. 
Monthly tonnage processed during January 1 through April 30 is typically less 
than the remaining months of the year.  Total annualized tonnage budgeted is 
107,570.  

• The MRF has typically funded its own equipment fund with a deposit of $800,000 
a year to keep equipment in good working condition and to replace if needed.  
The MRF previously deferred equipment replacement and maintenance to save 
funds for the road improvement in front of the facility required by San Joaquin 
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County totaling $886,174.  The road improvement cost ended up less than the 
original projections and therefore reducing the annual funding level from 
$800,000 to $500,000 for 2013 and $550,000 for 2014, respectively, utilizing the 
excess dollars saved in the fund.  The MRF is currently in contract for a few 
items that will continue into the four month budget period in 2015 and is 
scheduled to replace the compost turner during the four months ending April 30, 
2015. The funding level required for the four months ending April 30, 2015 is 
$300,000 a $900,000 annual equivalent. 

• Increase in salaries and benefits of $132,000, filling vacant positions. 
 
A summary of the Tracy Material Recovery and Solid Waste Transfer Station 
expenditures for the 2015 MRF budget:  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
  

This is a routine operational item and is not related to one of the Council’s Strategic 
Plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

There is no fiscal impact to the General Fund.     
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

That City Council, by resolution, approve the Tracy MRF budget of $3,579,040 
submitted by Tracy Material Recovery and Solid Waste Transfer, Inc. for the operation 
of the Tracy Material Recovery Facility and Solid Waste Transfer Station for the four 
months ending April 30, 2015. 

 
Prepared by: Jennifer Cariglio, Management Analyst I, Public Works Department 
Reviewed by: David Ferguson, Director of Public Works 
  Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Exhibit A:  Tracy Material Recovery and Solid Waste Transfer, Inc. Forecasted Service Fee 

Budget 

Tracy Material Recovery and  
Solid Waste Transfer Station Budget  

January 1, 2015 – April 30, 2015 
 
Operating and Maintenance    $ 2,429,397 
Landfill disposal          995,750 
Property taxes            55,000 
Operators fee            98,893 
     $3,579,040 







RESOLUTION ________ 
 

APPROVING THE BUDGET FOR THE OPERATION OF THE TRACY MATERIAL 
RECOVERY FACILITY AND SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION IN THE AMOUNT 

OF $3,579,040 FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2015 THROUGH APRIL 30, 2015 
 

WHEREAS, The “Service Agreement” between the City of Tracy (City) and Tracy 
Material Recovery and Solid Waste Transfer, Inc., for the operation of the Material Recovery 
Facility (MRF), requires that the MRF budget be approved in December for the following 
calendar year by the City of Tracy, and   

 
WHEREAS, The current agreement is set to terminate April 30, 2015 and the MRF and 

the City are finalizing negotiations on the replacement contract to commence May 1, 2015, 
therefore, rather than adopting a full calendar year budget, a four month budget is being 
proposed to cover the remaining time left on current contract, and  

 
WHEREAS, The total MRF budget is forecasted to be $3,579,040 for January 1, 2015 to 

April 30, 2015, and 
 
WHEREAS, There is no fiscal impact to the General Fund, and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council hereby approves the 

Tracy MRF budget of $3,579,040 submitted by Tracy Material Recovery and Solid Waste 
Transfer, Inc. for the operation of the Tracy Material Recovery Facility and Solid Waste 
Transfer Station for the period January 1, 2015 through April 30, 2015. 
 

* * * * * * * * * 
 

The foregoing Resolution ________ was passed and adopted by the City Council of the 
City of Tracy on the 17th day of February 2015, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

______________________________ 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________ 
               City Clerk 



February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 3  
 

REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE APPROVAL OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
APPLICATION D14-0003 AND DETERMINATION OF A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FOR 
A 45,500 SQUARE FOOT MEDICAL OFFICE BUILDING LOCATED AT 445 WEST 
EATON AVENUE AND A PARKING LOT AT 418, 424, 432, AND 434 WEST EATON 
AVENUE AND 426 W. BEVERLY PLACE -  APPLICANT IS DAVID O. ROMANO AND 
PROPERTY OWNER IS SUTTER GOULD MEDICAL FOUNDATION, APPLICATION 
NUMBER D14-0003 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This agenda item is the approval of Sutter Gould Medical Foundation’s (Sutter) 
Development Review application for a two-story medical office building and associated 
parking areas.  On September 2, 2014, the City Council granted the applicant’s appeal 
and vacated the Planning Commission’s denial of the project and directed staff to bring 
the item back with proposed findings, environmental documentation in accordance with 
CEQA, and Conditions of Approval for the project.  
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Background 
 
Pursuant to City of Tracy Municipal Code Article 30 (“Development Review Ordinance”), 
on January 14, 2014, Sutter submitted a Development Review application to demolish 
the 25,000 square foot Eaton Medical Plaza building at the northeast corner of Eaton 
Avenue and Bessie Avenue and construct a new 45,500 square foot medical office 
building and associated parking areas on site and across Eaton Avenue.  On March 26, 
2014, the Planning Commission discussed and denied the project because the project, 
as designed, could introduce undesirable impacts to neighboring properties.  On April 9, 
the applicant submitted an appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial. On September 
2, 2014, the City Council considered the appeal and voted 4:1 to grant the applicant’s 
appeal, vacate the Planning Commission’s denial of the project, and give the applicant 
the opportunity to make minor building and site design changes proposed by the 
applicant (Attachment A: Project plans; Attachment B: Meeting minutes excerpt).  The 
City Council further directed that the project be brought back to City Council with 
proposed findings pursuant to the Development Review Ordinance, environmental 
documentation in accordance with CEQA, and recommended Conditions of Approval. 
The Council may consider the proposed findings based on substantial evidence in the 
City Council Resolution and the recommended Conditions of Approval to ensure 
compliance with City regulations that are attached to the City Council Resolution. 
 
Traffic and Circulation 
 
At the September 2 meeting, the City Council and several audience members 
commented on traffic impacts generated by this project.  A traffic study prepared by 
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TJKM, consulting traffic engineers hired by the City, has been conducted and concluded 
that the project will not cause the levels of service on the surrounding street network to 
fall below adopted City standards (Attachment D). 
 
Off-Street Parking 
 
A concern was raised by the residents that the Sutter Tracy Community Hospital does 
not have enough parking and asked that this project provide enough additional parking 
to satisfy the deficiency.   
 
The Tracy Municipal Code establishes minimum off-street parking requirements for 
hospitals based on the number of beds rather than building square footage, which is the 
basis of parking requirements for medical office facilities other than hospitals. At a rate of 
1 space per bed, the hospital would need approximately 80 spaces, and there are over 
330 spaces provided on site.  The off-street parking requirement for the hospital is 
satisfied and there is no deficiency below the minimum requirement.  
 
In addition, the Tracy Municipal Code does not require new projects constructed 
independently of existing developments to satisfy any parking deficiencies the existing 
developments may have.  According to the applicant, the proposed medical office 
building project is not an extension of the hospital or otherwise a part of the hospital, but 
rather, it will function as a separate facility located near the hospital for the convenience 
of its patients. The applicant is providing 21 spaces in excess of the minimum parking 
requirements to serve the medical office building. The minimum off-street parking 
requirement for medical offices is 1 space per 200 square foot of building area. The 
proposed medical office building would therefore require 228 spaces, and 249 spaces 
are proposed to be provided between the two parking areas.  

 
Environmental Document 
 
An environmental analysis was undertaken for the project with the assistance of two 
consulting firms, De Novo Planning Group, and TJKM consulting traffic engineers.  The 
analysis is Attachment D to the staff report.  Based on the analysis, it has been 
determined that the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15332, relating to 
infill development projects. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
 

This agenda item will not require any expenditure of City funds.  The staff time spent 
processing the application is funded by the applicant through a Cost Recovery 
Agreement.  

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item is not related to one of the Council’s Strategic Plans. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 

Based on previous City Council direction, staff recommends that the City Council 
conduct a public hearing on the application and consider the findings, environmental 
review documentation, Conditions of Approval, and approve the project. 

 
Prepared by: Kimberly Matlock, Assistant Planner 
 
Reviewed by:  Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
  Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
  Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Site, Civil, Floor, Landscape, Elevation, Construction Phasing Plans, and 

Materials Packet (Oversize: Copies available in Development Services 
Department, City Hall) 

Attachment B – Excerpt from September 2, 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes 
Attachment C – Staff Report dated September 2, 2014 
Attachment D – CEQA Documentation, Traffic Study, and Noise Study 
 



TRACY CITY COUNCIL        REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
 

September 2, 2014, 7:00 p.m. 
                      

City Council Chambers, 333 Civic Center Plaza  Web Site:  www.ci.tracy.ca.us 
 
4. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

DENIAL OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPLICATION D14-0003 FOR A 45,000 
SQUARE FOOT MEDICAL OFFICE BUILDING LOCATED AT 445 WEST EATON 
AVENUE AND A PARKING LOT AT 418, 424, 432, AND 434 WEST EATON AVENUE 
APPLICANT IS DAVID O. ROMANO AND PROPERTY OWNER IS SUTTER GOULD 

 MEDICAL FOUNDATION, APPLICATION NUMBER APL14-0001 –  Kimberly Matlock, 
Assistant Planner, presented the staff report and used a power point in her presentation. 

 
The Sutter Gould Medical Foundation is in the process of expanding their medical 
campus on Eaton and Bessie Avenues. Staff supports Sutter’s concept which will 
expand medical services offered to the Tracy community. 
 
The project site is located on the southeast perimeter of the Medical Office (MO) zone 
where the Eaton Medical Plaza currently sits, adjacent to existing single-family homes 
zoned Medium Density Residential.  Many properties in the MO zone are still occupied 
by residential uses that were constructed around the 1920’s, prior to the establishment of 
the MO zone in 1988.  Over time, several of these properties have been converted to 
medical offices with City permits.   
 
Sutter’s Development Review application proposes a new 45,000 square foot medical 
office building and associated parking areas with access from Eaton Avenue, Bessie 
Avenue, and Beverly Place.  Sutter proposes to keep the Eaton Medical Plaza building 
operational while the new facility and parking areas are constructed.  Eaton Medical 
Plaza building will then be demolished and parking areas will be constructed in a phased 
construction plan over approximately 18 months.  Additional employee parking is 
proposed to be constructed on the south side of Eaton Avenue with two driveways onto 
Eaton Avenue.  Sutter’s proposed two-story building employs a mix of modern materials 
and colors. 
 
While medical office uses are permitted, the City has an opportunity to ensure successful 
integration of the building and site improvements with the adjacent residential neighbor-
hoods through the Development Review permit process.  Site planning considerations 
include the following: 
 

• Mitigation of light, noise, privacy, and undesirable aesthetic impacts of the 
building on neighboring residences  

• Building location and architecture that is complementary with the buildings in the 
vicinity and neighborhood context 

• Streetscape experience after the removal of buildings and trees currently lining 
Eaton Avenue 

• Improved vehicular circulation by locating the driveways further from the 
intersections 

• Improved pedestrian circulation by encouraging pedestrian use of the crosswalk 
when the building is closer to the intersection 

ATTACHMENT B 

http://www.ci.tracy.ca.us/
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• Loss of established mature on-site trees and street trees on Eaton Avenue 
 

Final actions on Development Review permits are made by the City Council, the 
Planning Commission, and in some cases, the Development Services Director.  
Due to the community interest in the project, the Development Services Director 
determined that the community would be better served through the public hearing 
process at Planning Commission, which took place on March 26, 2014.  Several 
members of the public spoke in opposition of the project as designed, citing reasons 
related to building proximity to houses, building height, undesirable aesthetic impacts, 
lack of sufficient parking, increase in traffic, detriment to the established neighborhood’s 
character, loss of mature shade trees, and the unlikeliness of the Valley Oak surviving its 
extraction and replanting. 
 
The concept of holding the building to the corner was also discussed at the March 26th 
public hearing. This concept is a design tool that is considered with any development 
project and is most successful when it achieves a higher quality design at prominent 
intersections.  Following the discussion, the Planning Commission stated that while they 
are not opposed to Sutter’s building and services expansion, the project could not be 
approved as designed and voted to deny the project.   
 
Ms. Matlock closed her presentation by showing a series of slides which depicted the 
location and architecture of the homes, medical buildings, the hospital and a two-story 
medical office building in Stockton located on a street with parking behind. 
 
Mayor Ives opened the public hearing. 
 
Dave Romano, LDA Partners, used a power point in his presentation.  Mr. Romano gave 
an overview of the site, the project and the services which would be provided at the 
facility.  On October 3, 2013, a meeting was held with local residents and changes were 
made to the original plan. More changes were suggested by the Planning Commission in 
order to be sensitive to the neighborhood and to give Tracy the best possible project.  
Mr. Romano stated the site is zoned for this project and discussed access and 
circulation in and out of the building.  Substantial changes have been made to the project 
and Mr. Romano added this is the best design for the community.   
 
Jacob Beury, Project Manager, also used a power point in his presentation and stated he 
had met with the Planning Commission in March and discussed how to improve the 
project even further.  Mr. Beury discussed pedestrian and vehicular access to the 
project, the materials which would be used, and the landscaping.  Mr. Beury indicated 
the project would be a two story building replacing the three story building which is 
currently on the site.   
 
Dr. David Pedersen, Family doctor with Gould Medical Group which became affiliated 
with Sutter in the 1990s, stated Tracy has a need for an integrated medical system which 
puts the patient first and focuses on patient care. This medical facility will partner with 
Sutter Tracy to provide one-stop shopping for patients in adult and pediatric medicine. 
 
Dave Thompson, Chief Executive Officer, Sutter Tracy Community Hospital, stated the 
hospital has 550 employees, 300 of which live in Tracy.  Fully occupied the facility will 
add 70 new non-physician jobs with a medical payroll of $4 million per year.  With the 
addition of new physicians the payroll will increase to $6 million per year.  Jobs include 
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benefits and a pension plan.  Additional jobs will be created as the number of patients 
increase.  This facility will expand medical care in Tracy and throughout the surrounding 
communities. Three neighborhood meetings have been held and discussions have 
occurred with adjacent land owners.  Several property owners have expressed their 
support of the project.  Parking has also been improved not only for the new facility but 
also for the medical offices in the area. Several changes and enhancements to the 
project have been made, and Mr. Thompson asked Council to grant the appeal.    
 
Pete Mitracos, Resident, on behalf of Concerned Neighbors of Sutter, offered a power 
point in his presentation, and stated he agreed with the decision made by staff.  There is 
a lack of adequate parking on the site and traffic congestion will be increased.  Mr. 
Mitracos gave an overview of Sutter’s Central Valley Expansion history, the profit made 
by the various medical entities, and suggested that very little community benefit is 
received from Sutter.  Mr. Mitracos questioned whether Sutter will increase the number 
of jobs or simply move doctors and staff from existing buildings.   
 
Mr. Mitracos gave a brief overview of Sutter’s interest in building at the Gateway 
Business Park, which after it failed resulted in Sutter purchasing Eaton Medical.  In 2013 
Sutter began discussions with City planning staff and in March 2014 the Planning 
Commission unanimously denied Sutter’s application for the current project.  
 
Mr. Mitracos discussed the parking situation and indicated the project could be short as 
many as 469 parking places. Mr. Mitracos stated site planning issues have not been 
addressed and suggested the project be sent back to planning staff.  Mr. Mitracos 
compared a number of medical facilities in the area which are similar in size to the 
current project but which are built on much larger sites.  In closing, Mr. Mitracos stated 
the City needs to set the standards and uphold them, and asked Council to deny the 
appeal. 
 
Arch Bakerink, 1030 Central Avenue, questioned the financial statements presented by 
Mr. Mitracos.  Mr. Bakerink was concerned with what would happen if the project is not 
built and stated he believed the hospital would lose doctors.  Mr. Bakerink believed the 
project would create jobs and more highly paid and qualified health care workers, and 
concluded by stating his support for the project.  
 
Steve Nicolaou, 1068 Atherton Drive, suggested that any Council Member who sits on a 
board which receives donations from the Tracy Hospital Foundation should consider 
recusing themselves from voting on this item.  
 
A number of handouts in support of, and in opposition to the project were provided to the 
Council from residents who were unable to attend the meeting. 

Residents who spoke in opposition to the project voiced their concerns related to traffic, 
pollution and parking issues, loss of peacefulness in the area, the building violates the 
character of the neighborhood and will contribute to urban blight, the project does not 
meet the requirements of the City’s General Plan, the project is too large for a residential 
area and Gateway would be a better fit, and the lack of an environmental impact report.  

Other speakers agreed the facility was needed but not at the proposed location. 
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Residents who spoke in favor of the project cited a belief in the Sutter vision, the fact that 
the owner has the right to build, the medical care provided for battered and homeless 
women, the quality health care services which will be brought to Tracy, doctors will have 
quicker access to patients in emergency care and ICU, and the fact that the area is 
zoned for medical office buildings.  
 
Mayor Ives closed the public hearing. 
 
Mayor Ives recessed the meeting at 9:40 p.m.  The meeting was reconvened at 9:50 
p.m. 
 
Council Member Rickman referred to the Planning Commission minutes of March 26, 
2014, and asked staff to comment.  Bill Dean, Assistant Director, Development Services 
responded the project is not inconsistent with the General Plan, but could be improved 
by modifying the architecture and relocating the building further away from the residents.     
 
Council Member Rickman referred to the General Plan Objectives and Design goals and 
Standards included in the staff report and asked why it was important to have this 
building in this position.  Mr. Dean responded because it is a site that provides an 
opportunity to create a more pedestrian feel and one way to achieve that is to bring the 
building up to the corner.  This site also provides an opportunity to move a 45,000 
square foot development further away from the residents.   
 
In response to a question from Council Member Rickman regarding the neighborhood’s 
historical component, Mr. Dean responded when new development occurs in certain 
neighborhoods the City tries to blend the development with the architectural theme in 
order to soften the look and better integrate the buildings.   
 
Council Member Rickman asked Mr. Dean to comment on the traffic aspect.  Mr. Dean 
responded when staff considers a development it is not just vehicular traffic, but an 
opportunity to look at multi modal connectivity and mobility throughout the community.  
One way to do that is to create development that adds to the pedestrian safety feel of an 
area.  
 
Council Member Manne stated significant changes have been made by the Planning 
Commission and asked at what point the item is no longer an appeal but a new agenda 
item.   Mr. Dean responded this item is an appeal of an application which was sent to 
Planning Commission and denied.  The item before you has not been evaluated in detail 
by staff.  Dan Sodergren, City Attorney, stated Council should make its decision on what 
staff presented originally.  If Council likes what was proposed by Sutter the changes 
could be incorporated into the Conditions of Approval and would not need to go back to 
the Planning Commission.  However, at the discretion of the Council the changes could 
be sent back to the Planning Commission. 
 
Council Member Manne asked why an EIR had not been done.  Mr. Dean responded 
when denial of a project is recommended a CEQA analysis is not required.  However, if 
the application moves forward some issues would be revisited including traffic studies.   
 
In response to a question from Council Member Manne regarding whether Council 
Members would have to recuse themselves from voting on this issue if they sat on the 
board of a non-profit organization which received donations from the Hospital 
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Foundation, Mr. Sodergren responded he did not see it as a conflict.   Mr. Manne stated 
he did not have a conflict.  
 
Council Member Rickman asked what the hours of operation would be for the facility, 
and how an increase in the number of patients would be accommodated.  David 
Camboia, Director of Business Development for Sutter Gould Medical Foundation, stated 
the facility will serve 20,000 initially, and 45,000 patients with a full complement of staff.  
Normal hours of operation would be 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.  Some departments would be able 
to offer services from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m., but that is not the intent at this time.  However, in 
the future, if the building reaches full capacity the hours will be extended to 
accommodate the additional patients. 
 
In response to a question from Council Member Rickman regarding the building setup, 
Mr. Beury stated the building is similar to other Sutter medical facilities in many ways, 
although this facility has many specialty service areas which are designed differently and 
located closer to the areas they serve. The layout of this building has been designed for 
the site, the neighborhood, proximity to the hospital and for the specialties it offers.  
 
Council Member Rickman asked why the building cannot be relocated if the layout is 
designed for the site.  Mr. Beury responded that moving the building would create a 
number of different problems including placing a busy entrance next to the homes.  Mr. 
Beury responded the facility has been built to a campus design which is centered around 
an open area with buildings flanking it.  Moving the building would weaken the campus 
design. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated he had visited the site and talked with the residents who 
had offered a number of alternatives regarding how the building sits on the site.  Mayor 
Pro Tem Maciel stated if Council is to embrace the building at this site, it will generate 
traffic, and it will change the character of the neighborhood.  However, the Council has 
an entity before them willing to spend a lot of money to create jobs which will add 
millions of dollars to the community through payroll, and will enhance the level of medical 
service to residents.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated he believed the project does adhere 
to the General Plan provisions, and if the appeal is granted Sutter will continue to have 
an obligation to be a good neighbor.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel stated he would support the 
appeal with the conditions that have been laid out.  In response to a question from Mayor 
Pro Tem Maciel related to traffic and environmental review, Mr. Dean stated some type 
of environmental review and traffic study would be conducted.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel 
stated he was not sure some of the concerns rise to the requirements of the General 
Plan and added he believed the facility would be an improvement to the neighborhood.   
   
Council Member Young suggested the Council step back and listen to the community.  
The Council is challenged to look at in the bigger picture to determine what is best for 
Tracy.  The hospital will be serving newer generations long after current residents are 
gone, but added the Council has to look at what it wants for the City now.  Council 
Member Young stated many of the issues that had been brought up were provided with 
alternatives in the presentations.   
 
Council Member Manne stated that throughout the process he had kept an open mind.  
The decision is not an easy one, but Council Member Manne stated he was concerned 
with the health and safety of the community and added he had to agree with the 
applicant. 
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Council Member Rickman stated Sutter has benefitted the community and he believed 
this project was a good one which would provide an economic boost to the City.  
However, there has to be a balance between Sutter and the surrounding neighborhood.  
Council Member Rickman added that taking into consideration the General Plan 
requirements he was concerned with the lack of privacy, devaluation of property, 
aesthetic impact and the buffer zone.   Council Member Rickman stated he wanted to 
know specifically why the building could not be moved to the corner to provide a buffer, 
and added he wanted the project sent back to Planning Commission to have some of the 
residents’ concerns addressed. 
 
Mayor Ives stated many years ago a decision was made to locate medical facilities in the 
area and questioned whether where this facility was located on the site would make a 
substantial difference. The medical zone has served the community well and if this 
facility improves medical services to the community it is worthy of further evaluation.  
Education, jobs and healthcare are important to the whole community.  Mayor Ives 
stated he was willing to grant the appeal with the understanding that there is some 
improvement that the public process has determined.  Not every change the neighbors 
want has been granted, but Sutter has made many changes.   Mayor Ives added he was 
in favor with the understanding that the application will have to go through the 
standardized process. 
 
In response to a question from Council Member Rickman, Mr. Sodergren stated Council 
can deny the appeal, or uphold the appeal with or without conditions.  If the motion is 
approved to uphold the appeal with conditions as proposed by the applicant, staff would 
bring back draft findings, draft Conditions of Approval and draft environmental 
documents for Council to review.  
 
Council Member Manne motioned to approve the appeal with conditions as relayed by 
the applicant.  Mayor Pro Tem Maciel seconded the motion.  Voice vote found Council 
Member Manne, Mayor Pro Tem Maciel, Council Member Young and Mayor Ives in 
favor; Council Member Rickman opposed. Motion carried 4:1. 
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AGENDA ITEM _____ 
 

REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
DENIAL OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPLICATION D14-0003 FOR A 45,000 
SQUARE FOOT MEDICAL OFFICE BUILDING LOCATED AT 445 WEST EATON 
AVENUE AND A PARKING LOT AT 418, 424, 432, AND 434 WEST EATON AVENUE 
APPLICANT IS DAVID O. ROMANO AND PROPERTY OWNER IS SUTTER GOULD 
MEDICAL FOUNDATION, APPLICATION NUMBER APL14-0001 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This agenda item is an appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial of Sutter Gould 
Medical Foundation’s Development Review Application D14-0003 (Sutter).  Sutter is 
proposing to demolish an existing medical office building and construct a new larger 
medical office building and associated parking lots on Eaton Avenue, east of Bessie 
Avenue.  On March 26, 2014, the Planning Commission discussed and denied the 
project because the project, as designed, proposes undesirable impacts to neighboring 
properties.  David O. Romano filed an appeal with the City Clerk, and requested that the 
appeal be discussed by the City Council.  No justification for the appeal was included in 
the appeal request letter (Attachment A). 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

Project Description, Background, and Location 
 
Sutter is proposing to construct a new 45,000 square foot medical office building and 
associated parking areas.  The project would require the demolition of an existing 25,000 
square foot medical office building known as Eaton Medical Plaza and existing 
residential buildings.  According to the applicant, the existing Eaton Medical Plaza 
building is approximately 60% occupied by Sutter and independent health care 
professionals.  Sutter proposes to keep the building in operation while the new facility 
and parking areas are constructed, then demolish the Eaton Medical Plaza building and 
install parking areas in its place.  The project is proposed to be constructed in phases 
lasting up to 18 months, according to the applicant. 
 
The project site is east of the intersection of Eaton Avenue and Bessie Avenue, near the 
Tracy Sutter Community Hospital (Attachment B). The project site is made up of a 2.6 
acre parcel on the north side of Eaton Avenue (comprised of two lots) and a 1.3-acre 
parcel on the south side of Eaton Avenue (comprised of four lots). A two-story medical 
office building and parking area are proposed on the northern parcel and additional 
parking is proposed on the southern parcel (Attachment C).  Both parking areas are 
required to serve the facility and comply with the off-street standards established in the 
Tracy Municipal Code.   
 
The project site is designated Office in the General Plan and zoned Medical Office (MO). 
It is bordered by the MO zone to the north and west and by the Medium Density 
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Residential (MDR) zone to the east and south.  Medical offices are a permitted use in 
the MO zone.  
 
There are existing residences and medical office uses in the vicinity.  Many properties in 
the MO zone are still occupied by residential uses that were constructed around the 
1920’s, prior to the establishment of the MO zone in 1988.  Over time, several of these 
properties have been converted to medical offices with City permits.   
 
Application Review 
 
The project site lies on the eastern edge of the MO zone (Attachment B), adjacent to 
existing single-family homes.  While medical office uses are permitted, the City has an 
opportunity to ensure successful integration of the building and site improvements with 
the adjacent residential neighborhoods through the Development Review permit 
process.  Site planning considerations include the following: 

• Mitigation of light, noise, privacy, and undesirable aesthetic impacts of the 
building on neighboring residences  

• Building location and architecture that is complementary with the buildings in the 
vicinity and neighborhood context 

• Streetscape experience after the removal of buildings and trees currently lining 
Eaton Avenue 

• Improved vehicular circulation by locating the driveways further from the 
intersections 

• Improved pedestrian circulation by encouraging pedestrian use of the crosswalk 
when the building is closer to the intersection 

• Loss of established mature on-site trees and street trees on Eaton Avenue 
 
Staff communicated with the applicant during the pre-application and application review 
period to resolve design issues and attain a design that complies with City regulations 
and standards, further described below. The applicant has ultimately decided to propose 
the project to be constructed as shown in the plans dated March 4, 2014, (Attachment C) 
and requested the project be brought before the Planning Commission for consideration 
without further modification as requested by staff.  Final actions on Development Review 
permits are typically made by the Development Services Director; however, in 
accordance with Tracy Municipal Code (TMC) Section 10.08.4020, the Director may 
refer applications to the Planning Commission.  Due to the community interest in the 
project, the Development Services Director has determined that it would be best to 
involve the Planning Commission in the project discussion and action at the public 
hearing held on March 26, 2014, further described below. 
 
Development Review Findings 
 
TMC Section 10.08.3990 establishes the required findings for the approval of a 
Development Review application. Below are the findings that, in staff and Planning 
Commission’s assessments, indicate that the project cannot be approved as proposed. 
 
TMC 10.08.3990(b): The benefits of occupancy of other property in the vicinity is impaired.   
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The existing residences adjacent to the project site will be negatively impacted in 
the areas of light, noise, and privacy due to the close proximity of the building to 
the residences.  The building is proposed to be approximately 30 feet from the rear 
yards of these homes. 

 
TMC 10.08.3990(f): Unsightliness which, if permitted to exist, causes a decrease in the 
value of surrounding properties.   
 

The project proposes two large parking areas, both of which will be readily visible 
from the public streets, the residences, and the businesses in the vicinity. 

 
General Plan Objectives and the Design Goals and Standards 
 
The General Plan establishes the goals, objectives, policies, and actions for 
development in the City.  The Design Goals and Standards, adopted by City Council in 
2002, establishes specific design criteria for achieving high quality architecture, site 
planning, and landscaping throughout the commercial areas of the City.  The General 
Plan contains many policies which should be read together as a means for the 
community to broadly interpret their meaning and application to any specific situation.  
The following are relevant policies and standards, and the project could be revised to 
better further these objectives and standards. 
 
General Plan Urban Design Principle 5: Building Siting to Hold Corners  
Building siting to “hold corners” refers to the practice of placing development on sites 
located at the corner lots of intersections built close to or at the lot line.  Strategically 
placing it on corner sites gives better definition to an intersection, which makes 
pedestrians feel less exposed to the adjacent traffic.  Ensuring that buildings in Tracy are 
designed to hold the corners of key intersections will enhance the visual quality and the 
safety of the pedestrian environment as compared to development that provides “a sea 
of asphalt” to passersby. 
 
General Plan Objective CC-1.1, Policy P3: All new development and redevelopment 
shall adhere to the basic principles of high-quality urban design, architecture and 
landscape architecture including, but not limited to, human-scaled design, pedestrian-
orientation, interconnectivity of street layout, siting buildings to hold corners, entryways, 
focal points and landmarks.   
 

The building is proposed to be located in the central portion of the site, set back 
approximately 165 feet from the corner of Bessie and Eaton Avenues, and 
construct a parking area between the building and the corner.  The applicant 
proposes to screen public views of the parking area with a large oak tree 
relocated from its current location in the center of the existing parking area, along 
with other new landscaping.  While landscaping can be effective at screening 
parking areas, staff believes this objective could be better furthered by locating 
the building at the corner.   

 
General Plan Objective CC-3.1, Policy P1: The City shall encourage the preservation, 
enhancement and conservation of historic and older neighborhoods, such as Lincoln 
Park, through its direct actions. 
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General Plan Objective CC-3.1, Policy P3: New development, redevelopment, 
alterations and remodeling projects should be sensitive to surrounding historic context. 
 
General Plan Objective CC-6.3: Preserve and enhance character of existing residential 
neighborhoods.  

 
While the building’s proposed architecture is high in quality and incorporates 
many positive and aesthetically-pleasing features, it is modern in character with 
its use of large, square building massing, repetitive window placement, industrial 
materials and colors, and flat parapet roofs.  The neighboring residences are 
primarily single-story bungalow and cottage-style buildings, employing features 
such as wood siding, brick accents, pitched rooflines, and porches.  By 
incorporating some of these features, the building could relate better to the 
context of existing development in the vicinity and better further these General 
Plan objectives. 

 
Commercial Design Standard 6: Corporate identity shall be secondary in the design of 
projects, and projects should be consistent in integrity with the architecture of the 
surrounding community.  

 
According to the applicant, the building’s architecture is a reflection of Sutter’s 
new corporate image that is being introduced in the Central Valley.  The 
architecture would be more consistent with that of the surrounding community by 
either incorporating brick to match the nearby hospital or by emulating design 
elements characteristic of the nearby bungalow and cottage-style houses. 
 

Commercial Design Standard 7: All separate structures on a site shall have consistent 
architectural detail and design elements to create a cohesive project site.  

 
Sutter has explained that this medical facility will be an extension of their hospital 
services and desires to develop a “Sutter campus” in this area of Tracy.  The two 
distinctly different architectural building styles and the placement of the new 
facility further away from the hospital weakens the “campus” design.  The 
“campus” feel could be strengthened by locating the building at Bessie Avenue to 
be closer to the hospital and by designing the building to match the hospital 
architecturally. 
 

General Plan Objective CC-11.3: Minimize the impact of parking on the pedestrian 
environment in Employment Areas. 
 
Commercial Design Standard 5: Parking areas should be de-emphasized by placing 
them behind well-designed buildings. Grade differences between the street and a 
parking lot are also helpful to detract from the view of a “sea of cars” and direct attention 
to the buildings on the site while also giving a feeling of separation from the commercial 
area to the street. 

 
The parking area is proposed to be located in front of the building to be highly 
visible from Bessie and Eaton Avenues.  The parking area could be better de-
emphasized by locating the building at the corner and the parking area to its rear.  
The employee parking area on the south side of Eaton Avenue could be visually 
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mitigated by constructing a visual barrier along Eaton Avenue, or both parking 
areas could be constructed at a lower grade than the street, or further screened. 
 

General Plan Objective CIR-1.6: Maximize traffic safety for automobile, transit, bicycle 
users, and pedestrians 
 

A new driveway is proposed on Eaton Avenue approximately 100 feet east of the 
intersection of Eaton and Bessie Avenues.  Circulation best practices 
demonstrate that locating driveways further from intersections improves the 
efficiency and flow of circulation. Additionally, two mid-block crossings are 
proposed; one on Eaton Avenue to the proposed employee parking area and one 
on Bessie Avenue to the hospital.  The City Engineer has determined that the 
mid-block crossings are not warranted for safety and will not improve circulation 
on these streets.  Pedestrians may legally cross at any point on both streets, and 
the intersection at Eaton and Bessie Avenues has been specifically designed for 
safe and efficient handicapped-pedestrian crossings. 

 
General Plan Objective OSC-5.1, Policy P1: The City shall promote development 
patterns and construction standards that conserve resources through appropriate 
planning, housing types and design, and energy conservation practices.  
 
General Plan Objective OSC-5.1, Policy P2:  The City shall encourage the 
establishment and maintenance of trees on public and private property to create an 
urban forest. 
 
Landscape Design Goal 4: Maintain mature landscape areas 

 
The new driveway proposed on Eaton Avenue is in the same location as two 
mature street trees.  Construction of the driveway at this location would require 
the removal of these mature trees.  These mature trees could be preserved with 
the building located at the corner and the building and driveway located away 
from existing trees.  

 
Neighborhood Concerns 
 
The City typically encourages project applicants to meet with project site neighbors when 
the proposed project may be of interest or have an effect on those neighbors.  During 
application review, neighbors contacted staff with concerns relating to the building 
location and anticipated light and noise impacts.  On September 3, 2013, the City 
received a petition addressed to Sutter Gould and the City of Tracy signed by 29 
residents in opposition to the project as designed and highlighted three desired project 
modifications (Attachment D).   These included locating the building at the corner, 
preserving the largest oak tree and incorporating it into the site design, and relocating 
the trash enclosure, ambulance services, and other typically noisy appurtenances further 
from the residences.  The applicant subsequently held neighborhood meetings on 
October 3 and October 20, 2013, which staff learned about through articles published in 
the Tracy Press.  According to the Tracy Press, primary concerns raised by the 
neighbors included noise, traffic and parking, lack of privacy, and preservation of 
established trees.  These concerns mirror the concerns outlined in the September 3, 
2013, petition.  According to the applicant, some of these requests have been 
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acknowledged in the project design, including planting of a landscape screen along the 
eastern perimeter, relocating the trash enclosure to the interior of the site, and working 
with an arborist to preserve and replant the largest Valley Oak tree elsewhere on the 
site.  Another neighborhood meeting was held on July 17, 2014, where the applicant 
presented modified plans.  The modified architecture was generally positively received, 
but the neighbors felt that it was not enough to make up for the location and mass of the 
building as proposed.  These modified plans have not been submitted to the City for 
application review. 
 
Planning Commission Discussion 

 
On March 26, 2014, the Planning Commission met to discuss the project, with one 
Commissioner abstaining.  Staff delivered a staff report recommending denial based on 
the matters described above, and representatives on behalf of the applicant presented a 
PowerPoint presentation. A number of residents spoke in opposition of the project as 
designed, citing reasons relating to building proximity to houses, building height, 
undesirable aesthetic impacts, lack of sufficient parking, increase in traffic, detriment to 
the established neighborhood’s character, loss of mature shade trees, and unlikeliness 
of the Valley Oak surviving its extraction and replanting. No members of the public spoke 
in favor of the project as proposed.  After discussion, the Planning Commission stated 
that while they are not opposed to Sutter’s building and services expansion, the project 
could not be approved as designed and unanimously voted to deny the project based on 
the inability to make the findings for approval of Development Review.  The minutes from 
this meeting are attached to the staff report. 

 
Environmental Document 
 
The project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Guidelines Section 15270, projects which 
are disapproved.  This exemption pertains to projects which a public agency rejects or 
disapproves. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

This agenda item will not require any expenditure of funds.  The staff time spent 
processing the application was funded by the receipt of the required application 
processing fees. 

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

This agenda item is not related to one of the Council’s Strategic Plans. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

As described above, the project may need to be revised in order to meet City goals and 
policies. Staff communicated these goals and policies with the applicant during the pre-
application period and on numerous occasions during the application review process to 
resolve design issues and achieve a design that complies with City regulations and 
standards. The applicant has ultimately decided to propose the project to be constructed 
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as shown in the plans dated March 4, 2014, and requested the project be brought before 
the Planning Commission for consideration. 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council deny the appeal based on the findings contained 
in the City Council Resolution dated September 2, 2014, and ask the applicant to submit 
a revised application more closely meeting City policies. 
 

Prepared by: Kimberly Matlock, Assistant Planner 
 
Reviewed by:  Bill Dean, Assistant Development Service Director 
  Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
   
Approved by: Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
  Troy Brown, City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Appeal Request Letters 
Attachment B – Location Map 
Attachment C – Site, Civil, Floor, Landscape, Elevation, and Construction Phasing Plans 
    (Oversize: Copies available in Development Services Department, City Hall) 
Attachment D – Resident Petition Received September 3, 2013 (Excerpt) 
Attachment E – Planning Commission March 26, 2014 Meeting Minutes (Excerpt) 
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INTRODUCTION	  
The	   following	  pages	  provide	  an	  analysis	  of	   the	  proposed	  Tracy	  Sutter	  Medical	  Office	  Building	  
Project	   (project)	  with	   respect	   to	   the	   project’s	   environmental	   review	   requirements	   under	   the	  
California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

As	  explained	  in	  the	  following	  pages,	  the	  proposed	  project	  is	  exempt	  from	  CEQA’s	  environmental	  
review	  requirements	  under	   the	  Class	  32	  Categorical	  Exemption	  provided	  by	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  
section	  15332	  (the	  “Class	  32	  Exemption	  for	  In-‐Fill	  Development	  Projects”).	  

PROJECT	  OVERVIEW	  
Project	  Proposal:	  Demolish	  an	  existing	  three-‐story	  25,000	  square	  foot	  medical	  office	  building	  
and	   residential	   buildings	   and	   construct	   a	   new	   two-‐story,	   45,500	   square	   foot	   medical	   office	  
building	  and	  associated	  parking	  areas	  onsite	  and	  offsite.	  	  	  

Project	   location:	   Building	   and	   parking	   area	   at	   445	   W.	   Eaton	   Avenue	   (APN	   233-‐083-‐27).	  
Additional	  parking	  lot	  at	  418,	  424,	  432,	  and	  434	  W.	  Eaton	  Avenue	  (APN	  233-‐084-‐03,	  233-‐084-‐
05,	  233-‐084-‐06,	  233-‐084-‐12).	  	  Existing	  parking	  will	  remain	  at	  426	  W.	  Beverly	  Place	  (APN	  233-‐
076-‐05).	  	  	  

Site	  size:	  Building	  on	  2.7	  acres	  and	  additional	  parking	  lot	  on	  1.2	  acres.	  

Access:	  Eaton	  Avenue,	  Bessie	  Avenue,	  and	  Beverly	  Place.	  

Zoning	   and	   General	   Plan	   Designation:	   Zoned	   Medical	   Office	   and	   designated	   Office	   in	   the	  
General	  Plan.	  The	  site	  is	  surrounded	  on	  two	  sides	  by	  the	  Medium	  Density	  Residential	  zone	  (with	  
existing	  residences).	  

Surrounding	   land	   uses:	   Residential	   uses	   to	   the	   east	   and	   south;	   medical	   office	   and	   some	  
residential	  uses	  to	  the	  west	  and	  north.	  

The	   general	   project	   location	   is	   shown	   on	   Figure	   1.	   	   Zoning	   on	   the	   project	   site	   and	   the	  
surrounding	  areas	  is	  shown	  on	  Figure	  2.	  	  General	  Plan	  designations	  for	  the	  project	  site	  and	  the	  
surrounding	   areas	   is	   shown	   on	   Figure	   3.	   	   Surrounding	   land	   uses	   and	   adjacent	   roadways	   are	  
shown	  on	  Figure	  4.	  	  	  

PUBLIC	  RESOURCES	  CODE	  SECTION	  21084	  AND	  CEQA	  GUIDELINES	  SECTION	  15332	  
EXEMPTIONS	  
Section	  21084	  of	   the	  Public	  Resources	  Code	   requires	   the	  CEQA	  Guidelines	   to	   include	  a	   list	   of	  
classes	   of	   projects	   which	   have	   been	   determined	   not	   to	   have	   a	   significant	   effect	   on	   the	  
environment	  and	  which	  shall,	  therefore,	  be	  exempt	  from	  the	  provisions	  of	  CEQA.	  	  	  

In	   response	   to	   that	   mandate,	   the	   Secretary	   of	   Resources	   has	   found	   that	   several	   classes	   of	  
projects,	   listed	   in	   Article	   19	   of	   the	   CEQA	   Guidelines,	   do	   not	   have	   a	   significant	   effect	   on	   the	  
environment,	   and	   they	   are	   declared	   to	   be	   categorically	   exempt	   from	   the	   requirement	   for	   the	  
preparation	  of	  environmental	  documents.	  	  	  
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CEQA	  GUIDELINES	  SECTION	  15332	  	  
Section	  15332,	  Class	  32,	   consists	  of	  projects	   characterized	  as	   in-‐fill	   development	  meeting	   the	  
conditions	  described	  in	  this	  section.	  

a) The	  project	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  applicable	  general	  plan	  designation	  and	  all	  applicable	  
general	  plan	  policies	  as	  well	  as	  with	  applicable	  zoning	  designation	  and	  regulations.	  

b) The	  proposed	  development	  occurs	  within	  city	   limits	  on	  a	  project	  site	  of	  no	  more	   than	  
five	  acres	  substantially	  surrounded	  by	  urban	  uses.	  

c) The	  project	  site	  has	  no	  value,	  as	  habitat	  for	  endangered,	  rare	  or	  threatened	  species.	  

d) Approval	   of	   the	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   any	   significant	   effects	   relating	   to	   traffic,	  
noise,	  air	  quality,	  or	  water	  quality.	  

e) The	  site	  can	  be	  adequately	  served	  by	  all	  required	  utilities	  and	  public	  services.	  

ANALYSIS	  
The	   following	   analysis	   addresses	   the	   project’s	   consistency	   with	   the	   requirements	   of	   Section	  
15332	  of	  the	  CEQA	  Guidelines.	  

a) The	   project	   is	   consistent	   with	   the	   applicable	   general	   plan	   designation	   and	   all	  
applicable	   general	   plan	   policies	   as	   well	   as	   with	   applicable	   zoning	   designation	   and	  
regulations.	  

The	   project	   site	   is	   designated	  Office	   (O)	   by	   the	   Tracy	   General	   Plan.	   	   The	   proposed	   project	   is	  
consistent	  with	  this	  land	  use	  designation.	  	  As	  described	  in	  the	  Tracy	  General	  Plan,	  	  

“The	  purpose	  of	  this	  designation	  is	  to	  provide	  for	  the	  maintenance	  and	  expansion	  of	  the	  job	  
and	   economic	   base	   of	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   and	   to	   provide	   more	   Tracy	   residents	   with	   the	  
potential	   to	  work	   in	   the	  City.	  Office	  parcels	  may	  have	  a	  maximum	  FAR	  of	  1.0.	  The	  Office	  
designation	  provides	  sites	  for	  office	  and	  research	  and	  development	  uses	  that	  accommodate	  
high-tech,	  medical/hospital,	  legal,	  insurance,	  government	  and	  similar	  users.”	  

The	   proposed	   medical	   office	   use	   is	   an	   allowed	   use	   in	   the	   Office	   land	   use	   designation.	   	   The	  
45,500	   square	   foot	  medical	   office	   building	  would	   be	   constructed	   on	   a	   2.7-‐acre	   site	   (117,612	  
square	  feet),	  and	  would	  have	  a	  floor-‐area	  ratio	  (FAR)	  of	  approximately	  0.38.	  	  	  

The	   project	   site	   is	   zoned	   Medical	   Office.	   	   The	   proposed	   use	   is	   consistent	   with	   this	   zoning	  
designation,	   and	   the	   project	   complies	  with	   all	   applicable	   zoning	   regulations	   including	   height,	  
setbacks,	  parking,	  and	  other	  applicable	  development	  standards.	  	  	  

b) The	  proposed	  development	  occurs	  within	  city	   limits	  on	  a	  project	   site	  of	  no	  more	   than	  
five	  acres	  substantially	  surrounded	  by	  urban	  uses.	  

The	  project	  site	  is	  located	  within	  the	  City	  Limits,	  and	  consists	  of	  two	  parcels	  totaling	  3.9	  acres.	  	  
As	   shown	   on	   Figure	   4,	   the	   site	   is	   substantially	   surrounded	   by	   urban	   uses,	   including	  medical	  
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office	  uses	  to	  the	  north	  and	  west,	  the	  Sutter	  Tracy	  Community	  Hospital	  to	  the	  west,	  and	  medium	  
density	  residential	  uses	  to	  the	  south	  and	  east.	  	  	  

c) The	  project	  site	  has	  no	  value,	  as	  habitat	  for	  endangered,	  rare	  or	  threatened	  species.	  

The	  2.7-‐acre	   site	  of	   the	  proposed	  medical	  office	  building	   is	   currently	  developed	  with	  medical	  
office	   uses	   and	   associated	   parking	   areas.	   	   There	   is	   no	   natural	   habitat	   on	   the	   site	   that	  would	  
support	  special	  status	  species,	  including	  endangered,	  rare,	  or	  threatened	  species.	  	  The	  1.2-‐acre	  
site	   of	   the	  proposed	  parking	   lot	   is	   currently	   developed	  with	  paved	  parking	   and	   access	   areas,	  
various	  residential	  structures,	  and	  contains	  no	  natural	  habitat.	  	  	  

The	   project	   site	   is	   located	   within	   the	   jurisdiction	   of	   the	   San	   Joaquin	   County	   Multi-‐Species	  
Habitat	   Conservation	   and	   Open	   Space	   Plan	   (“Plan”	   or	   “SJMSCP”)	   and	   is	   located	   within	   the	  
Central/Southwest	   Transition	   Zone	   of	   the	   SJMSCP.	   The	   San	   Joaquin	   Council	   of	   Governments	  
(SJCOG)	   prepared	   the	   Plan	   pursuant	   to	   a	  Memorandum	   of	   Understanding	   adopted	   by	   SJCOG,	  
San	   Joaquin	   County,	   the	   United	   States	   Fish	   and	   Wildlife	   Service	   (USFWS),	   the	   California	  
Department	   of	   Fish	   and	   Game	   (CDFG),	   Caltrans,	   and	   the	   cities	   of	   Escalon,	   Lathrop,	   Lodi,	  
Manteca,	   Ripon,	   Stockton,	   and	   Tracy	   in	   October	   1994.	   On	   February	   27,	   2001,	   the	   Plan	   was	  
unanimously	  adopted	  in	  its	  entirety	  by	  SJCOG.	  The	  City	  of	  Tracy	  adopted	  the	  Plan	  on	  November	  
6,	  2001.	  

According	  to	  Chapter	  1	  of	  the	  SJMSCP,	  its	  key	  purpose	  is	  to	  “provide	  a	  strategy	  for	  balancing	  the	  
need	  to	  conserve	  open	  space	  and	  the	  need	  to	  convert	  open	  space	  to	  non-‐open	  space	  uses,	  while	  
protecting	  the	  region's	  agricultural	  economy;	  preserving	  landowner	  property	  rights;	  providing	  
for	   the	   long-‐term	   management	   of	   plant,	   fish	   and	   wildlife	   species,	   especially	   those	   that	   are	  
currently	  listed,	  or	  may	  be	  listed	  in	  the	  future,	  under	  the	  Federal	  Endangered	  Species	  Act	  (ESA)	  
or	  the	  California	  Endangered	  Species	  Act	  (CESA);	  providing	  and	  maintaining	  multiple	  use	  Open	  
Spaces	   which	   contribute	   to	   the	   quality	   of	   life	   of	   the	   residents	   of	   San	   Joaquin	   County;	   and,	  
accommodating	  a	  growing	  population	  while	  minimizing	  costs	  to	  project	  proponents	  and	  society	  
at	  large.”	  

In	   addition	   to	   providing	   compensation	   for	   conversion	   of	   open	   space	   to	   non	  open	   space	   uses,	  
which	  affect	  plant	  and	  animal	  species	  covered	  by	  the	  SJMSCP,	   the	  SJMSCP	  also	  provides	  some	  
compensation	   to	   offset	   impacts	   of	   open	   space	   conversions	   on	   non-‐wildlife	   related	   resources	  
such	  as	  recreation,	  agriculture,	  scenic	  values	  and	  other	  beneficial	  open	  space	  uses.	  Specifically,	  
the	   SJMSCP	   compensates	   for	   conversions	   of	   open	   space	   to	   urban	   development	   and	   the	  
expansion	  of	  existing	  urban	  boundaries,	  among	  other	  activities,	  for	  public	  and	  private	  activities	  
throughout	  the	  County	  and	  within	  Escalon,	  Lathrop,	  Lodi,	  Manteca,	  Ripon,	  Stockton,	  and	  Tracy.	  

Participation	  in	  the	  SJMSCP	  is	  voluntary	  for	  both	  local	  jurisdictions	  and	  project	  applicants.	  Only	  
agencies	  adopting	   the	  SJMSCP	  would	  be	   covered	  by	   the	  SJMSCP.	   Individual	  project	   applicants	  
have	   two	   options	   if	   their	   project	   is	   located	   in	   a	   jurisdiction	   participating	   in	   the	   SJMSCP:	  
mitigating	   under	   the	   SJMSCP	   or	   negotiating	   directly	  with	   the	   state	   and/or	   federal	   permitting	  
agencies.	   If	  a	  project	  applicant	  opts	   for	  SJMSCP	  coverage	   in	  a	   jurisdiction	   that	   is	  participating	  
under	   the	   SJMSCP,	   the	   following	   options	   are	   available,	   unless	   their	   activities	   are	   otherwise	  
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exempted:	   pay	   the	   appropriate	   fee;	   dedicate,	   as	   conservation	   easements	   or	   fee	   title,	   habitat	  
lands;	  purchase	  approved	  mitigation	  bank	  credits;	  or,	  propose	  an	  alternative	  mitigation	  plan.	  

Responsibilities	  of	  permittees	  covered	  by	  the	  SJMSCP	  include	  collection	  of	  fees,	  maintenance	  of	  
implementing	   ordinances/resolutions,	   conditioning	   permits	   (if	   applicable),	   and	   coordinating	  
with	   the	   Joint	   Powers	   Authority	   (JPA)	   for	   Annual	   Report	   accounting.	   Funds	   collected	   for	   the	  
SJMSCP	  are	   to	  be	  used	   for	   the	   following:	   acquiring	  Preserve	   lands,	   enhancing	  Preserve	   lands,	  
monitoring	   and	   management	   of	   Preserve	   lands	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   the	   administration	   of	   the	  
SJMSCP.	  Because	  the	  primary	  goal	  of	  SJMSCP	  is	  to	  preserve	  productive	  agricultural	  use	  that	   is	  
compatible	   with	   SJMSCP’s	   biological	   goals,	   most	   of	   the	   SJMSCP’s	   Preserve	   lands	   would	   be	  
acquired	  through	  the	  purchase	  of	  easements	  in	  which	  landowners	  retain	  ownership	  of	  the	  land	  
and	  continue	  to	  farm	  the	  land.	  These	  functions	  are	  managed	  by	  SJCOG.	  

The	  project	  site	  is	  classified	  as	  Urban	  Habitat	  under	  the	  SJMSCP	  and	  is	  located	  in	  the	  Land	  Use	  
Category	  A/No-‐Pay	  Zone.	  	  The	  Category	  A/No-‐Pay	  Zone	  indicates	  parcels	  where	  conversions	  of	  
open	   space	   have	   occurred	   or	   where	   new	   conversions	   of	   open	   spaces	   would	   not	   require	  
compensation	  because	  the	  subject	  parcel	  received	  a	  project	  approval	  prior	  to	  the	  effective	  date	  
of	  the	  SJMSCP.	  	  	  	  	  

d) Approval	   of	   the	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   any	   significant	   effects	   relating	   to	   traffic,	  
noise,	  air	  quality,	  or	  water	  quality.	  

TRAFFIC	  
The	   project’s	   potential	   traffic	   impacts	   were	   addressed	   in	   the	   Sutter	   Medical	   Office	   Building	  
Traffic	  Impact	  Study	  (TJKM,	  January	  19,	  2015).	  	  This	  report	  is	  attached	  as	  Appendix	  A.	  	  	  

The	  purpose	  of	   the	   traffic	   study	   is	   to	  evaluate	   the	  potential	   traffic	   impacts	   resulting	   from	   the	  
development	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   and	   highlight	   any	   critical	   traffic	   issues	   that	   should	   be	  
addressed	   in	   the	   on-‐going	   near	   term	   and	   longer	   term	   planning	   process.	   The	   following	   two	  
scenarios	  were	  analyzed:	  

1.	  Existing	  Conditions	  –	  This	  scenario	  evaluates	  existing	   traffic	  and	  roadway	  conditions	  based	  
on	  traffic	  counts	  and	  field	  surveys.	  	  

2.	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  Conditions	  –	  This	  scenario	  adds	  traffic	  generated	  by	  the	  proposed	  Sutter	  
Medical	  Office	  building	  to	  the	  previous	  scenario.	  

The	   a.m.,	   and	   p.m.	   peak	   hour	   periods	  were	   analyzed.	   The	   study	   focused	   on	   evaluating	   traffic	  
conditions	  at	  the	  following	  nine	  intersections	  that	  may	  potentially	  be	  impacted	  by	  the	  proposed	  
project:	  

i. Eaton	  Avenue	  /	  Tracy	  Boulevard	  	  
ii. Bessie	  Avenue/	  Lowell	  Avenue	  	  
iii. Bessie	  Avenue/	  Beverly	  Place	  	  
iv. Bessie	  Avenue/	  Eaton	  Avenue	  	  
v. Bessie	  Avenue/	  11th	  Street	  	  
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vi. Parker	  Avenue/11th	  Street	  	  
vii. Parker	  Avenue/	  Eaton	  Avenue	  	  
viii. Parker	  Avenue/	  Beverly	  Place	  	  
ix. Parker	  Avenue/Lowell	  Avenue	  

Thresholds	  of	  Significance	  	  

The	  following	  thresholds	  of	  significance	  are	  used	  in	  the	  traffic	  analysis:	  

o Where	   feasible,	   the	   minimum	   acceptable	   LOS	   for	   roadway	   and	   overall	   intersection	  
operations	  is	  LOS	  D.	  

o Within	   1/4	   mile	   of	   any	   freeway,	   LOS	   E	   shall	   be	   allowed	   on	   roadways	   and	   at	  
intersections	  to	  discourage	  inter-‐regional	  traffic	  from	  using	  City	  streets.	  

o In	  the	  Downtown	  and	  Bowtie	  area	  of	  Tracy,	  LOS	  E	  shall	  be	  allowed.	  

o At	   intersections	  where	   construction	  of	   improvements	   is	  not	   feasible,	   the	  LOS	  may	   fall	  
below	  the	  City’s	  LOS	  D	  standard.	  

o During	   construction	   of	   intersection	   improvements	   or	   funded	   but	   not	   yet	   constructed,	  
the	  LOS	  may	  temporarily	  fall	  below	  the	  City’s	  LOS	  D	  standard.	  

Summary	  and	  Conclusions	  

TJKM	  has	  reached	  the	  following	  conclusions	  regarding	  the	  proposed	  project	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy:	  

o Under	  Existing	  Conditions	  (Scenario	  1),	  all	  study	  intersections	  except	  the	  intersection	  of	  
Bessie	  Avenue	  and	  11th	  Street	  operate	  at	  an	  acceptable	  level	  of	  service.	  The	  intersection	  
of	  Bessie	  Avenue	  and	  11th	  Street	  operates	  at	  LOS	  E.	  As	  stated	  earlier	  under	  thresholds	  
of	  significance,	  “At	  intersections	  where	  construction	  of	  improvements	  is	  not	  feasible,	  the	  
LOS	  may	  fall	  below	  the	  City’s	  LOS	  D	  standard.”	  A	  signal	  is	  warranted	  at	  the	  intersection	  
but	   is	  not	  suggested.	  Since	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  side	  street	  volumes	  (southbound	  Bessie	  
Avenue)	  are	  making	  a	  right-‐turn,	  the	  intersection	  is	  operating	  better	  than	  shown	  under	  
LOS	  E	  conditions.	  A	  signal	  would	  not	  be	  helpful	  because	  it	  would	  add	  more	  delay	  to	  11th	  
Street.	  

o Since	  nearly	  95	  percent	  of	  the	  peak	  hour	  volumes	  on	  the	  side	  street	  at	  the	  intersection	  
of	  Bessie	  Avenue	  and	  11th	  Street	  are	  making	  a	  right	  turn,	  a	  signal	  is	  not	  justified.	  

o The	  proposed	  Project	   is	   expected	   to	  generate	  a	  net	  of	  49	  a.m.	  peak	  hour	   trips	  and	  73	  
p.m.	  peak	  hour	  trips.	  

o Under	   Existing	   plus	   Sutter	   Medical	   Office	   Project	   Conditions	   (Scenario	   II),	   all	   study	  
intersections	   except	   the	   intersection	   of	   Bessie	   Avenue	   and	   11th	   Street	   operate	   at	   an	  
acceptable	  level	  of	  service.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Bessie	  Avenue	  and	  11th	  Street	  technically	  
operates	  at	  LOS	  E	  but	  95	  percent	  of	  the	  southbound	  traffic	  makes	  right	  turns,	  meaning	  
the	   intersection	  actually	  operates	  better	   than	  LOS	  E.	  A	  new	  signal	   is	  warranted	  at	   the	  
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intersection	  but	  is	  not	  suggested,	  since	  most	  right	  turning	  traffic	   is	  not	  delayed.	  Under	  
these	  circumstances,	  TJKM	  recommends	  leaving	  the	   intersection	  as	   is.	  New	  signals	  are	  
not	  recommended	  because	  they	  would	  add	  delay	  to	  11th	  Street	  where	  none	  exists	  now.	  

o The	   pedestrian	   crosswalk	   at	   the	   intersection	   of	   Eaton	   Avenue/Bessie	   Avenue	   was	  
recently	   improved	   to	   include	   colored	   paved	   bulbout	   extension	   which	   makes	   the	  
crosswalk	   more	   visible	   and	   shorter	   to	   cross.	   Pedestrians	   should	   use	   the	   existing	  
crosswalk.	  

As	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  traffic	  study	  contained	  in	  Appendix	  A,	  implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  
project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  decrease	  in	  level	  of	  service	  (LOS)	  for	  any	  study-‐area	  intersections	  
and	  would	  not	  exceed	  any	  established	  thresholds	  of	  significance.	  	  As	  such,	  the	  project	  would	  not	  
result	  in	  a	  significant	  traffic	  impact.	  	  	  

NOISE	  
The	   project’s	   potential	   noise	   impacts	   were	   addressed	   in	   the	   Sutter	   Medical	   Office	   Building	  
Environmental	  Noise	  Assessment	  (J.C.	  Brennan	  and	  Associates,	  December	  19,	  2014).	  	  This	  report	  
is	  attached	  as	  Appendix	  B.	  	  The	  following	  thresholds	  of	  significance	  were	  used	  in	  the	  analysis	  of	  
potential	  noise	  impacts:	  

• Traffic	  noise	  levels	  exceeding	  60	  dB	  Ldn	  where	  existing	  noise	  levels	  are	  less	  than	  60	  dB	  
Ldn	  at	  residential	  uses;	  

• Increased	  traffic	  noise	  levels	  of	  5	  dB	  where	  existing	  noise	  levels	  are	  less	  than	  60	  dB	  Ldn	  
at	  residential	  uses;	  

• Increased	   traffic	   noise	   levels	   of	   3	   dB	  where	   existing	   noise	   levels	   exceed	   60	   dB	   Ldn	   at	  
residential	  uses;	  

• Project-‐generated	  noise	  levels	  exceeding	  60	  dB	  Ldn	  at	  residential	  uses;	  and	  

• Project-‐generated	  noise	  levels	  exceeding	  55	  dBA	  Leq	  at	  residential	  uses.	  

Existing	  Conditions	  

The	  existing	  noise	  environment	  on	   the	  project	   site	   is	  defined	  primarily	  by	   traffic	  on	   the	   local	  
roadway	  network.	  	  

Existing	  Noise	  Receptors	  

Some	   land	  uses	  are	  considered	  more	  sensitive	   to	  ambient	  noise	   levels	   than	  others.	  Land	  uses	  
often	   associated	   with	   sensitive	   receptors	   generally	   include	   residences,	   schools,	   libraries,	  
hospitals,	   and	  passive	   recreational	   areas.	  Noise	   sensitive	   land	  uses	   are	   typically	   given	   special	  
attention	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  protection	  from	  excessive	  noise.	  Sensitivity	  is	  a	  function	  of	  noise	  
exposure	   (in	   terms	   of	   both	   exposure	   duration	   and	   insulation	   from	   noise)	   and	   the	   types	   of	  
activities	  involved.	  	  
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In	   the	  vicinity	  of	   the	  project	   site,	   sensitive	   land	  uses	   include	  existing	   single-‐family	   residential	  
uses.	   These	   land	   uses	   could	   potentially	   experience	   noise	   impacts	   associated	   with	   project	  
construction,	  daily	  operations,	  and/or	  increased	  traffic	  from	  project	  circulation.	  	  

Existing	  Ambient	  Noise	  Levels	  

To	  quantify	  the	  existing	  ambient	  noise	  environment	  in	  the	  project	  vicinity,	  four	  continuous	  24-‐
hour	  noise	  level	  measurements	  were	  conducted	  on	  project	  site,	  adjacent	  to	  the	  nearest	  sensitive	  
receptors,	   on	   Monday	   November	   3,	   2014	   and	   Tuesday	   November	   4,	   2014.	   The	   noise	  
measurement	   locations	   are	   shown	   on	   Figure	   3	   of	   Appendix	   B.	   The	   noise	   level	  measurement	  
survey	   results	   are	   provided	   in	   Table	   1.	   See	   Appendix	   B	   for	   the	   complete	   24-‐hour	   noise	  
measurement	  results.	  

Table	  1:	  Summary	  of	  Existing	  Background	  Noise	  Measurement	  Data	  

	   Average1	  Measured	  Hourly	  Noise	  Levels	  

Daytime	  (7am-‐7	  pm)	   Nighttime	  (10pm-‐7am)	  
Site	  

Date	   Ldn	   Leq	   L50	  	   Lmax	   Leq	   L50	  	   Lmax	  

Continuous	  24	  hour	  noise	  level	  measurements	  

LT-‐A	  
11/3/14-‐
11/4/14	  

55	   49	   46	   64	   48	   45	   60	  

LT-‐B	  
11/3/14-‐
11/4/14	  

54	   50	   48	   68	   46	   44	   61	  

LT-‐C	  
11/3/14-‐
11/4/14	  

55	   50	   48	   65	   48	   46	   60	  

Short-Term	  Noise	  Level	  Measurements	  

Site	   Date	   Time	   Duration	   Leq	   Lmax	   L10	   L50	   L90	  

ST-‐1	   11/4/14	  
3:30	  
p.m.	  

10	  min	   50	   63	   53	   48	   47	  

ST-‐2	   11/4/14	  
3:42	  
p.m.	  

10	  min	   54	   71	   57	   52	   49	  

ST-‐3	   11/4/14	  
3:57	  
p.m.	  

10	  min	   61	   71	   65	   59	   49	  

ST-‐4	   11/4/14	  
4:16	  
p.m.	  

10	  min	   55	   71	   58	   50	   45	  

ST-‐5	   11/4/14	  
4:39	  
p.m.	  

10	  min	   70	   77	   72	   69	   62	  

1. Average values reported are the average of the hourly measured values over the daytime or nighttime 
period.  

Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., 2014. 
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Existing	  Roadway	  Noise	  Levels	  

To	   predict	   noise	   levels	   due	   to	   traffic,	   the	   Federal	   Highway	   Administration	   Highway	   Traffic	  
Noise	  Prediction	  Model	   (FHWA	  RD-‐77-‐108)	  was	  used.	  The	  model	   is	  used	   in	   conjunction	  with	  
the	   Calveno	   reference	   noise	   emission	   curves,	   and	   accounts	   for	   vehicle	   volume	   and	   speed,	  
roadway	  configuration,	  distance	  to	  the	  receiver,	  and	  the	  acoustical	  characteristics	  of	  the	  project	  
site.	   The	   FHWA	   Model	   was	   developed	   to	   predict	   hourly	   Leq	   values	   for	   free-‐flowing	   traffic	  
conditions.	  To	  calculate	  Ldn,	  average	  daily	   traffic	  (ADT)	  volume	  data	   is	  adjusted	  based	  on	  the	  
assumed	  day/night	  distribution	  of	  traffic	  on	  the	  project	  roadways.	  

Traffic	   volumes	   for	   existing	   conditions	   were	   obtained	   by	   TJKM	   Transportation	   Consultant	  
(Traffic	   Impact	   Study,	   Sutter	  Medical	   Office	   Building,	   November	   12,	   2014)	   in	   the	   form	   of	   peak	  
hour	   intersection	   movements.	   The	   peak	   hour	   traffic	   volumes	   were	   compiled	   into	   segment	  
volumes	  and	  converted	  into	  daily	  traffic	  volumes	  using	  a	  factor	  of	  10.	  Truck	  usage	  and	  vehicle	  
speeds	  on	  the	  local	  area	  roadways	  were	  estimated	  from	  field	  observations.	  	  

Traffic	  noise	  levels	  are	  predicted	  at	  the	  sensitive	  receptors	  located	  at	  the	  closest	  typical	  setback	  
distance	  along	  each	  project-‐area	  roadway	  segment.	   In	  some	  locations	  sensitive	  receptors	  may	  
receive	   shielding	   from	  noise	   barriers	   and/or	   buildings,	   or	  may	  be	   located	   at	   distances	  which	  
vary	  from	  the	  assumed	  calculation	  distance.	  However,	  the	  traffic	  noise	  analysis	  is	  believed	  to	  be	  
representative	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  sensitive	  receptors	  located	  closest	  to	  the	  Project	  area	  roadway	  
segments	  analyzed	  in	  this	  report.	  

Table	   2	   summarizes	   the	  modeled	   traffic	   noise	   levels	   at	   the	   nearest	   sensitive	   receptors	   along	  
each	  roadway	  segment	  in	  the	  Project	  area.	  Appendix	  B	  provides	  the	  complete	  inputs	  and	  results	  
of	  the	  FHWA	  traffic	  modeling.	  

Table	  2:	  Existing	  Noise	  Levels	  and	  Distances	  to	  Contours	  

Distance to Contours (feet) 

Roadway Segment 
Exterior Noise 

Level, Ldn 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 

W. Lowell  West of Bessie 54.9 5 11 23 

W. Lowell  Bessie to Parker 53.6 4 9 19 

W. Lowell  East of Parker 52.6 3 7 16 

W. Beverly West of Bessie 46.8 1 3 7 

W. Beverly Bessie to Parker 46.6 1 3 6 

W. Beverly East of Parker 48.1 2 4 8 

W. Eaton West of S. Tracy 52.2 3 7 15 

W. Eaton S. Tracy to Bessie 55.7 6 12 26 
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Distance to Contours (feet) 

Roadway Segment 
Exterior Noise 

Level, Ldn 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 

W. Eaton Bessie to Parker 55.2 5 11 24 

W. Eaton East of Parker 56.5 6 14 29 

W 11th Street West of Bessie 65.4 25 53 114 

W 11th Street Bessie to Parker 64.9 23 49 106 

W 11th Street East of Parker 64.7 22 48 103 

 Tracy North of W. Eaton 63.3 18 39 83 

Tracy South of W. Eaton 63.3 18 38 82 

Bessie N. of W. Lowell 54.4 5 10 21 

Bessie W. Lowell to W. Beverly 54.1 4 9 20 

Bessie W. Beverly to W. Eaton 54.3 5 10 21 

Bessie W. Eaton to W 11th 53.2 4 8 17 

Parker N. of W. Lowell 56.4 6 13 29 

Parker W. Lowell to W. Beverly 56.5 6 13 29 

Parker W. Beverly to W. Eaton 56.4 6 13 29 

Parker W. Eaton to W 11th 56.4 6 13 29 

 
Source: FHWA-RD-77-108 with inputs from TJKM and j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. 2014. 
 
Project-Generated	  Noise	  	  
CONSTRUCTION	  NOISE	  

Noise	  impacts	  resulting	  from	  construction	  depend	  on	  the	  noise	  generated	  by	  various	  pieces	  of	  
construction	  equipment,	  the	  timing	  and	  duration	  of	  noise	  generating	  activities,	  and	  the	  distance	  
between	   construction	  noise	   sources	   and	  noise-‐sensitive	   areas.	  Noise	   levels	   from	  construction	  
equipment	  are	  shown	  in	  Table	  3.	  

Annoyance	   due	   to	   construction	   activities	   primarily	   occurs	   when:	   1)	   construction	   activities	  
occur	  during	  noise-‐sensitive	  times	  of	  the	  day	  (e.g.,	  early	  morning,	  evening,	  or	  nighttime	  hours);	  
2)	  the	  construction	  occurs	  in	  areas	  immediately	  adjoining	  noise-‐sensitive	  land	  uses;	  or	  3)	  when	  
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construction	  lasts	  over	  extended	  periods	  of	  time.	  Noise	  generated	  by	  construction	  would	  be	  the	  
greatest	  during	  site	  grading	  activities	  and	  excavation	  for	  underground	  utilities.	  	  

Activities	  involved	  in	  construction	  would	  generate	  maximum	  noise	  levels,	  as	  indicated	  in	  Table	  
3,	  ranging	  from	  76	  to	  90	  dB	  at	  a	  distance	  of	  50	  feet.	  Construction	  activities	  would	  be	  temporary	  
in	  nature	  and	  are	  anticipated	  to	  occur	  during	  normal	  daytime	  working	  hours.	  	  

Noise	  would	  also	  be	  generated	  during	  the	  construction	  phase	  by	  increased	  truck	  traffic	  on	  area	  
roadways.	   A	   primary	   project-‐generated	   noise	   source	   would	   be	   truck	   traffic	   associated	   with	  
transport	  of	  heavy	  materials	  and	  equipment	  to	  and	  from	  construction	  sites.	  This	  noise	  increase	  
would	  be	  of	  short	  duration,	  and	  would	  occur	  primarily	  during	  daytime	  hours.	  	  

Table	  3:	  Construction	  Equipment	  Noise	  

Predicted	  Noise	  Levels,	  Lmax	  dB	   Distances	  to	  Noise	  Contours	  (feet)	  
	  

Type	  of	  Equipment	  
Noise	  
Level	  at	  
50’	  

Noise	  
Level	  at	  
100’	  

Noise	  
Level	  at	  
200’	  

Noise	  
Level	  at	  
400’	  

70	  dB	  Lmax	  contour	  
65	  dB	  Lmax	  
contour	  

Backhoe	   78	   72	   66	   60	   126	   223	  

Compactor	   83	   77	   71	   65	   223	   397	  

Compressor	  (air)	   78	   72	   66	   60	   126	   223	  

Concrete	  Saw	   90	   84	   78	   72	   500	   889	  

Dozer	   82	   76	   70	   64	   199	   354	  

Dump	  Truck	   76	   70	   64	   58	   100	   177	  

Excavator	   81	   75	   69	   63	   177	   315	  

Generator	   81	   75	   69	   63	   177	   315	  

Jackhammer	   89	   83	   77	   71	   446	   792	  

Pneumatic	  Tools	   85	   79	   73	   67	   281	   500	  

	  

Source:  Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. Federal Highway Administration. FHWA-
HEP-05-054. January 2006. 

Construction	   activities	   associated	   with	   the	   proposed	   project	   will	   occur	   at	   distances	   ranging	  
between	   approximately	  15	   feet	   (parking	   lot	   and	   sound	  wall	   construction)	   to	  50	   feet	   or	  more	  
(building	   construction)	   from	   the	   nearest	   noise-‐sensitive	   receptors.	   Construction	   noise	  
associated	  with	  parking	  lots	  would	  be	  similar	  to	  those	  associated	  with	  a	  public	  works	  projects,	  
such	  as	  a	  roadway	  widening	  or	  paving	  project.	  	  Once	  sound	  walls	  are	  constructed,	  construction	  
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noise	  levels	  would	  be	  reduced	  by	  approximately	  5-‐10	  dB	  depending	  on	  the	  type	  and	  location	  of	  
construction	  activity.	  

As	   stated	   above,	   noise	   sensitive	   receptors	   near	   the	   construction	   site	   would,	   at	   times,	  
experience	  elevated	  noise	   levels	   from	   construction	   activities;	   however,	   construction-‐related	  
noise	   generally	  would	   occur	   during	   daytime	   hours	   only.	  	  General	  Plan	  Noise	  Element	  Policy	  4	  
(Goal	  N-‐1.2)	  establishes	  the	  following	  construction	  requirements:	  	  

All	   construction	   in	   the	   vicinity	   of	   noise	   sensitive	   land	   uses,	   such	   as	   residences,	  
hospitals,	  or	  convalescent	  homes,	  shall	  be	  limited	  to	  daylight	  hours	  or	  7:00	  a.m.	  to	  
7:00	  p.m.	   In	  addition,	   the	   following	  construction	  noise	  control	  measures	  shall	  be	  
included	   as	   requirements	   at	   construction	   sites	   to	   minimize	   construction	   noise	  
impacts:	  

• Equip	  all	  internal	  combustion	  engine-driven	  equipment	  with	  intake	  and	  
exhaust	  mufflers	  that	  are	  in	  good	  condition	  and	  appropriate	  for	  the	  
equipment.	  

	  

• Locate	  stationary	  noise-generating	  equipment	  as	  far	  as	  possible	  from	  
sensitive	  receptors	  when	  sensitive	  receptors	  adjoin	  or	  are	  near	  a	  
construction	  area.	  

	  

• Utilize	  “quiet”	  air	  compressors	  and	  other	  stationary	  noise	  sources	  where	  
technology	  exists.	  

	  

Implementation	   of	   these	  required	  measures	  (i.e.,	   engine	  muffling,	  placement	   of	   construction	  
equipment,	   and	   strategic	   stockpiling	   and	   staging	   of	   construction	   vehicles)	   and	   compliance	  
with	   the	   City	   Municipal	   Code	   requirements,	   would	   serve	   to	   further	   reduce	   exposure	   to	  
construction	   noise	   levels.	   	   Adherence	   to	   City	   General	   Plan	   policies	   listed	   above,	   and	   City	  
Municipal	   Code	  Title	  4.12,	  Article	   9	   (Noise	   Control	   Ordinance),	  would	  minimize	   any	   impacts	  
from	   noise	   during	   construction.	   	  Therefore,	   no	   additional	  noise	   control	  measures	  would	  be	  
required.	  	  	  	  	   	  

Traffic	  Noise	  at	  Sensitive	  Receptors	  

Traffic	  generated	  by	  the	  Proposed	  Project	  could	  generate	  traffic	  noise	  increases.	  However,	  these	  
increases	  would	  not	  exceed	   the	  City’s	   substantial	   increase	  criteria.	  Additionally,	   the	  proposed	  
project	   would	   not	   cause	   exceedances	   of	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   60	   dB	   Ldn	   exterior	   noise	   level	  
standard	  for	  residential	  uses.	  	  

To	   predict	   noise	   levels	   due	   to	   traffic,	   the	   Federal	   Highway	   Administration	   Highway	   Traffic	  
Noise	  Prediction	  Model	   (FHWA	  RD-‐77-‐108)	  was	  used.	  The	  model	   is	  used	   in	   conjunction	  with	  
the	   Calveno	   reference	   noise	   emission	   curves,	   and	   accounts	   for	   vehicle	   volume	   and	   speed,	  
roadway	  configuration,	  distance	  to	  the	  receiver,	  and	  the	  acoustical	  characteristics	  of	  the	  project	  
site.	   The	   FHWA	   Model	   was	   developed	   to	   predict	   hourly	   Leq	   values	   for	   free-‐flowing	   traffic	  
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conditions.	  To	  calculate	  Ldn,	  average	  daily	   traffic	  (ADT)	  volume	  data	   is	  adjusted	  based	  on	  the	  
assumed	  day/night	  distribution	  of	  traffic	  on	  the	  project	  roadways.	  

Traffic	  volumes	  for	  existing	  conditions	  were	  obtained	  from	  TJKM	  (November	  2014)	  in	  the	  form	  
of	   peak	   hour	   intersection	   movements.	   The	   peak	   hour	   traffic	   volumes	   were	   compiled	   into	  
segment	   volumes	   and	   converted	   into	   daily	   traffic	   volumes	   using	   a	   factor	   of	   10.	   The	   project	  
contribution	   to	   ADT	   traffic	   volumes	  was	   converted	   from	   peak	   hour	   to	   daily	   volumes	   using	   a	  
multiplication	   factor	   of	   10.	   Truck	   usage	   and	   vehicle	   speeds	   on	   the	   local	   area	   roadways	  were	  
estimated	  from	  field	  observations.	  	  

Traffic	  noise	  levels	  are	  predicted	  at	  the	  sensitive	  receptors	  located	  at	  the	  closest	  typical	  setback	  
distance	  along	  each	  project-‐area	  roadway	  segment.	   In	  some	  locations	  sensitive	  receptors	  may	  
receive	   shielding	   from	  noise	   barriers	   and/or	   buildings,	   or	  may	  be	   located	   at	   distances	  which	  
vary	  from	  the	  assumed	  calculation	  distance.	  However,	  the	  traffic	  noise	  analysis	  is	  believed	  to	  be	  
representative	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  sensitive	  receptors	  located	  closest	  to	  the	  Project	  area	  roadway	  
segments	  analyzed	  in	  this	  report.	  

Table	  4	  shows	  the	  predicted	  increases	  in	  traffic	  noise	  levels	  on	  the	  local	  roadway	  network	  for	  
existing	   conditions	   which	   would	   result	   from	   the	   Proposed	   Project.	   Appendix	   B	   provides	   the	  
complete	  inputs	  and	  results	  of	  the	  FHWA	  traffic	  noise	  prediction	  model.	  

Table	   4:	   Predicted	   Traffic	   Noise	   Levels	   and	  Project-Related	  Traffic	  Noise	   Level	   Increases	   (Existing	  
Traffic	  Conditions)	  

Predicted Ldn @ Closest Sensitive Receptors – 1st Floor Outdoor 
Activity Areas 

 

Roadway Segment Existing 
Existing + 

Project Change Criteria Significant? 

W. Lowell  West of Bessie 54.9 55.6 0.7 +5 dB No 

W. Lowell  Bessie to Parker 53.6 53.7 0.1 +5 dB No 

W. Lowell  East of Parker 52.6 52.8 0.2 +5 dB No 

W. Beverly West of Bessie 46.8 47.1 0.3 +5 dB No 

W. Beverly Bessie to Parker 46.6 47.1 0.5 +5 dB No 

W. Beverly East of Parker 48.1 48.1 0.0 +5 dB No 

W. Eaton West of S. Tracy 52.2 52.2 0.0 +5 dB No 

W. Eaton S. Tracy to Bessie 55.7 56.4 0.7 +5 dB No 

W. Eaton Bessie to Parker 55.2 55.7 0.5 +5 dB No 
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Predicted Ldn @ Closest Sensitive Receptors – 1st Floor Outdoor 
Activity Areas 

 

Roadway Segment Existing 
Existing + 

Project Change Criteria Significant? 

W. Eaton East of Parker 56.5 56.6 0.1 +5 dB No 

W 11th Street West of Bessie 65.4 65.4 0.0 +3 dB No 

W 11th Street Bessie to Parker 64.9 64.9 0.0 +3 dB No 

W 11th Street East of Parker 64.7 64.8 0.1 +3 dB No 

 Tracy North of W. Eaton 63.3 63.3 0.0 +3 dB No 

Tracy South of W. Eaton 63.3 63.4 0.1 +3 dB No 

Bessie N. of W. Lowell 54.4 54.6 0.2 +5 dB No 

Bessie W. Lowell to W. Beverly 54.1 55.0 0.9 +5 dB No 

Bessie W. Beverly to W. Eaton 54.3 55.6 1.3 +5 dB No 

Bessie W. Eaton to W 11th 53.2 53.6 0.4 +5 dB No 

Parker N. of W. Lowell 56.4 56.4 0.0 +5 dB No 

Parker W. Lowell to W. Beverly 56.5 56.6 0.1 +5 dB No 

Parker W. Beverly to W. Eaton 56.4 56.5 0.1 +5 dB No 

Parker W. Eaton to W 11th 56.4 56.7 0.3 +5 dB No 

Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Inc., FHWA RD-77-108 Traffic Noise Prediction Model and 
TJKM 2014. 

The	  Table	  4	  data	  indicate	  that	  some	  of	  the	  noise	  sensitive	  receptors	  located	  along	  the	  project-‐
area	  roadways	  are	  currently	  exposed	  to	  exterior	  traffic	  noise	  levels	  exceeding	  the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  
60	  dB	  Ldn	  exterior	  noise	   level	   standard	   for	   residential	  uses.	  These	   receptors	  will	   continue	   to	  
experience	   elevated	   exterior	   noise	   levels	   under	   existing	   conditions,	   with	   or	   without	   the	  
proposed	  project.	  	  

The	   project	   will	   not	   cause	   increases	   in	   traffic	   noise	   levels	   exceeding:	   1)	   60	   dB	   Ldn	   where	  
existing	  noise	  levels	  are	  less	  than	  60	  dB	  Ldn,	  2)	  the	  City’s	  3	  dB	  threshold	  where	  existing	  noise	  
levels	  exceed	  60	  dB	  Ldn	  or,	  3)	  the	  City’s	  5	  dB	  threshold	  where	  existing	  noise	  levels	  are	  less	  than	  
60	   dB	   Ldn	   at	   residential	   uses.	   Therefore,	   no	   additional	   noise	   control	   measures	   would	   be	  
required.	  
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Parking	  Lot	  Noise	  Generation	  

As	   a	   means	   of	   determining	   the	   noise	   levels	   due	   to	   parking	   lot	   activities,	   j.c.	   brennan	   &	  
associates,	   Inc.,	  utilized	  noise	   level	  data	  collected	  for	  previous	  parking	   lot	  studies,	  and	  project	  
trip	  generations	  supplied	  by	  TJKM	  (November	  2014).	  	  	  

Primary	  Parking	  Lot	  –	  North	  of	  Eaton	  Avenue	  

The	  primary	  patient	  parking	   lot	  would	  be	   located	  on	  the	  west	  side	  of	   the	  proposed	  two-‐story	  
medical	  office	  building.	   	  Additionally,	  an	  8-‐foot	  tall	  masonry	  wall	  would	  be	   located	  at	   the	  east	  
property	  line	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  Therefore,	  the	  residential	  uses	  to	  the	  east	  will	  be	  substantially	  
shielded	   from	  parking	   lot	  activities	  occurring	  on	   the	  west	   side	  of	   the	  proposed	  medical	  office	  
building.	  	  	  

Based	  upon	  the	  project	  traffic	  study,	  the	  total	  PM	  peak	  hour	  project	  trips	  would	  be	  161.	  	  For	  the	  
purpose	  of	  this	  analysis,	   j.c.	  brennan	  &	  associates,	   Inc.	  conservatively	  assumed	  that	  half	  of	  the	  
total	  peak	  hour	  parking	  lot	  activity	  would	  occur	  at	  the	  north	  end	  of	  the	  parking	  area,	  and	  would	  
not	  be	  shielded	  by	  the	  proposed	  two-‐story	  medical	  office	  building.	  	  	  

A	  typical	  SEL	  due	  to	  automobile	  arrivals/departures,	  including	  car	  doors	  slamming	  and	  people	  
conversing	  is	  approximately	  71	  dB,	  at	  a	  distance	  of	  50	  feet.	  	  Based	  upon	  the	  project	  traffic	  study,	  
half	   of	   the	   PM	  peak	   hour	   trip	   generation	   for	   the	   project	   is	   81.	   	   Parking	   lot	   noise	   levels	  were	  
determined	  using	  the	  following	  formula.	  

Peak	  Hour	  Leq	  =	  SEL	  +	  10log	  (N)	  -‐	  35.6,	  where:	  

The	  SEL	  is	  the	  mean	  sound	  exposure	  level	  (SEL)	  for	  an	  automobile	  arrival	  or	  departure,	  N	  is	  the	  
number	  of	  parking	  related	  operations	   in	  a	  peak	  hour	   (N	   is	  81	   for	   this	  portion	  of	   the	  project),	  
35.6	  is	  10	  times	  the	  logarithm	  of	  the	  number	  of	  seconds	  in	  the	  peak	  hour.	  	  	  

The	   nearest	   residential	   uses	   would	   be	   located	   approximately	   50	   feet	   from	   the	   center	   of	   the	  
parking	   region	   located	   on	   the	   north	   side	   of	   the	   proposed	  medical	   office	   building.	   	   Using	   the	  
equation	  and	  operations	  data	  described	  above,	  the	  proposed	  parking	  lot	  would	  result	  in	  a	  peak	  
hour	  noise	   level	  of	  approximately	  47	  dB	  Leq	  at	  the	  nearest	  residential	  uses,	  accounting	  for	  the	  
proposed	   8-‐foot	   tall	   CMU	   wall.	   	   This	   would	   comply	   with	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   Noise	   Ordinance	  
hourly	   standard	   of	   55	   dBA	   Leq	   for	   residential	   uses.	   	   Appendix	   B	   shows	   the	   complete	   noise	  
barrier	  calculation	  inputs	  and	  results.	  

Assuming	  that	  parking	  lot	  activity	  operated	  at	  this	  level	  continuously	  between	  the	  hours	  of	  7:00	  
am	  to	  9:00	  pm,	  the	  day/night	  average	  (Ldn)	  would	  be	  45	  dBA	  Ldn.	  	  This	  level	  would	  comply	  with	  
the	   City’s	   60	   dB	   Ldn	   noise	   level	   standard	   for	   residential	   uses.	   	   Therefore,	   no	   additional	   noise	  
control	  measures	  would	  be	  required.	  
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Staff	  Parking	  Lot	  –	  South	  of	  Eaton	  Avenue	  

The	  proposed	  staff	  parking	   lot	  would	   include	  129	  parking	  spaces.	   	  This	  analysis	  assumes	  that	  
the	  parking	  lot	  could	  fill	  or	  empty	  in	  a	  one-‐hour	  period.	  

A	  typical	  SEL	  due	  to	  automobile	  arrivals/departures,	  including	  car	  doors	  slamming	  and	  people	  
conversing	  is	  approximately	  71	  dB,	  at	  a	  distance	  of	  50	  feet.	  	  Based	  upon	  the	  parking	  lot	  filling	  or	  
emptying	  in	  a	  one-‐hour	  period,	  the	  peak	  hour	  trip	  generation	  would	  be	  129.	  	  Parking	  lot	  noise	  
levels	  were	  determined	  using	  the	  following	  formula.	  

Peak	  Hour	  Leq	  =	  SEL	  +	  10log	  (N)	  -‐	  35.6,	  where:	  

The	  SEL	  is	  the	  mean	  sound	  exposure	  level	  (SEL)	  for	  an	  automobile	  arrival	  or	  departure,	  N	  is	  the	  
number	  of	  parking	  related	  operations	  in	  a	  peak	  hour	  (N	  is	  129),	  35.6	  is	  10	  times	  the	  logarithm	  
of	  the	  number	  of	  seconds	  in	  the	  peak	  hour.	  	  	  

The	  nearest	  residential	  uses	  would	  be	  located	  approximately	  90	  feet	  from	  the	  center	  of	  the	  staff	  
parking	  lot.	  	  Using	  the	  equation	  and	  operations	  data	  described	  above,	  the	  proposed	  parking	  lot	  
would	   result	   in	   a	  peak	  hour	  noise	   level	   of	   approximately	  44	  dB	  Leq	   at	   the	  nearest	   residential	  
uses,	   accounting	   for	   the	   proposed	   8-‐foot	   tall	   CMU	   wall.	   This	   would	   comply	   with	   the	   City	   of	  
Tracy	  Noise	  Ordinance	  hourly	  standard	  of	  55	  dBA	  Leq	   for	  residential	  uses.	   	  Appendix	  B	  shows	  
the	  complete	  noise	  barrier	  calculation	  inputs	  and	  results.	  

Assuming	  that	  parking	  lot	  activity	  operated	  at	  this	  level	  continuously	  between	  the	  hours	  of	  7:00	  
am	  to	  9:00	  pm,	  the	  day/night	  average	  (Ldn)	  would	  be	  42	  dBA	  Ldn.	  	  This	  level	  would	  comply	  with	  
the	   City’s	   60	   dB	   Ldn	   noise	   level	   standard	   for	   residential	   uses.	   	   Therefore,	   no	   additional	   noise	  
control	  measures	  would	  be	  required.	  

Mechanical	  Equipment	  Noise	  

The	   proposed	   project	   will	   include	   rooftop	   mechanical	   equipment.	   	   This	   equipment	   will	   be	  
shielded	  from	  view	  by	  a	  mechanical	  screen	  wall	  which	  will	  stand	  approximately	  9-‐feet	  in	  height	  
relative	  to	  the	  roof	  elevation.	  	  The	  primary	  rooftop	  equipment	  will	  include	  two	  75-‐ton	  packaged	  
rooftop	  units.	  	  The	  units	  will	  be	  located	  at	  the	  approximate	  rooftop	  locations	  shown	  on	  Figure	  1	  
in	  Appendix	  B.	  	  	  

Based	  upon	  preliminary	  selections,	  these	  units	  will	  have	  a	  sound	  power	  rating	  of	  102	  dBA	  each,	  
for	   a	   total	   of	   105	   dBA	  with	   both	   units	   operating.	   	   Based	   upon	   the	   project	   site	   plan,	   the	   two	  
mechanical	   units	   would	   be	   located	   approximately	   100	   feet	   from	   the	   nearest	   residential	  
property	   line	   to	   the	   east,	   at	   an	   elevation	   of	   approximately	   30	   feet	   relative	   to	   the	   adjacent	  
residences.	   	   Based	   upon	   this	   distance	   and	   screening	   due	   to	   the	   proposed	  mechanical	   screen	  
wall,	   HVAC	   noise	   levels	   are	   predicted	   to	   be	   52	   dBA	   Leq.	   	   This	  would	   comply	  with	   the	   City	   of	  
Tracy	  Noise	  Ordinance	  hourly	  standard	  of	  55	  dBA	  Leq	   for	  residential	  uses.	   	  Appendix	  B	  shows	  
the	  complete	  noise	  barrier	  calculation	  inputs	  and	  results.	  

Assuming	   that	  both	  HVAC	  units	   ran	  continuously	  between	   the	  hours	  of	  6:00	  am	  to	  10:00	  pm,	  
the	  day/night	  average	  (Ldn)	  would	  be	  52	  dBA	  Ldn.	  	  This	  level	  would	  comply	  with	  the	  City’s	  60	  dB	  
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Ldn	  noise	   level	   standard	   for	  residential	  uses.	   	  Therefore,	  no	  additional	  noise	  control	  measures	  
would	  be	  required.	  
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Noise	  Conclusions	  
The	  proposed	  project	   is	  predicted	   to	  generate	  noise	   levels	   that	  comply	  with	   the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  
General	  Plan	  Noise	  Element	  and	  Noise	  Ordinance	  standards.	  	  	  

AIR	  QUALITY	  
Air	   quality	   emissions	   would	   be	   generated	   during	   construction	   of	   the	   proposed	   project	   and	  
during	  operation	  of	   the	  proposed	  project.	   	  Operational	  emissions	  would	  come	  primarily	   from	  
vehicle	  emissions	   from	  vehicle	   trips	  generated	  by	   the	  proposed	  project.	   	  Construction-‐related	  
air	  quality	  impacts	  and	  operational	  air	  quality	  impacts	  are	  addressed	  separately	  below.	  	  	  

Construction-Related	  Emissions	  

The	   San	   Joaquin	   Valley	   Air	   Pollution	   Control	   District’s	   (SJVAPCD)	   approach	   to	   analysis	   of	  
construction	   impacts	   is	   to	   require	   implementation	   of	   effective	   and	   comprehensive	   control	  
measures,	   rather	   than	   to	   require	   detailed	   quantification	   of	   emission	   concentrations	   for	  
modeling	  of	  direct	  impacts.	   	  PM10	  emitted	  during	  construction	  can	  vary	  greatly	  depending	  on	  
the	   level	   of	   activity,	   the	   specific	   operations	   taking	  place,	   the	   equipment	   being	   operated,	   local	  
soils,	   weather	   conditions,	   and	   other	   factors,	   making	   quantification	   difficult.	   	   Despite	   this	  
variability	   in	   emissions,	   experience	   has	   shown	   that	   there	   are	   a	   number	   of	   feasible	   control	  
measures	   that	   can	   be	   reasonably	   implemented	   to	   significantly	   reduce	   PM10	   emissions	   from	  
construction	  activities.	   	  The	  SJVAPCD	  has	  determined	  that	  compliance	  with	  Regulation	  VIII	  for	  
all	  sites	  and	  implementation	  of	  all	  other	  control	  measures	  indicated	  in	  Tables	  6-‐2	  and	  6-‐3	  of	  the	  
Guide	   for	   Assessing	   and	   Mitigating	   Air	   Quality	   Impacts	   (as	   appropriate)	   would	   constitute	  
sufficient	  mitigation	  to	  reduce	  PM10	  impacts	  to	  a	  level	  considered	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  	  

Construction	  would	  result	  in	  numerous	  activities	  that	  would	  generate	  dust.	  The	  fine,	  silty	  soils	  
in	   the	   project	   area	   and	   often	   strong	   afternoon	   winds	   exacerbate	   the	   potential	   for	   dust,	  
particularly	   in	   the	   summer	   months.	   	   Grading,	   leveling,	   earthmoving	   and	   excavation	   are	   the	  
activities	   that	   generate	   the	   most	   particulate	   emissions.	   	   Impacts	   would	   be	   localized	   and	  
variable.	   	   The	   initial	   phase	   of	   project	   construction	   would	   involve	   grading	   and	   leveling	   the	  
project	   site	   and	   installation	   of	   supporting	   underground	   infrastructure,	   such	   as	  water,	   sewer,	  
storm	  drain,	  and	  electrical	  lines.	  	  	  	  

Construction	  activities	  that	  could	  generate	  dust	  and	  vehicle	  emissions	  are	  primarily	  related	  to	  
grading	   and	   other	   ground-‐preparation	   activities	   in	   order	   to	   prepare	   the	   project	   site	   for	   the	  
construction	  of	  the	  residential	  subdivision.	  	  	  	  	  

Control	  measures	  are	  required	  and	  enforced	  by	  the	  SJVAPCD	  under	  Regulation	  VIII.	  	  The	  project	  
would	  be	  subject	  to	  these	  measures.	  	  	  

Operational	  Emissions	  

For	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  operational	  air	  quality	  analysis,	  actions	  that	  violate	  Federal	  standards	  
for	   criteria	   pollutants	   (i.e.,	   primary	   standards	   designed	   to	   safeguard	   the	   health	   of	   people	  
considered	   to	   be	   sensitive	   receptors	   while	   outdoors	   and	   secondary	   standards	   designed	   to	  
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safeguard	  human	  welfare)	  are	  considered	  significant	  impacts.	  	  Additionally,	  actions	  that	  violate	  
State	  standards	  developed	  by	  the	  California	  Air	  Resources	  Board	  (CARB)	  or	  criteria	  developed	  
by	  the	  SJVAPCD,	  including	  thresholds	  for	  criteria	  pollutants,	  are	  considered	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
Projects	   that	  would	  generate	  10	  tons	  per	  year	  of	  either	  ROG	  or	  NOx	  are	  considered	  to	  have	  a	  
potentially	  significant	  air	  quality	   impact.	   	  The	  SJVAPCD	  has	  also	  established	  a	   threshold	  of	  15	  
tons	  per	  year	  for	  PM10.	  	  The	  San	  Joaquin	  Valley	  Air	  Basin	  is	  classified	  as	  a	  nonattainment	  area	  
for	   ozone.	   	   In	   order	   to	   achieve	   the	   Federal	   and	   State	   standards	   of	   ozone,	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	  
regulate	  ROG	  and	  NOx,	  which	  contribute	   to	   the	   formation	  of	  ozone.	   	  This	   includes	  both	  direct	  
and	  indirect	  emissions.	  	  	  

Emissions	  were	  estimated	  using	  the	  approach	  included	  in	  the	  CalEEMod	  (v.2011.1.1)	  computer	  
program,	   combined	   with	   emissions	   factors	   developed	   by	   CARB	   and	   the	   SJVAPCD.	   	   The	  
CalEEMod	  model	   is	   used	   to	   calculate	   construction	   and	   operational	   emissions	   associated	  with	  
land	  development	  projects,	  and	  includes	  EPA,	  SJVAPCD,	  and	  CARB	  emissions	  factors	  embedded	  
within	  it.	  	  	  

The	  project	  would	  be	  an	  indirect	  source	  of	  air	  pollutants,	  in	  that	  it	  would	  attract	  and	  cause	  an	  
increase	  in	  vehicle	  trips	  in	  the	  region	  and	  would	  consume	  energy	  that	  resulted	  in	  air	  emissions	  
at	   the	  point	  of	   generation.	  Table	  6	  shows	   the	   emissions	   that	  would	   result	   from	   the	  proposed	  
project.	   The	   San	   Joaquin	   Valley	   Air	   Pollution	   Control	   District	   has	   established	   a	   threshold	   of	  
significance	  for	  ozone	  precursors	  of	  10	  tons	  per	  year,	  and	  15	  tons	  per	  year	  has	  been	  assumed	  to	  
represent	  a	  significant	  impact	  for	  PM10.	  	  

Table	  6:	  	  Total	  Project	  Generated	  Emissions	  at	  Full	  Buildout	  
	   EMISSIONS	  (TONS/YEAR)	  
	   ROG	   NOX	   CO	   SO2	   PM10	   PM2.5	  

Area	  Source	  Emissions	   0.2071	   0.0000	   4.3000e-‐
004	   0.0000	   0.0000	   0.0000	  

Energy	  Emissions	   4.2000e-‐003	   0.0382	   0.0321	   2.3000e-‐
004	  

2.9000e-‐
003	  

2.9000e-‐
003	  

Mobile	  Source	  Emissions	   0.9770	   2.6912	   9.5967	   0.0147	   0.9413	   0.2761	  

Total	  Operational	  
Emissions	  

1.1883	   2.7294	   9.6292	   0.0150	   0.9442	   0.2790	  

SJVAPCD	  Threshold	   10	   10	   -‐-‐	   -‐-‐	   15	   -‐-‐	  

Above	  SJCAPCD	  
Threshold?	   No	   No	   NA	   NA	   No	   NA	  

Emissions	  were	  calculated	  using	  the	  CalEEMod	  (v.2013.2.2)	  computer	  program.	  	  Assumes	  total	  buildout	  of	  the	  proposed	  
project.	  	  
1:	  Includes	  CO2e	  emissions	  from	  water	  and	  waste	  sources	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  operational	  sources	  identified	  above.	  	  	  

As	   shown	   in	   the	   table	   above,	   project	   generated	   emissions	   are	   well	   below	   the	   SJVAPCD	  
thresholds	  for	  ROG,	  NOx	  and	  PM10.	  	  	  
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WATER	  QUALITY	  
The	   project	   site	   is	   already	   developed	   with	   impervious	   surfaces	   and	   is	   not	   in	   a	   natural	  
hydrologic	   condition.	   	   Development	   of	   the	   project	   site	   has	   limited	   potential	   to	   increase	   local	  
runoff	   production,	   and	   may	   introduce	   constituents	   into	   storm	   water	   that	   are	   typically	  
associated	  with	  urban	  runoff.	  	  These	  constituents	  include	  heavy	  metals	  (such	  as	  lead,	  zinc,	  and	  
copper)	  and	  petroleum	  hydrocarbons	  associated	  with	  parking	  lots.	  	  Best	  management	  practices	  
(BMPs)	  will	  be	  applied	   to	   the	  proposed	   site	  development	   to	   limit	   the	   concentrations	  of	   these	  
constituents	  in	  any	  site	  runoff	  that	  is	  discharged	  into	  downstream	  facilities	  to	  acceptable	  levels.	  	  

In	   order	   to	   ensure	   that	   stormwater	   runoff	   from	   the	   project	   site	   does	   not	   adversely	   increase	  
pollutant	   levels	   in	   adjacent	   surface	   waters	   and	   stormwater	   conveyance	   infrastructure,	   the	  
project	  is	  required	  to	  prepare	  a	  Stormwater	  Pollution	  Prevention	  Plan	  (SWPPP).	  	  As	  described	  
below,	   the	   SWPPP	   would	   require	   the	   application	   of	   best	   management	   practices	   (BMPs)	   to	  
effectively	  reduce	  pollutants	  from	  stormwater	  leaving	  the	  site	  during	  both	  the	  construction	  and	  
operational	  phases	  of	   the	  project.	   	  The	   implementation	  of	   this	  requirement	  would	  reduce	  this	  
impact	  to	  a	  less	  than	  significant	  level.	  	  Additionally,	  the	  project	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  requirements	  
of	   Chapter	   11.34	   of	   the	   Tracy	   Municipal	   Code	   –	   Stormwater	   Management	   and	   Discharge	  
Control.	   	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  Chapter	  is	  to	  	  “Protect	  and	  promote	  the	  health,	  safety	  and	  general	  
welfare	   of	   the	   citizens	   of	   the	   City	   by	   controlling	   non-stormwater	   discharges	   to	   the	   stormwater	  
conveyance	   system,	   by	   eliminating	   discharges	   to	   the	   stormwater	   conveyance	   system	   from	   spills,	  
dumping,	   or	   disposal	   of	  materials	   other	   than	   stormwater,	   and	   by	   reducing	   pollutants	   in	   urban	  
stormwater	  discharges	  to	  the	  maximum	  extent	  practicable.”	  	  	  

This	   chapter	   is	   intended	   to	   assist	   in	   the	   protection	   and	   enhancement	   of	   the	  water	   quality	   of	  
watercourses,	   water	   bodies,	   and	   wetlands	   in	   a	   manner	   pursuant	   to	   and	   consistent	   with	   the	  
Federal	  Water	   Pollution	   Control	   Act	   (Clean	  Water	   Act,	   33	   USC	   Section	   1251	   et	   seq.),	   Porter-‐	  
Cologne	  Water	  Quality	  Control	  Act	  (California	  Water	  Code	  Section	  13000	  et	  seq.)	  and	  National	  
Pollutant	   Discharge	   Elimination	   System	   (“NPDES”)	   Permit	   No.	   CAS000004,	   as	   such	   permit	   is	  
amended	  and/or	  renewed.	  	  	  	  

New	   development	   projects	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Tracy	   are	   required	   to	   provide	   site-‐specific	   storm	  
drainage	   solutions	   and	   improvements	   that	   are	   consistent	   with	   the	   overall	   storm	   drainage	  
infrastructure	  approach	  presented	   in	   the	  2012	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Citywide	  Storm	  Drainage	  Master	  
Plan.	  	  Prior	  to	  approval	  of	  the	  Final	  Map,	  the	  project	  applicant	  is	  required	  to	  submit	  a	  detailed	  
storm	  drainage	   infrastructure	  plan	   to	   the	  City	  of	  Tracy	  Development	  Services	  Department	   for	  
review	   and	   approval.	   	   The	   project’s	   storm	   drainage	   infrastructure	   plans	   must	   demonstrate	  
adequate	   infrastructure	  capacity	   to	  collect	  and	  direct	  all	  stormwater	  generated	  on	  the	  project	  
site	   within	   onsite	   retention/detention	   facilities	   to	   the	   City’s	   existing	   stormwater	   conveyance	  
system,	  and	  demonstrate	   that	   the	  project	  would	  not	   result	   in	  on-‐	  or	  off-‐site	   flooding	   impacts.	  	  
The	  project	  is	  also	  required	  to	  pay	  all	  applicable	  development	  impact	  fees,	  which	  would	  include	  
funding	  for	  offsite	  Citywide	  storm	  drainage	  infrastructure	  improvements	  identified	  in	  the	  2012	  
City	  of	  Tracy	  Citywide	  Storm	  Drainage	  Master	  Plan.	  	  	  
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The	  development	  of	  an	  onsite	  storm	  drainage	  system,	  the	  payment	  of	  all	  applicable	  fees,	  and	  the	  
implementation	  of	  the	  SWPPP	  requirements	  would	  ensure	  that	  no	  adverse	  impacts	  associated	  
with	  water	  quality	  would	  occur.	  	  	  

e) The	  site	  can	  be	  adequately	  served	  by	  all	  required	  utilities	  and	  public	  services.	  

The	   project	   site	   is	   currently	   served	   by	   utilities	   and	   public	   services,	   including	   water,	   sewer,	  
storm	   drainage,	   electricity/natural	   gas,	   police,	   fire,	   and	   emergency	   medical	   services.	   	   New	  
offsite	  infrastructure	  would	  not	  be	  extended	  in	  order	  to	  serve	  the	  project	  site.	  	  The	  project	  site	  
is	  within	  the	  existing	  and	  established	  service	  areas	  for	  the	  police	  and	  fire	  departments.	  	  The	  site	  
has	   been	   previously	   developed	   and	   occupied	  with	   similar	   uses	   for	   years.	   	   The	   proposed	   site	  
plans	  and	  improvements	  would	  not	  result	  in	  any	  adverse	  impacts	  associated	  with	  utilities	  and	  
public	  services.	  	  	  

	  

CONCLUSIONS	  
As	  demonstrated	  by	   the	   analysis	   provided	   above,	   the	  proposed	  project	   is	   exempt	   from	  CEQA	  
review,	  consistent	  with	  the	  requirements	  established	  by	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  Section	  21084	  
and	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  Section	  15332	  for	  the	  following	  reasons:	  

a) The	  project	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  applicable	  general	  plan	  designation	  and	  all	  applicable	  
general	  plan	  policies	  as	  well	  as	  with	  applicable	  zoning	  designation	  and	  regulations.	  

b) The	  proposed	  development	  occurs	  within	  city	   limits	  on	  a	  project	  site	  of	  no	  more	   than	  
five	  acres	  substantially	  surrounded	  by	  urban	  uses.	  

c) The	  project	  site	  has	  no	  value,	  as	  habitat	  for	  endangered,	  rare	  or	  threatened	  species.	  

d) Approval	   of	   the	   project	   would	   not	   result	   in	   any	   significant	   effects	   relating	   to	   traffic,	  
noise,	  air	  quality,	  or	  water	  quality.	  

e) The	  site	  can	  be	  adequately	  served	  by	  all	  required	  utilities	  and	  public	  services.	  
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Introduction and Summary 

Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to determine if the proposed project would result in a significant 
traffic impact.  This report presents the results of TJKM's traffic impact study for the proposed Sutter 
Medical Office Building located at the northeast quadrant of the intersection of Bessie Avenue/ 
Eaton Avenue in Tracy.  The proposed project consists of constructing a new 45,500 square foot 
(s.f.) medical office building that will replace an existing 25,000 s.f. medical office building onsite, 
resulting in a net increase of 20,500 square feet of medical office building.  The project vicinity map 
is shown in Figure 1.    
 
The purpose of this traffic study is to evaluate the potential traffic impacts resulting from the 
development of the proposed project and highlight any critical traffic issues that should be 
addressed in the ongoing near term and longer term planning process. The following two 
scenarios were analyzed: 

1. Existing Conditions – This scenario evaluates existing traffic and roadway conditions based on 
traffic counts and field surveys.  

2. Existing plus Project Conditions – This scenario adds traffic generated by the proposed  
Sutter Medical Office building net additional square footage to the previous scenario. 

 
Typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour periods were analyzed.  The study focused on evaluating 
traffic conditions at the following nine intersections that may potentially be impacted by the 
proposed project: 

1. Eaton Avenue / Tracy Boulevard 
2. Bessie Avenue/ Lowell Avenue 
3. Bessie Avenue/ Beverly Place 
4. Bessie Avenue/ Eaton Avenue 
5. Bessie Avenue/ 11th Street 
6. Parker Avenue/11th Street 
7. Parker Avenue/ Eaton Avenue 
8. Parker Avenue/ Beverly Place 
9. Parker Avenue/Lowell Avenue 

 
The following thresholds of significance are used for this study:  

• Where feasible, the minimum acceptable LOS for roadway and overall intersection 
operations is LOS D. 

• Within ¼ mile of any freeway, LOS E shall be allowed on roadways and at intersections to 
discourage inter-regional traffic from using City streets. 

• In the Downtown and Bowtie area of Tracy, LOS E shall be allowed. 

• At intersections where construction of improvements is not feasible, the LOS may fall 
below the City’s LOS D standard. 

• During construction of intersection improvements or funded but not yet constructed, the 
LOS may temporarily fall below the City’s LOS D standard. 
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Summary and Recommendations 
TJKM has reached the following conclusions regarding the proposed project in the City of Tracy: 

• Under Existing Conditions (Scenario 1), all study intersections except the intersection of 
Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operate at an acceptable level of service.  The intersection 
of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operates at LOS E.  As stated earlier under thresholds of 
significance, “At intersections where construction of improvements is not feasible, the LOS 
may fall below the City’s LOS D standard.”  A signal is warranted at the intersection but is 
not suggested.  Since the majority of the side street volumes (southbound Bessie Avenue) 
are making a right-turn, the intersection is operating better than shown under LOS E 
conditions. A signal would not be helpful because it would add more delay to 11th Street. 

• Since nearly 95 percent of the peak hour volumes on the side street at the intersection of 
Bessie Avenue and 11th Street are making a right turn, a signal is not justified. 

• The proposed Project is expected to generate a net of 49 a.m. peak hour trips and 73 p.m. 
peak hour trips on a typical weekday.  

• Under Existing plus Sutter Medical Office Project Conditions (Scenario II), all study 
intersections except the intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operate at an 
acceptable level of service.  The intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street technically 
operates at LOS E but 95 percent of the southbound traffic makes right turns, meaning the 
intersection actually operates better than LOS E.  A new signal is warranted at the 
intersection but is not suggested, since most right turning traffic is not delayed. Under 
these circumstances, TJKM recommends leaving the intersection as is. New signals are not 
recommended because they would add delay to 11th Street where none exists now. 

• The pedestrian crosswalk at the intersection of Eaton Avenue/Bessie Avenue was recently 
improved to include a colored and paved bulbout extension, which makes the crosswalk 
more visible and shorter to cross.  Pedestrians should use the existing crosswalk.    
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Existing Conditions (Scenario 1) 

Project Location 
The proposed Sutter Medical Office development is located near the intersection of Bessie Avenue/ 
Eaton Avenue in Tracy.  The project site and its vicinity are shown in Figure 1. 
 
Existing Roadways  
The nearest interchange to the project site is at Tracy Boulevard/I-205, which is approximately 1.5 
miles north of the project site.  There are several key roadways serving the project site, as shown 
in Figure I and discussed below:   
 
I-205 is located approximately 1.5 mile to the north of the project site and extends from I-580 to I-
5 through the northern portion of the City of Tracy.  Near the project site interchange access is 
located at Tracy Boulevard.   
 
Tracy Boulevard is located to the west of the project site.  It is generally a four-lane road near the 
project area. The posted speed limit on Tracy Boulevard is 35 miles per hour (mph).   
 
Bessie Avenue is a two-lane north-south roadway with on-street parking and forms the western 
boundary of the proposed project.  The average daily traffic (ADT) is approximately 2,900 vehicles 
per day (vpd).  The 85th percentile speed is approximately 28 mph.  The posted speed limit is 25 
mph.   
 
When the speeds of all motorists at one location are ranked from slowest to fastest, the 85th-
percentile speed separates the slower 85 percent from the fastest 15 percent, who typically pose 
the greatest safety hazard.   
 
Eaton Avenue is a two-lane east-west roadway with on-street parking and forms the southern 
boundary of the proposed project.  The ADT is approximately 2,500 vpd.  The 85th percentile 
speed is approximately 28 mph.  The posted speed limit is 25 mph.   
 
Lowell Avenue is a two-lane east-west roadway with on-street parking and located three blocks to 
the north of the project site.  A few speed humps are present.   
 
The existing lane configurations for the nine study intersections are depicted in Figure 1.   
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Level of Service Analysis Methodology 
Level of Service is a qualitative index of the performance of an element of the transportation 
system.  Level of Service (LOS) is a rating scale running from A to F, with A indicating no 
congestion of any kind, and F indicating intolerable congestion and delays.     
 
The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is the standard reference published by the Transportation 
Research Board, and contains the specific criteria and methods to be used in assessing LOS.  There 
are several software packages that have been developed to implement HCM.  In this study the 
Synchro software was used to calculate the LOS at the study intersections.  A detailed description of 
the methodology is provided in Appendix A. 
 
The method of unsignalized intersection capacity analysis used in this study is from Chapter  
10, “Unsignalized Intersections” of the Highway Capacity Manual, Special report No. 209, Transportation 
Research Board, updated October 2000.  This method applies to two-way STOP sign or YIELD sign 
controlled intersections (or one-way STOP sign or YIELD sign controlled intersections at three-way 
intersections).  At such intersections, drivers on the minor street are forced to use judgment when 
selecting gaps in the major flow through which to execute crossings or turning maneuvers.  Thus, the 
capacity of the controlled legs of an intersection is based on three factors: 

1. The distribution of gaps in the major street traffic stream. 
2. Driver judgment in selecting gaps through which to execute their desired maneuvers. 
3. Follow-up time required to move into the front-of-queue position. 

 
The level of service criterion for Two-Way STOP controlled intersections is somewhat different from 
the criterion used for signalized intersections.  The primary reason for this is the difference that 
drivers expect a signalized intersection to carry higher traffic volumes than unsignalized intersections.  
Additionally, several driver behavior conditions combine to make delays at signalized intersections 
less onerous than at unsignalized intersections.   
 
The LOS is reported for the minor approach.  Depending on the availability of gaps, the minor 
approach might be operating at LOS D, E, or F while the overall intersection operates at LOS C or 
better.  A minor approach that operates at LOS D, E, or F does not automatically translate into a 
need for a traffic signal.  A signal warrant would still need to be met.  There are many instances 
where only a few vehicles are experiencing LOS D, E, or F on the minor approach while the whole 
intersection operates at an acceptable LOS.  A signal is usually not warranted under such conditions. 
 
The justification for the installation of a traffic signal at an intersection is based on the warrants stated 
in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) published by Caltrans and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).   The decision to install a signal should not be based solely 
upon the warrants, since the installation of traffic signals may increase certain types of collisions. 
Delay, congestion, approach conditions, driver confusion, future land use or other evidence of the 
need for right of way assignment beyond that which could be provided by stop signs must be 
demonstrated. 
 
Level of Service Standards 
The City of Tracy has established LOS D, where feasible, as the minimum acceptable LOS for 
roadway and overall intersection operations.  However, there are certain locations where these 
standards do not apply. The following lists the exceptions to the LOS D standard: 
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• Within ¼ mile of any freeway, LOS E shall be allowed on roadways and at intersections to 
discourage inter-regional traffic from using City streets. 

• In the Downtown and Bowtie area of Tracy, LOS E shall be allowed. 
• At intersections where construction of improvements is not feasible, the LOS may fall 

below the City’s LOS D standard. 
• During construction of intersection improvements or funded but not yet constructed, the 

LOS may temporarily fall below the City’s LOS D standard. 
 
Existing Traffic Volumes 
The existing turning movement counts at nine study intersections were collected during typical 
weekday a.m. (7:00-9:00) and p.m. (4:00-6:00) peak periods in September 2014.  Figure 1 shows the 
existing peak hour turning movement volumes at the nine study intersections.  The detailed count 
data is contained in Appendix B. 
 
Level of Service Analysis Results – Existing Conditions 
The results of the LOS analysis at the study intersections are shown in Table I. Detailed calculations 
are contained in Appendix B. 

Table I:  Intersection Levels of Service – Existing Conditions (Scenario 1) 

 Existing 

Int. Intersections Existing Control 
AM PM 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 Tracy Blvd / Eaton Ave Signalized 32.4 C 14.0 B 

2 Bessie Ave / Lowell Ave All Way Stop 11.2 B 8.2 A 

3 Bessie Ave / Beverly Pl All Way Stop 9.8 A 8.0 A 

4 Bessie Ave / Eaton Ave All Way Stop 13.7 B 9.8 A 

5 Bessie Ave / 11th St One Way Stop 35.6 E 43.7 E 

6 Parker Ave / 11th St  Signalized 10.8 B 16.4 B 

7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave All Way Stop 10.7 B 10.7 B 

8 Parker Ave / Beverly Pl Two Way Stop 12.3 B 11.8 B 

9 Parker Ave / Lowell Ave All Way Stop 10.6 B 9.4 A 
Notes:  LOS = Level of Service;  X = Intersection level of service 
 X.X = Overall intersection delay in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stop intersections, and delay for 

critical minor movement at unsignalized intersections 
 
Currently, all study intersections except the intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operate 
at an acceptable level of service.  The intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operates at 
LOS E.   
 
Signal Warrants 
The justification for the installation of a traffic signal at an intersection is based on the warrants 
stated in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) published by 
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).   The decision to install a signal should 
not be based solely upon the warrants, since the installation of traffic signals may increase certain 
types of collisions. Delay, congestion, approach conditions, driver confusion, future land use or 
other evidence of the need for right of way assignment beyond that which could be provided by 
stop signs must be demonstrated. 
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A peak hour signal warrant was conducted for the intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street.  
The signal warrant volume threshold was barely met for the a.m. peak hour.  At one-way stop 
controlled intersections the 
worst minor street movement, 
generally the left-turn from 
side streets, governs LOS.  
Since nearly 95 percent of the 
peak hour volumes on the side 
street (southbound Bessie 
Avenue) are making a right 
turn, the left-turn movement 
at LOS E does not provide an 
accurate representation of the 
actual intersection LOS and a 
signal is not justified. In this 
instance, new traffic signals 
would actually add delay to the 
intersection by requiring 11th 
Street traffic to stop some of the time. Thus, new signals would be counter-productive. 
 
 
 
  
 
  

Intersection of Bessie Avenue/11th Street – Looking East 
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Existing plus Project Conditions (Scenario 2) 

In this scenario the projected traffic volumes generated by the proposed Sutter Medical Office 
Project is added to Existing Conditions.   
 
Project Description 
The proposed project consists of the development of a new 45,500 square foot (s.f.) medical office 
building that will replace an existing 25,000 s.f. medical office building onsite, resulting in a net 
increase of 20,500 square feet of medical office building.  The proposed project is shown in Figure 
1, and the proposed site plan is shown in Figure 2.   
 
Trip Generation 
Trip generation is defined as the number of “vehicle trips” produced by a particular land use or 
project.  A trip is defined as a one-direction vehicle movement. The total number of trips generated 
by the project includes the inbound and outbound trips. 
 
The specific details are contained in Appendix C. As shown in Table II, the proposed project is 
expected to generate a net of 49 a.m. peak hour trips and 73 p.m. peak hour trips on a typical 
weekday. 
 
Table II:  Proposed Project Trip Generation 

Land Use Types ITE Code Size 
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak 

Rate In Out Total Rate In Out Total 

Sutter Medical Office 
Building (A) 

Medical Office Building  
(ITE 720) 45.5 KSF 2.39 86 23 109 3.57 45 117 162 

Existing Land Use (B) Medical Office Building  
(ITE 720) 25.0 KSF 2.39 47 13 60 3.57 25 64 89 

Net Total Trips (A-B)  20.5 KSF  39 10 49  20 53 73 

Note: ksf =1,000 square feet 
 
Trip Distribution and Assignment 
Trip distribution is the process of determining the proportion of vehicles that would travel between 
the project site and various destinations in the vicinity of the study area.  Trip assignment is the 
process of determining the various paths vehicles would take from the project site to each 
destination.   
 
The trip distribution assumptions for the proposed project are based on traffic characteristics on the 
adjacent streets, as well as consultation with city staff.1  Figure 3 shows the trip distribution 
assumptions for the proposed project.     

1 Trip distribution information is based on discussions and approvals of Ripon Bhatia and Cris Mina, City of Tracy on 
October 9, 2014 
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Level of Service Analysis – Existing Plus Project Conditions 
The projected Existing plus Project peak hour turning movement volumes are shown in Figure 4. The 
results of the intersection LOS analysis under this scenario are shown in Table III.  It is estimated that 
all intersections would operate at acceptable LOS except the intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th 
Street, which operates at an unacceptable LOS E.  The detailed LOS calculations are contained in 
Appendix C.  As noted in the existing conditions section, since nearly 95 percent of the peak hour 
volumes on the side street (southbound Bessie Avenue) are making a right turn, the left-turn 
movement at LOS E does not provide an accurate representation of the actual intersection LOS, 
and a signal is not justified. In this instance, new traffic signals would actually add delay to the 
intersection by requiring 11th Street traffic to stop some of the time. Thus, new signals would be 
counter-productive. 
 
Table III:  Intersection Levels of Service – Exiting plus Project Condition (Scenario 2) 

  Existing + Project 

Int. Intersections Existing Control 
AM PM 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 Tracy Blvd / Eaton Ave Signalized 35.1 D 15.0 B 

2 Bessie Ave / Lowell Ave All Way Stop 11.4 B 8.3 A 

3 Bessie Ave / Beverly Pl All Way Stop 10.0 B 8.1 A 

4 Bessie Ave / Eaton Ave All Way Stop 14.7 B 10.4 B 

5 Bessie Ave / 11th St One Way Stop 36.4 E 46.3 E 

6 Parker Ave / 11th St  Signalized 14.4 B 16.5 B 

7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave All Way Stop 10.8 B 10.9 B 

8 Parker Ave / Beverly Pl Two Way Stop 12.3 B 11.8 B 

9 Parker Ave / Lowell Ave All Way Stop 10.7 B 9.5 A 
Notes:  LOS = Level of Service;  X = Intersection level of service 
 X.X = Overall intersection delay in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stop intersections, and delay for 

critical minor movement at unsignalized intersections 
 
Table IV shows the change in delay between Existing Conditions and Existing plus Project 
Conditions at the study intersections.  It is estimated that minimal additional delays are expected at 
all study intersections.    
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Table IV:  Comparison of Changes in Delay – between Existing Condition (Scenario 1) 
and Existing plus Proposed Project Condition (Scenario 2)  

  Changes in Average Delay 
(seconds) 

Int. Intersections Existing Control AM PM 

1 Tracy Blvd / Eaton Ave Signalized 2.7 1.0 

2 Bessie Ave / Lowell Ave All Way Stop 0.2 0.1 

3 Bessie Ave / Beverly Pl All Way Stop 0.2 0.1 
4 Bessie Ave / Eaton Ave All Way Stop 1.0 0.6 

5 Bessie Ave / 11th St One Way Stop 0.8 2.6 
6 Parker Ave / 11th St  Signalized 3.6 0.1 

7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave All Way Stop 0.1 0.2 

8 Parker Ave / Beverly Pl Two Way Stop 0.0 0.0 

9 Parker Ave / Lowell Ave All Way Stop 0.1 0.1 
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Proposed Circulation 
As shown on the proposed site plan (Figure 2), two driveways are proposed on Eaton Avenue 
and one driveway on Bessie Avenue.  The driveway on Bessie Avenue is approximately 200 feet 
north of Eaton Avenue.  The main driveway on Eaton Avenue is approximately 225 feet to the 
east of Bessie Avenue and the secondary driveway that serves ambulance vehicles is 
approximately 170 feet to the east of the primary driveway.   
 
The project shows 249 parking stalls – 120 parking stalls at the medical office building site and 
129 parking stalls on a separate site to the south of Eaton Avenue.  The overall internal circulation 
seems to flow well.  Internal two-way traffic flow is maintained through 29-foot wide two-lane 
roadways that circulate through the main site.   A one-way outbound driveway is also shown from 
the site to Beverly Place to the north.   
 
Landscaping plants at locations of all intersecting corners should be kept to lower than 3.5 feet.  
This will ensure sight visibilities are not obstructed. 
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Conclusions 

TJKM has reached the following conclusions regarding the proposed project in the City of Tracy: 
• Under Existing Conditions (Scenario 1), all study intersections except the intersection of 

Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operate at an acceptable level of service.  The intersection 
of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operates at LOS E.  As stated earlier under thresholds of 
significance, “At intersections where construction of improvements is not feasible, the LOS 
may fall below the City’s LOS D standard.”  A signal is warranted at the intersection but is 
not suggested.  Since the majority of the side street volumes (southbound Bessie Avenue) 
are making a right-turn, the intersection is operating better than shown under LOS E 
conditions. A signal would not be helpful because it would add more delay to 11th Street. 

• Since nearly 95 percent of the peak hour volumes on the side street at the intersection of 
Bessie Avenue and 11th Street are making a right turn, a signal is not justified. 

• The proposed Project is expected to generate a net of 49 a.m. peak hour trips and 73 p.m. 
peak hour trips on a typical weekday.  

• Under Existing plus Sutter Medical Office Project Conditions (Scenario II), all study 
intersections except the intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street operate at an 
acceptable level of service.  The intersection of Bessie Avenue and 11th Street technically 
operates at LOS E but 95 percent of the southbound traffic makes right turns, meaning the 
intersection actually operates better than LOS E.  A new signal is warranted at the 
intersection but is not suggested, since most right turning traffic is not delayed. Under 
these circumstances, TJKM recommends leaving the intersection as is. New signals are not 
recommended because they would add delay to 11th Street where none exists now. 

 
The pedestrian crosswalk at the intersection of Eaton Avenue/Bessie Avenue was recently 
improved to include a colored and paved bulbout extension, which makes the crosswalk more 
visible and shorter to cross.  Pedestrians should use the existing crosswalk.    
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APPENDIX A 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 

 
The description and procedures for calculating capacity and level of service are found in Transportation 
Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 2000.  Highway Capacity Manual 2000 represents the latest 
research on capacity and quality of service for transportation facilities. 
 
Quality of service requires quantitative measures to characterize operational conditions within a traffic stream.  
Level of service is a quality measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally in terms 
of such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort 
and convenience. 
 
Six levels of service are defined for each type of facility that has analysis procedures available.  Letters 
designate each level, from A to F, with level-of-service A representing the best operating conditions and level-
of-service F the worst.  Each level of service represents a range of operating conditions and the driver’s 
perception of these conditions.  Safety is not included in the measures that establish service levels. 
 
A general description of service levels for various types of facilities is shown in Table A-I 
 
Table A-I:  Level of Service Description 

 Uninterrupted Flow Interrupted Flow 

Facility 
Type 

Freeways 
Multi-lane Highways 
Two-lane Highways 

Urban Streets 

Signalized Intersections 
Unsignalized Intersections 
Two-way Stop Control 
All-way Stop Control 

LOS   

A Free-flow Very low delay. 

B Stable flow.  Presence of other users 
noticeable. Low delay. 

C Stable flow.  Comfort and convenience 
starts to decline. Acceptable delay. 

D High density stable flow. Tolerable delay. 

E Unstable flow. Limit of acceptable delay. 

F Forced or breakdown flow. Unacceptable delay 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000 
 

Urban Streets 

The term “urban streets” refers to urban arterials and collectors, including those in downtown areas. 
 
Arterial streets are roads that primarily serve longer through trips.  However, providing access to abutting 
commercial and residential land uses is also an important function of arterials. 
Collector streets provide both land access and traffic circulation within residential, commercial and industrial 
areas.  Their access function is more important than that of arterials, and unlike arterials their operation is not 
always dominated by traffic signals. 
Downtown streets are signalized facilities that often resemble arterials.  They not only move through traffic 
but also provide access to local businesses for passenger cars, transit buses, and trucks.  Pedestrian conflicts 
and lane obstructions created by stopping or standing buses, trucks and parking vehicles that cause turbulence 
in the traffic flow are typical of downtown streets.  
 



The speed of vehicles on urban streets is influenced by three main factors, street environment, interaction 
among vehicles and traffic control.  As a result, these factors also affect quality of service. 
 
The street environment includes the geometric characteristics of the facility, the character of roadside activity 
and adjacent land uses.  Thus, the environment reflects the number and width of lanes, type of median, 
driveway density, spacing between signalized intersections, existence of parking, level of pedestrian activity and 
speed limit. 
 
The interaction among vehicles is determined by traffic density, the proportion of trucks and buses, and 
turning movements.  This interaction affects the operation of vehicles at intersections and, to a lesser extent, 
between signals. 
 
Traffic control (including signals and signs) forces a portion of all vehicles to slow or stop.  The delays and 
speed changes caused by traffic control devices reduce vehicle speeds, however, such controls are needed to 
establish right-of-way. 
 
The average travel speed for through vehicles along an urban street is the determinant of the operating level of 
service.  The travel speed along a segment, section or entire length of an urban street is dependent on the 
running speed between signalized intersections and the amount of control delay incurred at signalized 
intersections. 
 
Level-of-service A describes primarily free-flow operations.  Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability 
to maneuver within the traffic stream.  Control delay at signalized intersections is minimal. 
 
Level-of-service B describes reasonably unimpeded operations.  The ability to maneuver within the traffic 
stream is only slightly restricted, and control delays at signalized intersections are not significant. 
 
Level-of-service C describes stable operations, however, ability to maneuver and change lanes in midblock 
location may be more restricted than at level-of-service B.  Longer queues, adverse signal coordination, or 
both may contribute to lower travel speeds. 
 
Level-of-service D borders on a range in which in which small increases in flow may cause substantial increases 
in delay and decreases in travel speed.  Level-of-service D may be due to adverse signal progression, 
inappropriate signal timing, high volumes, or a combination of these factors. 
 
Level-of-service E is characterized by significant delays and lower travel speeds.  Such operations are caused by 
a combination of adverse progression, high signal density, high volumes, extensive delays at critical 
intersections, and inappropriate signal timing. 
 
Level-of-service F is characterized by urban street flow at extremely low speeds.  Intersection congestion is 
likely at critical signalized locations, with high delays, high volumes, and extensive queuing. 
 
The methodology to determine level of service stratifies urban streets into four classifications.  The 
classifications are complex, and are related to functional and design categories.  Table A-II describes the 
functional and design categories, while Table A-III relates these to the urban street classification. 
 
Once classified, the urban street is divided into segments for analysis.  An urban street segment is a one-way 
section of street encompassing a series of blocks or links terminating at a signalized intersection.  Adjacent 
segments of urban streets may be combined to form larger street sections, provided that the segments have 
similar demand flows and characteristics. 
 
Levels of service are related to the average travel speed of vehicles along the urban street segment or section. 
 



Travel times for existing conditions are obtained by field measurements.  The maximum-car technique is used.  
The vehicle is driven at the posted speed limit unless impeded by actual traffic conditions.  In the maximum-car 
technique, a safe level of vehicular operation is maintained by observing proper following distances and by 
changing speeds at reasonable rates of acceleration and deceleration.  The maximum-car technique provides 
the best base for measuring traffic performance. 
 
An observer records the travel time and locations and duration of delay.  The beginning and ending points are 
the centers of intersections.  Delays include times waiting in queues at signalized intersections.  The travel 
speed is determined by dividing the length of the segment by the travel time.  Once the travel speed on the 
arterial is determined, the level of service is found by comparing the speed to the criteria in Table A-IV.  Level-
of-service criteria vary for the different classifications of urban street, reflecting differences in driver 
expectations. 
 
Table A-II:  Functional and Design Categories for Urban Streets 

Functional Category 
Criterion 

Principal Arterial Minor Arterial 

Mobility function Very important Important 

Access function Very minor Substantial 

Points connected Freeways, important activity centers, 
major traffic generators Principal arterials 

Predominant trips served 
Relatively long trips between major 
points and through trips entering, 
leaving, and passing through city 

Trips of moderate length within 
relatively small geographical areas 

Design Category 
Criterion 

High-Speed Suburban Intermediate Urban 

Driveway access density Very low density Low density Moderate density High density 

Arterial type 

Multilane divided; 
undivided or two-
lane with 
shoulders 

Multilane 
divided: 
undivided or 
two-lane with 
shoulders 

Multilane divided 
or undivided; one 
way, two lane 

Undivided one 
way; two way, 
two or more 
lanes 

Parking No No Some Usually 

Separate left-turn lanes Yes Yes Usually Some 

Signals per mile 0.5 to 2 1 to 5 4 to 10 6 to 12 

Speed limits 45 to 55 mph 40 to 45 mph 30 to 40 mph 25 to 35 mph 

Pedestrian activity Very little Little Some Usually 

Roadside development Low density Low to medium 
density 

Medium to 
moderate density High density 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000 
 



Table A-III:  Urban Street Class based on Function and Design Categories 
 Functional Category 

Design Category Principal Arterial Minor Arterial 
High-Speed I Not applicable 
Suburban II II 
Intermediate II III or IV 
Urban  III or IV IV 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000 
 
Table A-IV:  Urban Street Levels of Service by Class 

Urban Street Class I II III IV 
Range of Free Flow Speeds (mph) 45 to 55 35 to 45 30 to 35 25 to 35 
Typical Free Flow Speed (mph) 50 40 33 30 

Level of Service Average Travel Speed (mph) 
A >42 >35 >30 >25 
B >34 >28 >24 >19 
C >27 >22 >18 >13 
D >21 >17 >14 >9 
E >16 >13 >10 >7 
F ≤16 ≤13 ≤10 ≤7 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000 
 

Interrupted Flow 
One of the more important elements limiting, and often interrupting the flow of traffic on a highway is the 
intersection.  Flow on an interrupted facility is usually dominated by points of fixed operation such as traffic 
signals, stop and yield signs.  These all operate quite differently and have differing impacts on overall flow. 
 
Signalized Intersections 
The capacity of a highway is related primarily to the geometric characteristics of the facility, as well as to the 
composition of the traffic stream on the facility.  Geometrics are a fixed, or non-varying, characteristic of a 
facility. 
 
At the signalized intersection, an additional element is introduced into the concept of capacity: time allocation.  
A traffic signal essentially allocates time among conflicting traffic movements seeking use of the same physical 
space.  The way in which time is allocated has a significant impact on the operation of the intersection and on 
the capacity of the intersection and its approaches. 
 
Level of service for signalized intersections is defined in terms of control delay, which is a measure of driver 
discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and increased travel time.  The delay experienced by a motorist is 
made up of a number of factors that relate to control, traffic and incidents.  Total delay is the difference 
between the travel time actually experienced and the reference travel time that would result during base 
conditions, i. e., in the absence of traffic control, geometric delay, any incidents, and any other vehicles.  
Specifically, level of service criteria for traffic signals are stated in terms of average control delay per vehicle, 
typically for a 15-minute analysis period.  Delay is a complex measure and depends on a number of variables, 
including the quality of progression, the cycle length, the ratio of green time to cycle length and the volume to 
capacity ratio for the lane group. 
 
For each intersection analyzed the average control delay per vehicle per approach is determined for the peak 
hour.  A weighted average of control delay per vehicle is then determined for the intersection.  A level of 
service designation is given to the control delay to better describe the level of operation. A description of 
levels of service for signalized intersections can be found in Table A-V 
  



Table A-V:  Description of Level of Service for Signalized Intersections 
Level of Service Description 

A 
Very low control delay, up to 10 seconds per vehicle.  Progression is extremely favorable, and 
most vehicles arrive during the green phase.  Many vehicles do not stop at all.  Short cycle 
lengths may tend to contribute to low delay values. 

B Control delay greater than 10 and up to 20 seconds per vehicle.  There is good progression 
or short cycle lengths or both.  More vehicles stop causing higher levels of delay. 

C 

Control delay greater than 20 and up to 35 seconds per vehicle.  Higher delays are caused by 
fair progression or longer cycle lengths or both.  Individual cycle failures may begin to appear.  
Cycle failure occurs when a given green phase doe not serve queued vehicles, and overflow 
occurs.  The number of vehicles stopping is significant, though many still pass through the 
intersection without stopping. 

D 

Control delay greater than 35 and up to 55 seconds per vehicle.  The influence of congestions 
becomes more noticeable.  Longer delays may result from some combination of unfavorable 
progression, long cycle lengths, or high volumes.  Many vehicles stop, the proportion of 
vehicles not stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

E 
Control delay greater than 55 and up to 80 seconds per vehicle.  The limit of acceptable 
delay.  High delays usually indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high volumes.  
Individual cycle failures are frequent. 

F 

Control delay in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle.  Unacceptable to most drivers.  
Oversaturation, arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection.  Many individual 
cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also be contributing factors to 
higher delay. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000 
 
The use of control delay, which may also be referred to as signal delay, was introduced in the 1997 update to 
the Highway Capacity Manual, and represents a departure from previous updates.  In the third edition, 
published in 1985 and the 1994 update to the third edition, delay only included stopped delay.  Thus, the level 
of service criteria listed in Table A-V differs from earlier criteria. 
 
Unsignalized Intersections 
The current procedures on unsignalized intersections were first introduced in the 1997 update to the Highway 
Capacity Manual and represent a revision of the methodology published in the 1994 update to the 1985 
Highway Capacity Manual.  The revised procedures use control delay as a measure of effectiveness to 
determine level of service.  Delay is a measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and 
increased travel time.  The delay experienced by a motorist is made up of a number of factors that relate to 
control, traffic and incidents.  Total delay is the difference between the travel time actually experienced and 
the reference travel time that would result during base conditions, i. e., in the absence of traffic control, 
geometric delay, any incidents, and any other vehicles. Control delay is the increased time of travel for a 
vehicle approaching and passing through an unsignalized intersection, compared with a free-flow vehicle if it 
were not required to slow or stop at the intersection. 
 
Two-Way Stop Controlled Intersections 
Two-way stop controlled intersections in which stop signs are used to assign the right-of-way, are the most 
prevalent type of intersection in the United States.  At two-way stop-controlled intersections the stop-
controlled approaches are referred as the minor street approaches and can be either public streets or private 
driveways.  The approaches that are not controlled by stop signs are referred to as the major street 
approaches. 
 
The capacity of movements subject to delay are determined using the "critical gap" method of capacity analysis.  
Expected average control delay based on movement volume and movement capacity is calculated.  A level of 
service designation is given to the expected control delay for each minor movement.  Level of service is not 
defined for the intersection as a whole. Control delay is the increased time of travel for a vehicle approaching 
and passing through a stop-controlled intersection, compared with a free-flow vehicle if it were not required 



to slow or stop at the intersection.  A description of levels of service for two-way stop-controlled 
intersections is found in Table A-VI. 
 
Table A-VI:  Description of Level of Service for Two-Way Stop Controlled Intersections 

Level of 
Service Description 

A Very low control delay less than 10 seconds per vehicle for each 
movement subject to delay. 

B Low control delay greater than 10 and up to 15 seconds per vehicle for 
each movement subject to delay. 

C Acceptable control delay greater than 15 and up to 25 seconds per vehicle 
for each movement subject to delay. 

D Tolerable control delay greater than 25 and up to 35 seconds per vehicle 
for each movement subject to delay. 

E Limit of tolerable control delay greater than 35 and up to 50 seconds per 
vehicle for each movement subject to delay. 

F Unacceptable control delay in excess of 50 seconds per vehicle for each 
movement subject to delay. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000  
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PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: TRACY BOULEVARD SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-8AM

PEAK HOUR
7:45 AM to 8:45 AM NORTH

12 605 75 0
PHF = 0.80

692 897

0 79 PHF =
0.81

27 37
53 195

37 79
92 188

28 0
PHF =

EATON AVENUE 0.70

712 1531
0 4 1451 76

TRACY BOULEVARD PHF = 0.57

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 106 7 6 68 1 1 3 1 3 1 6 203

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 218 14 12 146 5 4 7 2 7 2 11 428

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 1 389 39 19 271 10 6 11 5 10 7 26 794

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 2 655 56 45 459 13 12 29 14 30 15 50 1380

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 4 985 77 65 647 18 18 37 24 52 29 74 2030
8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 5 1640 94 87 772 21 24 42 30 72 36 92 2915
8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 5 1840 115 94 876 22 33 48 33 89 44 105 3304
8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 6 1980 137 105 989 27 38 52 37 99 49 111 3630

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 106 7 0 6 68 1 0 1 3 1 0 3 1 6 203

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 112 7 0 6 78 4 0 3 4 1 0 4 1 5 225

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 1 171 25 0 7 125 5 0 2 4 3 0 3 5 15 366

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 1 266 17 0 26 188 3 0 6 18 9 0 20 8 24 586

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 2 330 21 0 20 188 5 0 6 8 10 0 22 14 24 650
8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 1 655 17 0 22 125 3 0 6 5 6 0 20 7 18 885

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 200 21 0 7 104 1 0 9 6 3 0 17 8 13 389

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 1 140 22 0 11 113 5 0 5 4 4 0 10 5 6 326

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 2 655 56 0 45 459 13 0 12 29 14 0 30 15 50 1380

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 4 219 70 0 59 579 17 0 17 34 23 0 49 28 68 1167

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 5 762 80 0 75 626 16 0 20 35 28 0 65 34 81 1827

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 4 1451 76 0 75 605 12 0 27 37 28 0 79 37 79 2510
8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 4 665 81 0 60 530 14 0 26 23 23 0 69 34 61 1590

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 4 1451 76 0 75 605 12 0 27 37 28 0 79 37 79 2510

0.00 0.50 0.30 0.90 0.00 0.72 0.80 0.60 0.00 0.75 0.51 0.70 0.00 0.90 0.66 0.82 OVERALL
0.52

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

2510

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271 FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.57 0.80 0.810.70



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: TRACY BOULEVARD SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-8PM

PEAK HOUR
5:00 PM to 6:00 PM NORTH

18 756 42 0
PHF = 0.90

816 895

0 71 PHF =
0.69

36 30
52 174

28 73
81 112

17 0
PHF =

EATON AVENUE 0.88

846 834
0 4 788 42

TRACY BOULEVARD PHF = 0.90

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 4 180 15 16 185 2 9 7 8 39 15 29 509

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 5 344 28 25 369 4 15 11 15 50 21 40 927

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 5 518 38 43 571 9 19 22 22 72 26 58 1403

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 11 679 50 57 763 12 24 35 27 86 33 72 1849

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 12 859 56 69 941 17 33 44 31 116 42 96 2316

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 14 1034 66 81 1152 21 40 50 34 130 47 114 2783

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 14 1250 78 89 1329 28 48 55 41 142 57 128 3259

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 15 1467 92 99 1519 30 60 63 44 159 63 143 3754

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 4 180 15 0 16 185 2 0 9 7 8 0 39 15 29 509

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 1 164 13 0 9 184 2 0 6 4 7 0 11 6 11 418

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 0 174 10 0 18 202 5 0 4 11 7 0 22 5 18 476

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 6 161 12 0 14 192 3 0 5 13 5 0 14 7 14 446

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 1 180 6 0 12 178 5 0 9 9 4 0 30 9 24 467

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 2 175 10 0 12 211 4 0 7 6 3 0 14 5 18 467

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 0 216 12 0 8 177 7 0 8 5 7 0 12 10 14 476

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 1 217 14 0 10 190 2 0 12 8 3 0 17 6 15 495

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 11 679 50 0 57 763 12 0 24 35 27 0 86 33 72 1849

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 8 679 41 0 53 756 15 0 24 37 23 0 77 27 67 1807

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 9 690 38 0 56 783 17 0 25 39 19 0 80 26 74 1856

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 9 732 40 0 46 758 19 0 29 33 19 0 70 31 70 1856

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 4 788 42 0 42 756 18 0 36 28 17 0 73 30 71 1905

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 4 788 42 0 42 756 18 0 36 28 17 0 73 30 71 1905

0.00 0.50 0.91 0.75 0.00 0.88 0.90 0.64 0.00 0.75 0.78 0.61 0.00 0.61 0.75 0.74 OVERALL
0.96

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

1905

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

0.88 0.69
TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.90 0.90



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: LOWELL AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-7AM

PEAK HOUR
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

36 117 6 0
PHF = 0.69

159 99

0 10 PHF =
0.59

17 140
198 183

89 33
121 125

15 0
PHF =

LOWELL AVENUE 0.78

165 124
0 22 72 30

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.70

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 1 3 0 1 7 2 1 10 1 0 5 0 31

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 1 13 0 1 19 7 1 21 2 0 18 0 83

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 4 23 11 3 40 23 7 48 4 4 61 1 229

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 12 48 22 7 84 33 13 76 9 22 116 5 447

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 21 74 27 7 117 42 16 94 13 30 143 8 592

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 23 85 30 7 136 43 18 110 17 33 158 10 670

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 26 100 31 7 151 44 19 123 19 34 173 10 737

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 30 110 32 8 162 46 20 136 21 37 184 10 796

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 1 3 0 0 1 7 2 0 1 10 1 0 0 5 0 31

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 10 0 0 0 12 5 0 0 11 1 0 0 13 0 52

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 3 10 11 0 2 21 16 0 6 27 2 0 4 43 1 146

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 8 25 11 0 4 44 10 0 6 28 5 0 18 55 4 218

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 9 26 5 0 0 33 9 0 3 18 4 0 8 27 3 145

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 2 11 3 0 0 19 1 0 2 16 4 0 3 15 2 78

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 3 15 1 0 0 15 1 0 1 13 2 0 1 15 0 67

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 4 10 1 0 1 11 2 0 1 13 2 0 3 11 0 59

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 12 48 22 0 7 84 33 0 13 76 9 0 22 116 5 447

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 20 71 27 0 6 110 40 0 15 84 12 0 30 138 8 561

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 22 72 30 0 6 117 36 0 17 89 15 0 33 140 10 587

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 22 77 20 0 4 111 21 0 12 75 15 0 30 112 9 508

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 18 62 10 0 1 78 13 0 7 60 12 0 15 68 5 349

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 22 72 30 0 6 117 36 0 17 89 15 0 33 140 10 587

0.00 0.61 0.69 0.68 0.00 0.38 0.66 0.56 0.00 0.71 0.79 0.75 0.00 0.46 0.64 0.63 OVERALL
0.67

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.70 0.69 0.590.78

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

587



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: LOWELL AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-7PM

PEAK HOUR
5:00 PM to 6:00 PM NORTH

24 73 7 0
PHF = 0.65

104 116

0 5 PHF =
0.73

36 83
123 91

82 3
125 99

7 0
PHF =

LOWELL AVENUE 0.84

83 101
0 16 75 10

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.81

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 8 15 2 3 11 4 6 22 2 2 32 1 108

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 14 34 6 4 30 7 10 38 6 7 54 4 214

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 24 53 8 5 40 8 12 57 9 8 78 5 307

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 28 68 11 8 58 12 14 80 12 11 93 5 400

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 35 89 14 9 72 15 20 99 13 11 109 5 491

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 38 107 17 10 87 19 27 122 14 13 131 6 591

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 41 122 19 13 101 28 39 139 16 13 149 7 687

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 44 143 21 15 131 36 50 162 19 14 176 10 821

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 8 15 2 0 3 11 4 0 6 22 2 0 2 32 1 108

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 6 19 4 0 1 19 3 0 4 16 4 0 5 22 3 106

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 10 19 2 0 1 10 1 0 2 19 3 0 1 24 1 93

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 4 15 3 0 3 18 4 0 2 23 3 0 3 15 0 93

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 7 21 3 0 1 14 3 0 6 19 1 0 0 16 0 91

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 3 18 3 0 1 15 4 0 7 23 1 0 2 22 1 100

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 3 15 2 0 3 14 9 0 12 17 2 0 0 18 1 96

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 3 21 2 0 2 30 8 0 11 23 3 0 1 27 3 134

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 28 68 11 0 8 58 12 0 14 80 12 0 11 93 5 400

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 27 74 12 0 6 61 11 0 14 77 11 0 9 77 4 383

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 24 73 11 0 6 57 12 0 17 84 8 0 6 77 2 377

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 17 69 11 0 8 61 20 0 27 82 7 0 5 71 2 380

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 16 75 10 0 7 73 24 0 36 82 7 0 3 83 5 421

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 16 75 10 0 7 73 24 0 36 82 7 0 3 83 5 421

0.00 0.57 0.89 0.83 0.00 0.58 0.61 0.67 0.00 0.75 0.89 0.58 0.00 0.38 0.77 0.42 OVERALL
0.79

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

421

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

0.84 0.73
TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.81 0.65



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-2AM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

12 163 20 0
PHF = 0.63

195 133

0 15 PHF =

0.58
3 4

28 63

4 44
14 64

7 0
PHF =

BEVERLY PLACE 0.50

214 167
0 12 115 40

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.68

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 5 0 3 5 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 19

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 1 14 2 5 17 3 1 1 2 6 1 1 54

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 2 33 11 8 45 4 3 4 4 9 1 5 129

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 3 71 33 12 96 9 3 5 6 22 2 11 273

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 5 112 38 20 163 11 4 5 8 44 4 14 428

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 13 129 42 25 180 15 4 5 9 50 5 16 493

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 18 147 46 28 199 18 4 5 11 51 5 18 550

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 25 162 51 35 213 20 5 6 11 52 6 21 607

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 5 0 0 3 5 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 19

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 1 9 2 0 2 12 2 0 1 0 1 0 5 0 0 35

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 1 19 9 0 3 28 1 0 2 3 2 0 3 0 4 75

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 1 38 22 0 4 51 5 0 0 1 2 0 13 1 6 144

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 2 41 5 0 8 67 2 0 1 0 2 0 22 2 3 155

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 8 17 4 0 5 17 4 0 0 0 1 0 6 1 2 65

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 5 18 4 0 3 19 3 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 57

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 7 15 5 0 7 14 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 3 57

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 3 71 33 0 12 96 9 0 3 5 6 0 22 2 11 273

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 5 107 38 0 17 158 10 0 4 4 7 0 43 3 13 409

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 12 115 40 0 20 163 12 0 3 4 7 0 44 4 15 439

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 16 114 35 0 20 154 14 0 1 1 7 0 42 4 13 421

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 22 91 18 0 23 117 11 0 2 1 5 0 30 4 10 334

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM                NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                 EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR

0 12 115 40 0 20 163 12 0 3 4 7 0 44 4 15 439
0.00 0.38 0.70 0.45 0.00 0.63 0.61 0.60 0.00 0.38 0.33 0.88 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.63 OVERALL

0.71
23
3

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

PEDESTRIAN
BICYCLE

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.68 0.63 0.580.50

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

439

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-2AM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
7:30 AM TO 8:30 AM NORTH

N-LEG TOTAL
1 0 1 3

NORTH - LEG
2 1

WEST - LEG EAST - LEG E-LEG TOTAL
0 0 1

0 3 0 1 0

0 0 0 1
W-LEG TOTAL

BEVERLY PLACE 1

SOUTH - LEG
0 1 0 0 1

S-LEG TOTAL
BESSIE AVENUE 1

NB (SOUTH - LEG) SB (NORTH - LEG) EB (WEST - LEG) WB (EAST - LEG) TOTAL
From To LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM
VOLUME BY APPROACH NBT SBT EBT WBT TOTAL

1 2 0 0 3

7:00 AM 9:00 AM

BICYCLE

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
B I C Y C L E    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014



B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
P E D E S T R I A N    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

 

PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE:

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE DAY: TUESDAY
E-W APPROACH: BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY
SURVEY PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM FILE: 3409111-2AM

PEAK   HOUR                PEAK HOUR
07:30 AM TO 08:30 AM              TOTAL PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES

23

 N-LEG
B 2 A&B

A 1 W-LEG 3
2 5 G&H 7  

 H C
 

G D
BEVERLY PLACE 9 2 11 C&D

2 E E&F 2 E-LEG
0 F S-LEG

 

LEGEND:
 BESSIE AVENUE CROSSWALK

TIME    PERIOD NORTH X-WALK EAST X-WALK SOUTH X-WALK WEST X-WALK

From To A B C D E F G H TOTAL

S U R V E Y     D A T A
07:00 AM  --- 07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2

07:15 AM  --- 07:30 AM 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 5

07:30 AM  --- 07:45 AM 1 3 2 0 2 1 1 2 12

07:45 AM  --- 08:00 AM 1 3 3 1 2 1 2 3 16

08:00 AM  --- 08:15 AM 1 3 9 1 4 1 4 3 26

08:15 AM  --- 08:30 AM 1 3 9 2 4 1 5 3 28

08:30 AM  --- 08:45 AM 2 3 9 3 4 1 5 6 33

08:45 AM  --- 09:00 AM 3 5 9 3 5 1 5 9 40

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D
07:00 AM  --- 07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2

07:15 AM  --- 07:30 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3

07:30 AM  --- 07:45 AM 1 2 2 0 0 0 1 1 7

07:45 AM  --- 08:00 AM 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4

08:00 AM  --- 08:15 AM 0 0 6 0 2 0 2 0 10

08:15 AM  --- 08:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2

08:30 AM  --- 08:45 AM 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 5

08:45 AM  --- 09:00 AM 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 3 7

H O U R L Y     T O T A L S
07:00 AM  --- 08:00 AM 1 3 3 1 2 1 2 3 16

07:15 AM  --- 08:15 AM 1 3 9 1 3 0 4 3 24

07:30 AM  --- 08:30 AM 1 2 9 2 2 0 5 2 23

07:45 AM  --- 08:45 AM 1 0 7 3 2 0 4 4 21

08:00 AM  --- 09:00 AM 2 2 6 2 3 0 3 6 24

Tel : (510) 232-1271                                   Fax: (510) 232-1272

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM
VOLUME BY LEG N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL

3 2 11 7 23

9/23/2014

PEDESTRIAN



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-2PM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
4:00 PM to 5:00 PM NORTH

7 83 11 0
PHF = 0.79

101 105

0 25 PHF =

0.59
12 2

13 52

5 25
25 35

8 0
PHF =

BEVERLY PLACE 0.63

116 91
0 4 68 19

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.76

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 24 6 2 28 2 5 2 3 14 1 7 94

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 1 38 11 5 50 7 7 3 4 17 2 9 154

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 3 57 16 8 65 7 11 5 6 20 2 20 220

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 4 68 19 11 83 7 12 5 8 25 2 25 269

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 5 85 21 13 103 10 13 8 10 33 3 40 344

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 6 103 23 17 120 12 14 9 11 37 5 41 398

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 8 124 29 21 136 14 15 10 11 40 6 42 456

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 9 146 31 28 163 16 16 11 13 40 10 46 529

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 0 24 6 0 2 28 2 0 5 2 3 0 14 1 7 94

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 1 14 5 0 3 22 5 0 2 1 1 0 3 1 2 60

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 2 19 5 0 3 15 0 0 4 2 2 0 3 0 11 66

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 1 11 3 0 3 18 0 0 1 0 2 0 5 0 5 49

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 1 17 2 0 2 20 3 0 1 3 2 0 8 1 15 75

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 1 18 2 0 4 17 2 0 1 1 1 0 4 2 1 54

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 2 21 6 0 4 16 2 0 1 1 0 0 3 1 1 58

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 1 22 2 0 7 27 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 4 4 73

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 4 68 19 0 11 83 7 0 12 5 8 0 25 2 25 269

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 5 61 15 0 11 75 8 0 8 6 7 0 19 2 33 250

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 5 65 12 0 12 70 5 0 7 6 7 0 20 3 32 244

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 5 67 13 0 13 71 7 0 4 5 5 0 20 4 22 236

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 5 78 12 0 17 80 9 0 4 6 5 0 15 8 21 260

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM                NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                 EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR

0 4 68 19 0 11 83 7 0 12 5 8 0 25 2 25 269
0.00 0.50 0.71 0.79 0.00 0.92 0.74 0.35 0.00 0.60 0.63 0.67 0.00 0.45 0.50 0.57 OVERALL

0.72
19
10

269

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272
BICYCLE

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.76 0.79 0.63 0.59

PEDESTRIAN



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-2PM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
4:00 PM TO 5:00 PM NORTH

N-LEG TOTAL
0 3 0 7

NORTH - LEG
3 4

WEST - LEG EAST - LEG E-LEG TOTAL
1 0 2

0 10 2 3 2

0 0 1 0
W-LEG TOTAL

BEVERLY PLACE 4

SOUTH - LEG
1 3 0 3 4

S-LEG TOTAL
BESSIE AVENUE 7

NB (SOUTH - LEG) SB (NORTH - LEG) EB (WEST - LEG) WB (EAST - LEG) TOTAL
From To LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 9

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 9

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 10

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 10

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 10

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 1 4 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 11

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 1 4 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 12

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 10

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
VOLUME BY APPROACH NBT SBT EBT WBT TOTAL

4 3 1 2 10

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
B I C Y C L E    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

BICYCLE



B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
P E D E S T R I A N    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

 

PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE:

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE DAY: TUESDAY
E-W APPROACH: BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY
SURVEY PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM FILE: 3409111-2PM

PEAK   HOUR               PEAK HOUR

04:00 PM TO 05:00 PM              TOTAL PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES
19

 N-LEG
B 3 A&B

A 4 W-LEG 7
5 2 G&H 7  

 H C
 

G D
BEVERLY PLACE 0 2 2 C&D

3 E E&F 3 E-LEG
0 F S-LEG

 

LEGEND:
 BESSIE AVENUE CROSSWALK

TIME    PERIOD NORTH X-WALK EAST X-WALK SOUTH X-WALK WEST X-WALK

From To A B C D E F G H TOTAL

S U R V E Y     D A T A
04:00 PM  --- 04:15 PM 4 3 0 0 2 0 1 3 13

04:15 PM  --- 04:30 PM 4 3 0 0 2 0 1 5 15

04:30 PM  --- 04:45 PM 4 3 0 2 2 0 2 5 18

04:45 PM  --- 05:00 PM 4 3 0 2 3 0 2 5 19

05:00 PM  --- 05:15 PM 4 3 0 2 3 1 3 5 21

05:15 PM  --- 05:30 PM 4 3 0 2 3 1 3 5 21

05:30 PM  --- 05:45 PM 4 3 0 2 3 2 4 5 23

05:45 PM  --- 06:00 PM 5 3 0 2 4 3 4 5 26

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D
04:00 PM  --- 04:15 PM 4 3 0 0 2 0 1 3 13

04:15 PM  --- 04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

04:30 PM  --- 04:45 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 3

04:45 PM  --- 05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

05:00 PM  --- 05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

05:15 PM  --- 05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

05:30 PM  --- 05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

05:45 PM  --- 06:00 PM 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3

H O U R L Y     T O T A L S
04:00 PM  --- 05:00 PM 4 3 0 2 3 0 2 5 19

04:15 PM  --- 05:15 PM 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 2 8

04:30 PM  --- 05:30 PM 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 6

04:45 PM  --- 05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 5

05:00 PM  --- 06:00 PM 1 0 0 0 1 3 2 0 7

Tel : (510) 232-1271                                   Fax: (510) 232-1272

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
VOLUME BY LEG N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL

7 3 2 7 19

9/23/2014

PEDESTRIAN



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-5AM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

45 129 33 0
PHF = 0.62

207 178

0 22 PHF =

0.60
44 116

180 155

114 17
167 181

9 0
PHF =

EATON AVENUE 0.68

155 165
0 19 112 34

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.70

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 1 8 0 0 0 8 1 2 12 2 1 8 0 43

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 2 20 3 1 2 19 4 9 20 2 1 17 1 101

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 7 43 18 1 9 35 12 16 44 3 2 31 2 223

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 14 86 27 1 18 75 31 34 87 3 6 58 9 449

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 20 114 32 1 35 131 42 41 118 8 16 100 22 680

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 21 132 37 1 35 148 49 53 134 11 18 133 23 795

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 23 143 39 1 48 160 60 69 147 11 23 150 26 900

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 27 160 43 1 39 167 68 78 165 12 23 159 28 970

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 1 8 0 0 0 8 1 0 2 12 2 0 1 8 0 43

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 1 12 3 1 2 11 3 0 7 8 0 0 0 9 1 58

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 5 23 15 0 7 16 8 0 7 24 1 0 1 14 1 122

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 7 43 9 0 9 40 19 0 18 43 0 0 4 27 7 226

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 6 28 5 0 17 56 11 0 7 31 5 0 10 42 13 231

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 1 18 5 0 0 17 7 0 12 16 3 0 2 33 1 115

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 2 11 2 0 13 12 11 0 16 13 0 0 5 17 3 105

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 4 17 4 0 -9 7 8 0 9 18 1 0 0 9 2 70

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 14 86 27 1 18 75 31 0 34 87 3 0 6 58 9 449

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 19 106 32 1 35 123 41 0 39 106 6 0 15 92 22 637

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 19 112 34 0 33 129 45 0 44 114 9 0 17 116 22 694

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 16 100 21 0 39 125 48 0 53 103 8 0 21 119 24 677

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 13 74 16 0 21 92 37 0 44 78 9 0 17 101 19 521

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM                NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                 EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR

0 19 112 34 0 33 129 45 0 44 114 9 0 17 116 22 694
0.00 0.68 0.65 0.57 0.00 0.49 0.58 0.59 0.00 0.61 0.66 0.45 0.00 0.43 0.69 0.42 OVERALL

0.75
35
1

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

694

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

PEDESTRIAN
BICYCLE

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.70 0.62 0.600.68



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-5AM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
7:30 AM TO 8:30 AM NORTH

N-LEG TOTAL
0 0 0 0

NORTH - LEG
0 0

WEST - LEG EAST - LEG E-LEG TOTAL
0 0 1

1 1 0 0 0

0 0 1 1
W-LEG TOTAL

EATON AVENUE 1

SOUTH - LEG
0 0 0 0 0

S-LEG TOTAL
BESSIE AVENUE 0

NB (SOUTH - LEG) SB (NORTH - LEG) EB (WEST - LEG) WB (EAST - LEG) TOTAL
From To LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM
VOLUME BY APPROACH NBT SBT EBT WBT TOTAL

0 0 1 0 1BICYCLE

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
B I C Y C L E    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM 9:00 AM



B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
P E D E S T R I A N    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

 

PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE:

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE DAY: TUESDAY
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY
SURVEY PERIOD: 7:00 AM TO 9:00 AM FILE: 3409111-5AM

PEAK   HOUR                PEAK HOUR
07:30 AM TO 08:30 AM              TOTAL PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES

35 included J-walk
 N-LEG

B 4 A&B
A 5 W-LEG 9

6 5 G&H 11  

 H C
 

G D
EATON AVENUE 8 4 12 C&D

1 E E&F 3 E-LEG
2 F S-LEG

 

LEGEND:
 BESSIE AVENUE CROSSWALK

J--WALK are 250' from 
intersection

TIME    PERIOD NORTH X-WALK EAST X-WALK SOUTH X-WALK WEST X-WALK

From To A B C D E F G H TOTAL

S U R V E Y     D A T A
07:00 AM  --- 07:15 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 4

07:15 AM  --- 07:30 AM 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 1 8

07:30 AM  --- 07:45 AM 1 1 0 2 1 0 4 1 10

07:45 AM  --- 08:00 AM 3 3 0 2 2 2 4 1 17

08:00 AM  --- 08:15 AM 5 4 8 2 2 2 6 3 32

08:15 AM  --- 08:30 AM 6 5 8 4 2 2 9 7 43

08:30 AM  --- 08:45 AM 6 9 8 6 3 2 10 8 52

08:45 AM  --- 09:00 AM 6 10 8 7 4 2 12 10 59

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D
07:00 AM  --- 07:15 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 4

07:15 AM  --- 07:30 AM 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 4

07:30 AM  --- 07:45 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2

07:45 AM  --- 08:00 AM 2 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 7

08:00 AM  --- 08:15 AM 2 1 8 0 0 0 2 2 15

08:15 AM  --- 08:30 AM 1 1 0 2 0 0 3 4 11

08:30 AM  --- 08:45 AM 0 4 0 2 1 0 1 1 9

08:45 AM  --- 09:00 AM 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 2 7

H O U R L Y     T O T A L S
07:00 AM  --- 08:00 AM 3 3 0 2 2 2 4 1 17

07:15 AM  --- 08:15 AM 5 3 8 2 1 2 4 3 28

07:30 AM  --- 08:30 AM 5 4 8 4 1 2 5 6 35

07:45 AM  --- 08:45 AM 5 8 8 4 2 2 6 7 42

08:00 AM  --- 09:00 AM 3 7 8 5 2 0 8 9 42

Tel : (510) 232-1271                                   Fax: (510) 232-1272

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM
VOLUME BY LEG N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL

9 3 12 11 35 Included J-WALKPEDESTRIAN

9/23/2014



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-5PM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
4:00 PM to 5:00 PM NORTH

26 84 19 0
PHF = 0.65

129 85

1 14 PHF =

0.60
24 119

157 146

102 13
137 143

10 0
PHF =

EATON AVENUE 0.84

107 80
0 11 47 22

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.77

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 5 15 5 8 28 14 1 13 25 1 3 53 5 176

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 10 28 13 12 50 17 1 17 43 2 6 74 8 281

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 11 40 17 16 67 21 1 20 69 6 11 97 13 389

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 11 47 22 19 84 26 1 24 102 10 13 119 14 492

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 12 61 27 25 101 37 1 26 131 14 20 146 16 617

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 13 74 32 29 119 44 1 30 159 17 23 171 19 731

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 14 93 39 33 132 48 1 37 175 19 24 189 20 824

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 14 113 42 38 154 53 1 43 197 21 26 205 20 927

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 5 15 5 0 8 28 14 1 13 25 1 0 3 53 5 176

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 5 13 8 0 4 22 3 0 4 18 1 0 3 21 3 105

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 1 12 4 0 4 17 4 0 3 26 4 0 5 23 5 108

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 0 7 5 0 3 17 5 0 4 33 4 0 2 22 1 103

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 1 14 5 0 6 17 11 0 2 29 4 0 7 27 2 125

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 1 13 5 0 4 18 7 0 4 28 3 0 3 25 3 114

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 1 19 7 0 4 13 4 0 7 16 2 0 1 18 1 93

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 20 3 0 5 22 5 0 6 22 2 0 2 16 0 103

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 11 47 22 0 19 84 26 1 24 102 10 0 13 119 14 492

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 7 46 22 0 17 73 23 0 13 106 13 0 17 93 11 441

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 3 46 19 0 17 69 27 0 13 116 15 0 17 97 11 450

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 3 53 22 0 17 65 27 0 17 106 13 0 13 92 7 435

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 3 66 20 0 19 70 27 0 19 95 11 0 13 86 6 435

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM                NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                 EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR

0 11 47 22 0 19 84 26 1 24 102 10 0 13 119 14 492
0.00 0.55 0.78 0.69 0.00 0.59 0.75 0.46 0.25 0.46 0.77 0.63 0.00 0.65 0.56 0.70 OVERALL

0.70
8
6

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272
BICYCLE

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.77 0.65 0.84 0.60

PEDESTRIAN

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

492

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-5PM

PEAK HOUR        ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES
4:00 PM TO 5:00 PM NORTH

N-LEG TOTAL
0 2 2 5

NORTH - LEG
4 1

WEST - LEG EAST - LEG E-LEG TOTAL
0 1 3

0 6 0 1 1

0 0 0 2
W-LEG TOTAL

EATON AVENUE 1

SOUTH - LEG
1 0 0 2 1

S-LEG TOTAL
BESSIE AVENUE 3

NB (SOUTH - LEG) SB (NORTH - LEG) EB (WEST - LEG) WB (EAST - LEG) TOTAL
From To LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
VOLUME BY APPROACH NBT SBT EBT WBT TOTAL

1 4 0 1 6BICYCLE

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
B I C Y C L E    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014



B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
P E D E S T R I A N    M O V E M E N T    S U M M A R Y

 

PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE:

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE DAY: TUESDAY
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY
SURVEY PERIOD: 4:00 PM TO 6:00 PM FILE: 3409111-5PM

PEAK   HOUR               PEAK HOUR

04:00 PM TO 05:00 PM              TOTAL PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES
8 included J-walk

 N-LEG
B 1 A&B

A 2 W-LEG 3
2 2 G&H 4  

 H C
 

G D
EATON AVENUE 0 0 0 C&D

0 E E&F 1 E-LEG
1 F S-LEG

 

LEGEND:
 BESSIE AVENUE CROSSWALK

TIME    PERIOD NORTH X-WALK EAST X-WALK SOUTH X-WALK WEST X-WALK

From To A B C D E F G H TOTAL

S U R V E Y     D A T A
04:00 PM  --- 04:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

04:15 PM  --- 04:30 PM 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 5

04:30 PM  --- 04:45 PM 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 7

04:45 PM  --- 05:00 PM 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 8

05:00 PM  --- 05:15 PM 2 1 1 0 0 1 3 4 12

05:15 PM  --- 05:30 PM 3 2 1 0 1 1 3 4 15

05:30 PM  --- 05:45 PM 5 3 1 1 2 2 3 5 22

05:45 PM  --- 06:00 PM 6 3 1 1 2 2 4 5 24

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D
04:00 PM  --- 04:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

04:15 PM  --- 04:30 PM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4

04:30 PM  --- 04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

04:45 PM  --- 05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

05:00 PM  --- 05:15 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 4

05:15 PM  --- 05:30 PM 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

05:30 PM  --- 05:45 PM 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 7

05:45 PM  --- 06:00 PM 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

H O U R L Y     T O T A L S
04:00 PM  --- 05:00 PM 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 8

04:15 PM  --- 05:15 PM 2 0 1 0 0 1 3 4 11

04:30 PM  --- 05:30 PM 1 1 1 0 1 1 3 2 10

04:45 PM  --- 05:45 PM 3 2 1 1 2 2 1 3 15

05:00 PM  --- 06:00 PM 4 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 16

Tel : (510) 232-1271                                   Fax: (510) 232-1272

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
VOLUME BY LEG N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL

3 1 0 4 8 Included J-WALKPEDESTRIAN

9/23/2014



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: 11TH STREET JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-6AM

PEAK HOUR
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

121 0 9 0
PHF = 0.53

130 124

0 28 PHF =
0.79

96 765
886 793

786 0
883 795

1 0
PHF =

11TH STREET 0.79

1 0
0 0 0 0

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.00

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 4 3 76 0 0 105 4 192

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 19 15 206 0 0 234 10 484

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 36 46 412 0 0 445 16 955

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 3 69 84 654 0 0 685 27 1522

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 7 126 95 843 0 0 859 35 1965

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 9 140 111 992 1 0 999 38 2290

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 12 148 123 1113 2 0 1136 45 2579

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 15 157 136 1245 2 0 1286 55 2896

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 76 0 0 0 105 4 192

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 12 130 0 0 0 129 6 292

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 31 206 0 0 0 211 6 471

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 33 0 38 242 0 0 0 240 11 567

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 57 0 11 189 0 0 0 174 8 443

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 0 16 149 1 0 0 140 3 325

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 8 0 12 121 1 0 0 137 7 289

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 9 0 13 132 0 0 0 150 10 317

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 69 0 84 654 0 0 0 685 27 1522

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 122 0 92 767 0 0 0 754 31 1773

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 121 0 96 786 1 0 0 765 28 1806

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 112 0 77 701 2 0 0 691 29 1624

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 88 0 52 591 2 0 0 601 28 1374

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 0 0 0 0 9 0 121 0 96 786 1 0 0 765 28 1806

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.63 0.81 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.64 OVERALL
0.80

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

1806

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.00 0.53 0.790.79



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: BESSIE AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: 11TH STREET JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-6PM

PEAK HOUR
4:00 PM to 5:00 PM NORTH

70 0 23 0
PHF = 0.70

93 71

0 24 PHF =
0.79

47 847
917 873

839 2
887 862

1 0
PHF =

11TH STREET 0.92

3 0
0 0 0 0

BESSIE AVENUE PHF = 0.00

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 8 25 11 210 0 1 268 6 529

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 14 37 24 411 0 2 459 16 963

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 20 57 34 613 0 2 663 23 1412

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 23 70 47 839 1 2 847 24 1853

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 30 82 58 1049 2 2 1117 26 2366

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 34 100 73 1242 2 2 1329 28 2810

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 38 117 92 1431 3 3 1524 31 3239

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 44 131 106 1649 3 3 1690 39 3665

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 25 0 11 210 0 0 1 268 6 529

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 12 0 13 201 0 0 1 191 10 434

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 20 0 10 202 0 0 0 204 7 449

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 13 0 13 226 1 0 0 184 1 441

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 12 0 11 210 1 0 0 270 2 513

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 18 0 15 193 0 0 0 212 2 444

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 17 0 19 189 1 0 1 195 3 429

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 14 0 14 218 0 0 0 166 8 426

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 23 0 70 0 47 839 1 0 2 847 24 1853

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 57 0 47 839 2 0 1 849 20 1837

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 63 0 49 831 2 0 0 870 12 1847

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 60 0 58 818 3 0 1 861 8 1827

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 61 0 59 810 2 0 1 843 15 1812

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 0 0 0 0 23 0 70 0 47 839 1 0 2 847 24 1853

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.90 0.93 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.79 0.60 OVERALL
0.880.92 0.79

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.00 0.70

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

1853

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: 11TH STREET JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-9AM

PEAK HOUR
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

50 39 41 0
PHF = 0.88

130 115

0 38 PHF =
0.76

50 648
730 690

660 4
724 707

14 0
PHF =

11TH STREET 0.85

57 65
0 32 27 6

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.74

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 2 3 0 5 0 14 14 58 1 0 87 5 189

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 7 6 2 12 7 20 20 162 2 2 186 12 438

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 14 12 3 24 19 33 33 340 3 2 349 22 854

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 23 18 6 31 27 51 51 532 6 2 563 34 1344

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 33 29 7 45 38 62 62 690 11 4 720 43 1744

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 39 33 8 53 46 70 70 822 16 6 834 50 2047

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 41 40 9 69 56 79 79 935 18 7 957 54 2344

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 74 45 11 82 60 87 87 1038 20 8 1085 58 2655

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 2 3 0 0 5 0 14 0 14 58 1 0 0 87 5 189

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 5 3 2 0 7 7 6 0 6 104 1 0 2 99 7 249

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 7 6 1 0 12 12 13 0 13 178 1 0 0 163 10 416

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 9 6 3 0 7 8 18 0 18 192 3 0 0 214 12 490

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 10 11 1 0 14 11 11 0 11 158 5 0 2 157 9 400

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 6 4 1 0 8 8 8 0 8 132 5 0 2 114 7 303

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 2 7 1 0 16 10 9 0 9 113 2 0 1 123 4 297

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 33 5 2 0 13 4 8 0 8 103 2 0 1 128 4 311

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 23 18 6 0 31 27 51 0 51 532 6 0 2 563 34 1344

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 31 26 7 0 40 38 48 0 48 632 10 0 4 633 38 1555

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 32 27 6 0 41 39 50 0 50 660 14 0 4 648 38 1609

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 27 28 6 0 45 37 46 0 46 595 15 0 5 608 32 1490

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 51 27 5 0 51 33 36 0 36 506 14 0 6 522 24 1311

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 32 27 6 0 41 39 50 0 50 660 14 0 4 648 38 1609

0.00 0.80 0.61 0.50 0.00 0.73 0.81 0.69 0.00 0.69 0.86 0.70 0.00 0.50 0.76 0.79 OVERALL
0.82

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.74 0.88 0.760.85

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

1609



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: 11TH STREET JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-9PM

PEAK HOUR
4:30 PM to 5:30 PM NORTH

80 46 84 0
PHF = 0.85

210 136

0 53 PHF =
0.98

44 701
847 758

701 4
774 795

29 0
PHF =

11TH STREET 0.97

79 115
0 66 39 10

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.74

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 18 9 2 30 12 23 4 184 4 2 211 10 509

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 41 19 3 44 20 32 14 364 9 3 349 18 916

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 49 28 5 59 30 51 22 537 15 3 515 29 1343

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 64 40 10 80 45 67 29 722 23 4 697 40 1821

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 90 51 12 104 58 92 39 892 30 5 876 54 2303

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 107 58 13 128 66 112 58 1065 38 7 1050 71 2773

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 118 64 13 147 75 120 70 1230 47 9 1217 85 3195

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 126 70 14 155 90 134 86 1400 54 11 1356 98 3594

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 18 9 2 0 30 12 23 0 4 184 4 0 2 211 10 509

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 23 10 1 0 14 8 9 0 10 180 5 0 1 138 8 407

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 8 9 2 0 15 10 19 0 8 173 6 0 0 166 11 427

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 15 12 5 0 21 15 16 0 7 185 8 0 1 182 11 478

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 26 11 2 0 24 13 25 0 10 170 7 0 1 179 14 482

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 17 7 1 0 24 8 20 0 19 173 8 0 2 174 17 470

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 11 6 0 0 19 9 8 0 12 165 9 0 2 167 14 422

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 8 6 1 0 8 15 14 0 16 170 7 0 2 139 13 399

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 64 40 10 0 80 45 67 0 29 722 23 0 4 697 40 1821

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 72 42 10 0 74 46 69 0 35 708 26 0 3 665 44 1794

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 66 39 10 0 84 46 80 0 44 701 29 0 4 701 53 1857

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 69 36 8 0 88 45 69 0 48 693 32 0 6 702 56 1852

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 62 30 4 0 75 45 67 0 57 678 31 0 7 659 58 1773

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 66 39 10 0 84 46 80 0 44 701 29 0 4 701 53 1857

0.00 0.63 0.81 0.50 0.00 0.88 0.77 0.80 0.00 0.58 0.95 0.91 0.00 0.50 0.96 0.78 OVERALL
0.96

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

1857

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

0.97 0.98
TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.74 0.85



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-1AM

PEAK HOUR
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

14 93 43 0
PHF = 0.80

150 138

0 31 PHF =
0.73

22 112
142 164

129 21
167 207

16 0
PHF =

EATON AVENUE 0.68

130 136
0 16 85 35

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.74

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 1 11 4 4 12 1 1 10 0 0 5 0 49

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 5 18 8 8 33 1 2 23 0 2 8 2 110

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 6 35 16 14 54 4 4 52 1 9 22 4 221

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 10 52 28 25 86 8 14 97 7 15 44 11 397

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 16 81 39 45 107 12 18 132 13 17 85 24 589

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 21 103 43 51 126 15 24 152 16 23 120 33 727

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 25 114 47 53 139 15 29 157 22 30 143 38 812

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 27 126 49 53 155 15 31 165 24 31 152 40 868

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 1 11 4 0 4 12 1 0 1 10 0 0 0 5 0 49

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 4 7 4 0 4 21 0 0 1 13 0 0 2 3 2 61

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 1 17 8 0 6 21 3 0 2 29 1 0 7 14 2 111

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 4 17 12 0 11 32 4 0 10 45 6 0 6 22 7 176

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 6 29 11 0 20 21 4 0 4 35 6 0 2 41 13 192

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 5 22 4 0 6 19 3 0 6 20 3 0 6 35 9 138

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 4 11 4 0 2 13 0 0 5 5 6 0 7 23 5 85

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 2 12 2 0 0 16 0 0 2 8 2 0 1 9 2 56

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 10 52 28 0 25 86 8 0 14 97 7 0 15 44 11 397

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 15 70 35 0 41 95 11 0 17 122 13 0 17 80 24 540

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 16 85 35 0 43 93 14 0 22 129 16 0 21 112 31 617

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 19 79 31 0 39 85 11 0 25 105 21 0 21 121 34 591

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 17 74 21 0 28 69 7 0 17 68 17 0 16 108 29 471

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 16 85 35 0 43 93 14 0 22 129 16 0 21 112 31 617

0.00 0.67 0.73 0.73 0.00 0.54 0.73 0.88 0.00 0.55 0.72 0.67 0.00 0.75 0.68 0.60 OVERALL
0.80

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

617

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.74 0.80 0.730.68



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: EATON AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-1PM

PEAK HOUR
4:30 PM to 5:30 PM NORTH

7 124 43 0
PHF = 0.81

174 173

0 43 PHF =
0.58

18 85
102 167

114 39
161 191

29 0
PHF =

EATON AVENUE 0.94

192 156
0 10 112 34

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.98

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 7 15 3 5 39 3 5 30 5 18 43 15 188

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 11 33 12 12 61 6 7 53 8 20 57 19 299

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 16 58 18 20 86 9 9 80 13 26 74 21 430

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 17 86 29 38 120 11 14 111 19 31 88 30 594

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 18 119 35 44 155 13 20 137 29 50 117 54 791

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 21 145 46 55 185 13 25 167 37 59 142 62 957

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 22 174 51 60 204 14 30 187 44 63 157 71 1077

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 22 195 60 75 234 17 35 215 45 71 172 80 1221

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 7 15 3 0 5 39 3 0 5 30 5 0 18 43 15 188

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 4 18 9 0 7 22 3 0 2 23 3 0 2 14 4 111

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 5 25 6 0 8 25 3 0 2 27 5 0 6 17 2 131

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 1 28 11 0 18 34 2 0 5 31 6 0 5 14 9 164

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 1 33 6 0 6 35 2 0 6 26 10 0 19 29 24 197

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 3 26 11 0 11 30 0 0 5 30 8 0 9 25 8 166

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 1 29 5 0 5 19 1 0 5 20 7 0 4 15 9 120

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 0 21 9 0 15 30 3 0 5 28 1 0 8 15 9 144

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 17 86 29 0 38 120 11 0 14 111 19 0 31 88 30 594

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 11 104 32 0 39 116 10 0 15 107 24 0 32 74 39 603

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 10 112 34 0 43 124 7 0 18 114 29 0 39 85 43 658

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 6 116 33 0 40 118 5 0 21 107 31 0 37 83 50 647

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 5 109 31 0 37 114 6 0 21 104 26 0 40 84 50 627

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 10 112 34 0 43 124 7 0 18 114 29 0 39 85 43 658

0.00 0.50 0.85 0.77 0.00 0.60 0.89 0.58 0.00 0.75 0.92 0.73 0.00 0.51 0.73 0.45 OVERALL
0.840.94 0.58

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.98 0.81

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

41905

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

658

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-3AM

PEAK HOUR
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

7 136 2 0
PHF = 0.81

145 139

0 15 PHF =
0.59

4 30
41 54

42 9
49 57

3 0
PHF =

BEVERLY PLACE 0.64

148 137
0 4 120 13

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.76

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 1 9 2 1 15 1 0 2 2 0 2 1 36

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 1 19 3 1 36 1 1 3 3 3 3 5 79

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 2 36 6 1 64 2 2 11 4 4 5 10 147

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 2 63 13 2 107 3 3 28 5 6 18 18 268

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 4 105 14 2 144 6 3 39 6 12 30 20 385

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 5 139 16 3 172 8 5 45 6 12 33 20 464

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 5 161 16 4 186 8 5 46 8 12 34 22 507

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 5 177 17 4 201 8 6 47 9 12 36 23 545

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 1 9 2 0 1 15 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 1 36

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 0 10 1 0 0 21 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 1 4 43

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 1 17 3 0 0 28 1 0 1 8 1 0 1 2 5 68

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 0 27 7 0 1 43 1 0 1 17 1 0 2 13 8 121

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 2 42 1 0 0 37 3 0 0 11 1 0 6 12 2 117

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 1 34 2 0 1 28 2 0 2 6 0 0 0 3 0 79

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 0 22 0 0 1 14 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2 43

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 16 1 0 0 15 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 1 38

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 2 63 13 0 2 107 3 0 3 28 5 0 6 18 18 268

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 3 96 12 0 1 129 5 0 3 37 4 0 12 28 19 349

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 4 120 13 0 2 136 7 0 4 42 3 0 9 30 15 385

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 3 125 10 0 3 122 6 0 3 35 4 0 8 29 12 360

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 3 114 4 0 2 94 5 0 3 19 4 0 6 18 5 277

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 4 120 13 0 2 136 7 0 4 42 3 0 9 30 15 385

0.00 0.50 0.71 0.46 0.00 0.50 0.79 0.58 0.00 0.50 0.62 0.75 0.00 0.38 0.58 0.47 OVERALL
0.80

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

385

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.76 0.81 0.590.64



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: BEVERLY PLACE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-3PM

PEAK HOUR
4:45 PM to 5:45 PM NORTH

5 156 6 0
PHF = 0.79

167 185

0 10 PHF =
0.69

6 12
19 25

6 3
17 26

5 0
PHF =

BEVERLY PLACE 0.61

164 185
0 2 169 14

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.75

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 29 7 2 34 2 3 3 5 7 12 5 109

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 54 8 5 64 2 4 5 7 8 15 8 180

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 1 80 10 8 100 2 5 6 8 9 15 11 255

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 1 117 13 10 151 2 6 7 9 10 17 11 354

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 2 175 16 10 193 7 7 8 10 11 22 14 475

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 2 210 22 11 231 7 10 11 11 12 26 18 571

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 3 249 24 14 256 7 11 12 13 12 27 21 649

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 4 283 24 15 299 7 12 14 15 14 27 24 738

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 0 29 7 0 2 34 2 0 3 3 5 0 7 12 5 109

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 0 25 1 0 3 30 0 0 1 2 2 0 1 3 3 71

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 1 26 2 0 3 36 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 3 75

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 0 37 3 0 2 51 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 99

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 1 58 3 0 0 42 5 0 1 1 1 0 1 5 3 121

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 0 35 6 0 1 38 0 0 3 3 1 0 1 4 4 96

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 1 39 2 0 3 25 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 3 78

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 1 34 0 0 1 43 0 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 3 89

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 1 117 13 0 10 151 2 0 6 7 9 0 10 17 11 354

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 2 146 9 0 8 159 5 0 4 5 5 0 4 10 9 366

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 2 156 14 0 6 167 5 0 6 6 4 0 4 11 10 391

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 2 169 14 0 6 156 5 0 6 6 5 0 3 12 10 394

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 3 166 11 0 5 148 5 0 6 7 6 0 4 10 13 384

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 2 169 14 0 6 156 5 0 6 6 5 0 3 12 10 394

0.00 0.50 0.73 0.58 0.00 0.50 0.76 0.25 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.63 0.00 0.75 0.60 0.63 OVERALL
0.810.61 0.69

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.75 0.79

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

394

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: LOWELL AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-4AM

PEAK HOUR
7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NORTH

15 112 10 0
PHF = 0.82

137 122

0 9 PHF =
0.54

11 121
169 146

94 16
126 126

21 0
PHF =

LOWELL AVENUE 0.75

149 157
0 33 102 22

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.74

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 2 8 0 0 11 0 2 6 3 2 2 2 38

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 6 22 0 1 25 2 3 15 5 4 11 3 97

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 13 36 4 6 52 7 6 48 8 6 41 5 232

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 25 62 6 10 87 10 8 81 15 11 100 9 424

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 33 96 17 11 120 15 12 92 22 19 120 10 567

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 39 124 22 11 137 17 14 109 26 20 132 12 663

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 43 143 25 11 149 19 18 117 27 23 142 13 730

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 43 161 26 11 161 21 19 125 31 25 154 13 790

7:00 AM to 7:15 AM 0 2 8 0 0 0 11 0 0 2 6 3 0 2 2 2 38

7:15 AM to 7:30 AM 0 4 14 0 0 1 14 2 0 1 9 2 0 2 9 1 59

7:30 AM to 7:45 AM 0 7 14 4 0 5 27 5 0 3 33 3 0 2 30 2 135

7:45 AM to 8:00 AM 0 12 26 2 0 4 35 3 0 2 33 7 0 5 59 4 192

8:00 AM to 8:15 AM 0 8 34 11 0 1 33 5 0 4 11 7 0 8 20 1 143

8:15 AM to 8:30 AM 0 6 28 5 0 0 17 2 0 2 17 4 0 1 12 2 96

8:30 AM to 8:45 AM 0 4 19 3 0 0 12 2 0 4 8 1 0 3 10 1 67

8:45 AM to 9:00 AM 0 0 18 1 0 0 12 2 0 1 8 4 0 2 12 0 60

7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 25 62 6 0 10 87 10 0 8 81 15 0 11 100 9 424

7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 31 88 17 0 11 109 15 0 10 86 19 0 17 118 8 529

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM 0 33 102 22 0 10 112 15 0 11 94 21 0 16 121 9 566

7:45 AM to 8:45 AM 0 30 107 21 0 5 97 12 0 12 69 19 0 17 101 8 498

8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 18 99 20 0 1 74 11 0 11 44 16 0 14 54 4 366

7:30 AM to 8:30 AM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 33 102 22 0 10 112 15 0 11 94 21 0 16 121 9 566

0.00 0.69 0.75 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.80 0.75 0.00 0.69 0.71 0.75 0.00 0.50 0.51 0.56 OVERALL
0.74

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

7:00 AM

566

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

9:00 AM

TIME        PERIOD

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

VOLUME

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S

PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.74 0.82 0.540.75



PROJECT: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: DAY: TUESDAY

N-S APPROACH: PARKER AVENUE SURVEY TIME: TO
E-W APPROACH: LOWELL AVENUE JURISDICTION: TRACY FILE: 3409111-4PM

PEAK HOUR
5:00 PM to 6:00 PM NORTH

18 151 3 0
PHF = 0.83

172 171

0 6 PHF =
0.58

9 45
90 63

62 12
91 82

20 0
PHF =

LOWELL AVENUE 0.88

183 200
0 27 156 17

PARKER AVENUE PHF = 0.83

               NORTHBOUND                SOUTHBOUND                  EASTBOUND                 WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT U-TURN LEFT THRU RIGHT

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 6 32 7 1 30 2 2 17 7 1 28 2 135

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 10 51 8 2 56 3 5 26 11 1 49 5 227

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 18 75 12 5 89 7 8 40 16 7 65 5 347

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 21 111 16 7 133 10 13 55 25 8 78 5 482

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 30 157 21 8 177 12 16 70 33 10 82 6 622

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 39 188 25 9 213 17 17 84 41 13 95 8 749

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 41 227 30 9 238 23 22 98 43 15 104 8 858

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 48 267 33 10 284 28 22 117 45 20 123 11 1008

4:00 PM to 4:15 PM 0 6 32 7 0 1 30 2 0 2 17 7 0 1 28 2 135

4:15 PM to 4:30 PM 0 4 19 1 0 1 26 1 0 3 9 4 0 0 21 3 92

4:30 PM to 4:45 PM 0 8 24 4 0 3 33 4 0 3 14 5 0 6 16 0 120

4:45 PM to 5:00 PM 0 3 36 4 0 2 44 3 0 5 15 9 0 1 13 0 135

5:00 PM to 5:15 PM 0 9 46 5 0 1 44 2 0 3 15 8 0 2 4 1 140

5:15 PM to 5:30 PM 0 9 31 4 0 1 36 5 0 1 14 8 0 3 13 2 127

5:30 PM to 5:45 PM 0 2 39 5 0 0 25 6 0 5 14 2 0 2 9 0 109

5:45 PM to 6:00 PM 0 7 40 3 0 1 46 5 0 0 19 2 0 5 19 3 150

4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 21 111 16 0 7 133 10 0 13 55 25 0 8 78 5 482

4:15 PM to 5:15 PM 0 24 125 14 0 7 147 10 0 14 53 26 0 9 54 4 487

4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 29 137 17 0 7 157 14 0 12 58 30 0 12 46 3 522

4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 23 152 18 0 4 149 16 0 14 58 27 0 8 39 3 511

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM 0 27 156 17 0 3 151 18 0 9 62 20 0 12 45 6 526

5:00 PM to 6:00 PM NBU NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR TOTAL
0 27 156 17 0 3 151 18 0 9 62 20 0 12 45 6 526

0.00 0.75 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.75 0.82 0.75 0.00 0.45 0.82 0.63 0.00 0.60 0.59 0.50 OVERALL
0.880.88 0.58

TEL:  (510) 232 - 1271                    FAX:  (510) 232 - 1272

VOLUME
PHF BY MOVEMENT
PHF BY APPROACH 0.83 0.83

P E A K     H O U R     S U M M A R Y

B . A . Y . M . E . T . R . I . C . S .
I N T E R S E C T I O N   T U R N I N G   M O V E M E N T   S U M M A R Y

9/23/2014

4:00 PM 6:00 PM

ARRIVAL / DEPARTURE VOLUMES & APPROACH PHF

526

TIME        PERIOD

S U R V E Y        D A T A

T O T A L     B Y     P E R I O D

H O U R L Y        T O T A L S



 B A Y M E T R I C S
V E H I C L E     C L A S S I F I C A T I O N     S U M M A R Y

PROJECT:  TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: SURVEY DAY: Wednesday
LOCATION A. On Eaton Avenue, between Parker Avenue & Wall Street SURVEY TIME: 12:00 AM TO 12:00 AM

JURISDICTION: TRACY  FILE: 3409111-Eaton Av

 DIRECTION: EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
PEAK AM 0 147 6 0 0 0 0 153 1 158 1 0 0 0 0 160

0 96.0784314 3.92156863 0 0 0 0 100 0.625 98.75 0.625 0 0 0 0 100
HOUR MD 0 115 2 0 0 0 0 117 0 92 9 1 0 0 0 102

0 98.2905983 1.70940171 0 0 0 0 100 0 90.1960784 8.82352941 0.98039216 0 0 0 100
PM 0 173 4 0 0 0 0 177 0 153 9 0 1 1 0 164

0 97.740113 2.25988701 0 0 0 0 100 0 93.2926829 5.48780488 0 0.6097561 0.6097561 0 100
EVEN 0 74 3 0 0 0 0 77 0 49 3 0 0 0 0 52

0 96.1038961 3.8961039 0 0 0 0 100 0 94.2307692 5.76923077 0 0 0 0 100

EASTBOUND TOTAL WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

12:00 AM ---- 12:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
12:15 AM ---- 12:30 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:30 AM ---- 12:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 AM ---- 01:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
01:00 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
01:15 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:30 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
01:45 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:00 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:15 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:30 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:45 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
03:00 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:15 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
03:30 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
03:45 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
04:00 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:15 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
04:30 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
04:45 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
05:00 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6
05:15 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
05:30 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 4
05:45 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
06:00 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
06:15 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3
06:30 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
06:45 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 13
07:00 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6
07:15 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6
07:30 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 50 3 0 0 0 0 53 0 25 1 0 0 0 0 26
07:45 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 47 2 0 0 0 0 49 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 49
08:00 AM ---- 08:15 AM 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29 1 64 0 0 0 0 0 65
08:15 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 16 3 0 0 0 0 19 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20
08:30 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 20 2 0 0 0 0 22
08:45 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 9 2 0 1 0 0 12 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17
09:00 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 16 2 0 0 0 0 18
09:15 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15
09:30 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 12 1 0 0 0 0 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
09:45 AM ---- 10:00 AM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14
10:00 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 11 2 0 0 0 0 13 0 12 2 0 0 0 0 14
10:15 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 13 2 0 0 0 0 15 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
10:30 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 15 1 0 0 0 0 16 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21
10:45 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 19 2 0 0 0 0 21
11:00 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 18 2 0 0 0 0 20
11:15 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 8
11:30 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 27
11:45 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 27 2 0 0 0 0 29 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16

12:00 PM ---- 12:15 PM 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 12 0 17 3 0 1 0 0 21
12:15 PM ---- 12:30 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 10 0 1 0 0 0 12
12:30 PM ---- 12:45 PM 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 3 0 0 0 0 17
12:45 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18 0 13 1 0 0 0 0 14
01:00 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18 0 8 3 0 0 0 0 11
01:15 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 12
01:30 PM ---- 01:45 PM 0 17 2 0 0 0 0 19 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 10
01:45 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 23 1 0 0 0 0 24 0 13 2 0 0 0 0 15
02:00 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 33 1 0 0 0 0 34 0 17 3 1 0 0 0 21
02:15 PM ---- 02:30 PM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 41 2 0 0 0 0 43
02:30 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 21 2 0 0 0 0 23
02:45 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 48 1 0 0 0 0 49 1 42 1 0 0 0 0 44
03:00 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 27 2 0 0 0 0 29 0 48 2 0 0 0 0 50
03:15 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 35 1 0 0 0 0 36 0 20 3 0 0 1 0 24
03:30 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 23 4 0 1 0 0 28
03:45 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 68 1 0 0 0 0 69 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 62
04:00 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 30 2 0 0 0 0 32 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 33
04:15 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 15 2 0 0 0 0 17
04:30 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11
04:45 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 50 3 0 0 0 0 53 1 31 0 0 0 0 0 32
05:00 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 34 2 0 0 0 0 36 0 43 1 0 0 1 0 45
05:15 PM ---- 05:30 PM 1 29 0 0 0 1 0 31 0 21 3 0 0 1 0 25
05:30 PM ---- 05:45 PM 0 27 2 0 0 0 0 29 0 16 4 0 0 0 0 20
05:45 PM ---- 06:00 PM 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 27 1 0 0 0 0 28
06:00 PM ---- 06:15 PM 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22 0 33 4 0 0 0 0 37
06:15 PM ---- 06:30 PM 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
06:30 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25 0 12 3 0 0 0 0 15
06:45 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
07:00 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 34 1 0 0 0 0 35 0 14 0 0 1 0 0 15
07:15 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 14 1 0 0 0 0 15 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9
07:30 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
07:45 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12
08:00 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 16 2 0 0 0 0 18
08:15 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 8
08:30 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
08:45 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
09:00 PM ---- 09:15 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 17 3 0 0 0 0 20
09:15 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
09:30 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
09:45 PM ---- 10:00 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

9/24/2014

                                                    S  U  M  M  A  R  Y

15   MIN                                                    TOTALS



10:15 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
10:30 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
10:45 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
11:00 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3
11:15 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
11:30 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
DAILY VOLUME 1 1,327 53 2 1 1 0 1,385 7 1,212 80 2 3 3 0 1,307
PERCENTAGE 0.07 95.81 3.83 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.00 100 0.54 92.73 6.12 0.15 0.23 0.23 0.00 100

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2

EASTBOUND TOTAL WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

H O U R L Y                                                                    T O T A L S
12:00 AM ---- 01:00 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

12:15 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

12:30 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

12:45 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

01:00 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:15 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

01:30 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

01:45 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:00 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

02:15 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

02:30 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

02:45 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

03:00 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

03:15 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6

03:30 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7

03:45 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12

04:00 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13

04:15 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18

04:30 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19

04:45 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 10 0 1 0 0 0 11 1 14 1 0 0 0 0 16

05:00 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 11 1 2 0 0 0 14 1 17 1 0 0 0 0 19

05:15 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 9 1 2 0 0 0 12 1 14 0 0 0 0 0 15

05:30 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 10 1 1 0 0 0 12 1 13 1 0 0 0 0 15

05:45 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 14 1 1 0 0 0 16 0 12 1 0 0 0 0 13

06:00 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17 1 18 1 0 0 0 0 20

06:15 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 28 1 21 2 0 0 0 0 24

06:30 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 46 1 0 0 0 0 47 1 24 2 0 0 0 0 27

06:45 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 87 4 0 0 0 0 91 1 47 3 0 0 0 0 51

07:00 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 129 6 0 0 0 0 135 0 84 3 0 0 0 0 87

07:15 AM ---- 08:15 AM 0 147 6 0 0 0 0 153 1 143 2 0 0 0 0 146

07:30 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 142 8 0 0 0 0 150 1 158 1 0 0 0 0 160

07:45 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 106 5 0 0 0 0 111 1 153 2 0 0 0 0 156

08:00 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 68 5 0 1 0 0 74 1 121 2 0 0 0 0 124

08:15 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 47 6 0 1 0 0 54 0 73 4 0 0 0 0 77

08:30 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 38 4 0 1 0 0 43 0 68 4 0 0 0 0 72

08:45 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 36 5 0 1 0 0 42 0 61 2 0 0 0 0 63

09:00 AM ---- 10:00 AM 0 37 3 0 0 0 0 40 0 58 2 0 0 0 0 60

09:15 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 40 4 0 0 0 0 44 0 54 2 0 0 0 0 56

09:30 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 46 5 0 0 0 0 51 0 52 2 0 0 0 0 54

09:45 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 49 5 0 0 0 0 54 0 59 3 0 0 0 0 62

10:00 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 53 5 0 0 0 0 58 0 64 5 0 0 0 0 69

10:15 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 63 3 0 0 0 0 66 0 70 5 0 0 0 0 75

10:30 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 67 2 0 0 0 0 69 0 64 6 0 0 0 0 70

10:45 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 65 1 0 0 0 0 66 0 71 5 0 0 0 0 76

11:00 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 78 3 0 0 0 0 81 0 68 3 0 0 0 0 71

11:15 AM ---- 12:15 PM 0 68 4 0 0 0 0 72 0 67 4 0 1 0 0 72

11:30 AM ---- 12:30 PM 0 61 3 0 0 0 0 64 1 70 3 1 1 0 0 76

11:45 AM ---- 12:45 PM 0 62 3 0 0 0 0 65 1 57 6 1 1 0 0 66

12:00 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 52 2 0 0 0 0 54 1 54 7 1 1 0 0 64

12:15 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 58 2 0 0 0 0 60 1 45 7 1 0 0 0 54

12:30 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 66 2 0 0 0 0 68 0 45 9 0 0 0 0 54

12:45 PM ---- 01:45 PM 0 69 4 0 0 0 0 73 0 39 8 0 0 0 0 47

01:00 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 75 4 0 0 0 0 79 0 39 9 0 0 0 0 48

01:15 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 91 4 0 0 0 0 95 0 48 9 1 0 0 0 58

01:30 PM ---- 02:30 PM 0 97 4 0 0 0 0 101 0 79 9 1 0 0 0 89

01:45 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 115 2 0 0 0 0 117 0 92 9 1 0 0 0 102

02:00 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 140 2 0 0 0 0 142 1 121 8 1 0 0 0 131

02:15 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 134 3 0 0 0 0 137 1 152 7 0 0 0 0 160

02:30 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 145 4 0 0 0 0 149 1 131 8 0 0 1 0 141

02:45 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 150 4 0 0 0 0 154 1 133 10 0 1 1 0 146

03:00 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 170 4 0 0 0 0 174 0 153 9 0 1 1 0 164

03:15 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 173 4 0 0 0 0 177 0 138 7 0 1 1 0 147

03:30 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 172 3 0 0 0 0 175 0 133 6 0 1 0 0 140

03:45 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 151 4 0 0 0 0 155 0 120 3 0 0 0 0 123

04:00 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 133 6 0 0 0 0 139 1 89 3 0 0 0 0 93

04:15 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 137 6 0 0 0 0 143 1 99 4 0 0 1 0 105

04:30 PM ---- 05:30 PM 1 132 6 0 0 1 0 140 1 105 5 0 0 2 0 113

04:45 PM ---- 05:45 PM 1 140 7 0 0 1 0 149 1 111 8 0 0 2 0 122

05:00 PM ---- 06:00 PM 1 123 4 0 0 1 0 129 0 107 9 0 0 2 0 118

05:15 PM ---- 06:15 PM 1 110 3 0 0 1 0 115 0 97 12 0 0 1 0 110

05:30 PM ---- 06:30 PM 0 99 4 0 0 0 0 103 0 89 9 0 0 0 0 98

05:45 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 96 3 0 0 0 0 99 0 85 8 0 0 0 0 93

06:00 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 81 4 0 0 0 0 85 0 76 7 0 0 0 0 83

06:15 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 94 4 0 0 0 0 98 0 57 3 0 1 0 0 61

06:30 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 90 4 0 0 0 0 94 0 52 4 0 1 0 0 57

06:45 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 83 4 0 0 0 0 87 0 53 1 0 1 0 0 55

07:00 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 74 3 0 0 0 0 77 0 47 1 0 1 0 0 49

07:15 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 50 2 0 0 0 0 52 0 49 3 0 0 0 0 52

07:30 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 44 1 0 0 0 0 45 0 48 3 0 0 0 0 51

07:45 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 41 3 0 0 0 0 44

08:00 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 35 3 0 0 0 0 38

08:15 PM ---- 09:15 PM 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 36 4 0 0 0 0 40

08:30 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 35 3 0 0 0 0 38

08:45 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 1 30 4 0 0 0 0 35

09:00 PM ---- 10:00 PM 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 23 1 24 4 0 0 0 0 29

09:15 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 8 1 0 0 0 0 10

09:30 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 6

09:45 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 5

10:00 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

10:15 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 9

10:30 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 8

10:45 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6

11:00 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 5

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2



 B A Y M E T R I C S
V E H I C L E     C L A S S I F I C A T I O N     S U M M A R Y

PROJECT:  TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: SURVEY DAY: Thursday
LOCATION A. On Eaton Avenue, between Parker Avenue & Wall Street SURVEY TIME: 12:00 AM TO 12:00 AM

JURISDICTION: TRACY  FILE: 3409111-Eaton Av

 DIRECTION: EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
PEAK AM 0 166 7 0 0 2 0 175 0 143 11 0 0 0 0 154

0 94.8571429 4 0 0 1.14285714 0 100 0 92.8571429 7.14285714 0 0 0 0 100
HOUR MD 0 91 4 0 0 0 0 95 0 86 3 0 0 0 0 89

0 95.7894737 4.21052632 0 0 0 0 100 0 96.6292135 3.37078652 0 0 0 0 100
PM 1 181 1 0 0 0 0 183 1 124 10 0 0 2 0 137

0.546448087 98.9071038 0.54644809 0 0 0 0 100 0.72992701 90.5109489 7.29927007 0 0 1.45985401 0 100
EVEN 0 47 3 0 0 0 0 50 1 61 8 0 0 0 0 70

0 94 6 0 0 0 0 100 1.42857143 87.1428571 11.4285714 0 0 0 0 100

EASTBOUND TOTAL WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

12:00 AM ---- 12:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
12:15 AM ---- 12:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 AM ---- 12:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:45 AM ---- 01:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
01:00 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:15 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:30 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:45 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
02:00 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:15 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:30 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:45 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:00 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
03:15 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:30 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
03:45 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
04:00 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:15 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
04:30 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
04:45 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:00 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
05:15 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
05:30 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 4
05:45 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
06:00 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
06:15 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
06:30 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6
06:45 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8
07:00 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 10
07:15 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 8
07:30 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 57 2 0 0 0 0 59 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16
07:45 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 54 2 0 0 1 0 57 0 34 4 0 0 0 0 38
08:00 AM ---- 08:15 AM 0 34 1 0 0 1 0 36 0 61 6 0 0 0 0 67
08:15 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 21 2 0 0 0 0 23 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 26
08:30 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 13 1 0 0 0 0 14 0 22 1 0 0 0 0 23
08:45 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9
09:00 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
09:15 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 10
09:30 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17 0 14 1 0 0 0 0 15
09:45 AM ---- 10:00 AM 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17
10:00 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 16 2 0 0 0 0 18 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19
10:15 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17
10:30 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 12
10:45 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
11:00 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 14 2 0 0 0 0 16 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 27
11:15 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 13 0 1 0 0 0 14
11:30 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 19 2 0 0 0 0 21 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15
11:45 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 12 0 1 0 0 0 13

12:00 PM ---- 12:15 PM 0 18 2 0 0 0 0 20 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
12:15 PM ---- 12:30 PM 0 15 1 0 0 0 0 16 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
12:30 PM ---- 12:45 PM 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
12:45 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14
01:00 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 10
01:15 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16
01:30 PM ---- 01:45 PM 0 12 3 0 0 0 0 15 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14
01:45 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16
02:00 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 27 1 0 0 0 0 28 0 22 2 0 0 0 0 24
02:15 PM ---- 02:30 PM 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 32
02:30 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 27 3 0 0 0 0 30 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17
02:45 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 35 1 0 0 0 0 36 0 25 2 0 0 1 0 28
03:00 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25 1 45 0 0 0 0 0 46
03:15 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 32 2 0 0 0 0 34 0 17 2 0 0 1 0 20
03:30 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 26 0 0 0 1 0 27
03:45 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 56 2 0 0 0 0 58 0 36 8 0 0 0 0 44
04:00 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 27 1 0 0 0 0 28 0 37 2 0 0 0 0 39
04:15 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 24 1 0 0 1 0 26
04:30 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 24 2 0 0 0 0 26 0 18 3 0 0 0 0 21
04:45 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 36
05:00 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 43 1 0 0 0 0 44 0 33 3 0 0 1 0 37
05:15 PM ---- 05:30 PM 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22
05:30 PM ---- 05:45 PM 1 35 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 12 1 0 0 1 0 14
05:45 PM ---- 06:00 PM 0 21 2 0 0 0 0 23 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20
06:00 PM ---- 06:15 PM 0 20 2 0 0 0 0 22 1 20 0 0 0 1 0 22
06:15 PM ---- 06:30 PM 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 20 5 0 0 0 0 25
06:30 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 27
06:45 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14
07:00 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11
07:15 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 23 3 0 0 0 0 26
07:30 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 9 2 0 0 0 0 11 1 11 1 0 0 0 0 13
07:45 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 17 3 0 0 0 0 20
08:00 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 10
08:15 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 5 0 0 0 0 13
08:30 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8
08:45 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15
09:00 PM ---- 09:15 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 8
09:15 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
09:30 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
09:45 PM ---- 10:00 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
10:00 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9/25/2014

                                                    S  U  M  M  A  R  Y

15   MIN                                                    TOTALS



10:15 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
10:30 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
10:45 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
11:00 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
11:30 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
DAILY VOLUME 1 1,241 55 0 0 2 0 1,299 6 1,151 65 2 1 7 0 1,232
PERCENTAGE 0.08 95.54 4.23 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 100 0.49 93.43 5.28 0.16 0.08 0.57 0.00 100

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2

EASTBOUND TOTAL WESTBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

H O U R L Y                                                                    T O T A L S
12:00 AM ---- 12:15 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

12:15 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:30 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:45 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

01:00 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

01:15 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

01:30 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

01:45 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

02:00 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:15 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

02:30 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

02:45 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

03:00 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6

03:15 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 6

03:30 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 10

03:45 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11

04:00 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10

04:15 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13

04:30 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13

04:45 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 12 0 0 1 0 0 13

05:00 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 14 0 0 1 0 0 15

05:15 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 12 0 15 0 0 1 0 0 16

05:30 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 9 2 0 0 0 0 11 0 14 0 0 1 0 0 15

05:45 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 13 2 0 0 0 0 15 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17

06:00 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22

06:15 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 23 1 0 0 0 0 24 0 25 2 0 0 0 0 27

06:30 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 40 1 0 0 0 0 41 0 29 3 0 0 0 0 32

06:45 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 91 3 0 0 0 0 94 0 40 2 0 0 0 0 42

07:00 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 135 5 0 0 1 0 141 0 66 6 0 0 0 0 72

07:15 AM ---- 08:15 AM 0 162 6 0 0 2 0 170 0 118 11 0 0 0 0 129

07:30 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 166 7 0 0 2 0 175 0 137 10 0 0 0 0 147

07:45 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 122 6 0 0 2 0 130 0 143 11 0 0 0 0 154

08:00 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 77 4 0 0 1 0 82 0 118 7 0 0 0 0 125

08:15 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 51 4 0 0 0 0 55 0 70 1 0 0 0 0 71

08:30 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 36 3 0 0 0 0 39 1 53 1 0 0 0 0 55

08:45 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 39 3 0 0 0 0 42 1 45 1 0 0 0 0 47

09:00 AM ---- 10:00 AM 0 51 3 0 0 0 0 54 1 53 1 0 0 0 0 55

09:15 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 59 4 0 0 0 0 63 1 58 2 0 0 0 0 61

09:30 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 62 3 0 0 0 0 65 0 66 2 0 0 0 0 68

09:45 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 52 4 0 0 0 0 56 0 63 2 0 0 0 0 65

10:00 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 42 4 0 0 0 0 46 0 64 2 0 0 0 0 66

10:15 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 40 4 0 0 0 0 44 0 73 1 0 0 0 0 74

10:30 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 44 4 0 0 0 0 48 0 69 1 1 0 0 0 71

10:45 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 57 4 0 0 0 0 61 0 73 0 1 0 0 0 74

11:00 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 56 4 0 0 0 0 60 0 67 0 2 0 0 0 69

11:15 AM ---- 12:15 PM 0 60 4 0 0 0 0 64 0 51 0 2 0 0 0 53

11:30 AM ---- 12:30 PM 0 62 5 0 0 0 0 67 0 49 0 1 0 0 0 50

11:45 AM ---- 12:45 PM 0 51 4 0 0 0 0 55 0 47 0 1 0 0 0 48

12:00 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 52 4 0 0 0 0 56 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 49

12:15 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 44 3 0 0 0 0 47 1 47 0 0 0 0 0 48

12:30 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 38 2 0 0 0 0 40 1 52 0 0 0 0 0 53

12:45 PM ---- 01:45 PM 0 42 4 0 0 0 0 46 1 53 0 0 0 0 0 54

01:00 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 49 4 0 0 0 0 53 1 55 0 0 0 0 0 56

01:15 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 66 4 0 0 0 0 70 0 68 2 0 0 0 0 70

01:30 PM ---- 02:30 PM 0 76 4 0 0 0 0 80 0 84 2 0 0 0 0 86

01:45 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 91 4 0 0 0 0 95 0 86 3 0 0 0 0 89

02:00 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 108 5 0 0 0 0 113 0 95 5 0 0 1 0 101

02:15 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 105 5 0 0 0 0 110 1 118 3 0 0 1 0 123

02:30 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 118 7 0 0 0 0 125 1 103 5 0 0 2 0 111

02:45 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 126 4 0 0 0 0 130 1 113 4 0 0 3 0 121

03:00 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 147 5 0 0 0 0 152 1 124 10 0 0 2 0 137

03:15 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 150 5 0 0 0 0 155 0 116 12 0 0 2 0 130

03:30 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 150 3 0 0 0 0 153 0 123 11 0 0 2 0 136

03:45 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 139 5 0 0 0 0 144 0 115 14 0 0 1 0 130

04:00 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 141 3 0 0 0 0 144 0 115 6 0 0 1 0 122

04:15 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 157 3 0 0 0 0 160 0 111 7 0 0 2 0 120

04:30 PM ---- 05:30 PM 0 170 3 0 0 0 0 173 0 109 6 0 0 1 0 116

04:45 PM ---- 05:45 PM 1 181 1 0 0 0 0 183 0 103 4 0 0 2 0 109

05:00 PM ---- 06:00 PM 1 144 3 0 0 0 0 148 0 86 5 0 0 2 0 93

05:15 PM ---- 06:15 PM 1 121 4 0 0 0 0 126 1 73 2 0 0 2 0 78

05:30 PM ---- 06:30 PM 1 98 4 0 0 0 0 103 1 71 7 0 0 2 0 81

05:45 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 83 5 0 0 0 0 88 1 86 6 0 0 1 0 94

06:00 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 82 4 0 0 0 0 86 1 81 5 0 0 1 0 88

06:15 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 81 3 0 0 0 0 84 0 71 6 0 0 0 0 77

06:30 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 69 3 0 0 0 0 72 0 74 4 0 0 0 0 78

06:45 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 58 4 0 0 0 0 62 1 58 5 0 0 0 0 64

07:00 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 47 3 0 0 0 0 50 1 61 8 0 0 0 0 70

07:15 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 34 3 0 0 0 0 37 1 59 9 0 0 0 0 69

07:30 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 28 3 0 0 0 0 31 1 44 11 0 0 0 0 56

07:45 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 28 1 0 0 0 0 29 0 41 10 0 0 0 0 51

08:00 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 28 1 0 0 0 0 29 0 39 7 0 0 0 0 46

08:15 PM ---- 09:15 PM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 1 38 5 0 0 0 0 44

08:30 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 23 1 31 0 0 0 0 0 32

08:45 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 19 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 26

09:00 PM ---- 10:00 PM 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 13 0 0 0 0 0 14

09:15 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6

09:30 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

09:45 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

10:00 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

10:15 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

10:30 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6

10:45 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

11:00 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2



 B A Y M E T R I C S
V E H I C L E     C L A S S I F I C A T I O N     S U M M A R Y

PROJECT:  TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: SURVEY DAY: Wednesday
LOCATION B. On Bessie Avenue, between Beverly Place & Eaton Avenue SURVEY TIME: 12:00 AM TO 12:00 AM

JURISDICTION: TRACY  FILE: 3409111-Bessie Av

 DIRECTION: NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND
CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
PEAK AM 3 194 3 1 0 1 0 202 0 165 7 0 2 2 0 176

1.485148515 96.039604 1.48514851 0.4950495 0 0.4950495 0 100 0 93.75 3.97727273 0 1.13636364 1.13636364 0 100
HOUR MD 0 114 2 0 0 0 0 116 0 116 9 0 0 0 0 125

0 98.2758621 1.72413793 0 0 0 0 100 0 92.8 7.2 0 0 0 0 100
PM 0 123 3 0 0 0 0 126 1 139 6 0 0 0 0 146

0 97.6190476 2.38095238 0 0 0 0 100 0.68493151 95.2054795 4.10958904 0 0 0 0 100
EVEN 0 54 2 0 0 0 0 56 0 60 5 0 0 0 0 65

0 96.4285714 3.57142857 0 0 0 0 100 0 92.3076923 7.69230769 0 0 0 0 100

NORTHBOUND TOTAL SOUTHBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

12:00 AM ---- 12:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:15 AM ---- 12:30 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:30 AM ---- 12:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:45 AM ---- 01:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:00 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
01:15 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:30 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
01:45 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:00 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
02:15 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:30 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:45 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:00 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:15 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:30 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
03:45 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:00 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:15 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
04:30 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
04:45 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:00 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
05:15 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7
05:30 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
05:45 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 5 0 6 2 1 0 0 0 9
06:00 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
06:15 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
06:30 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10
06:45 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 10
07:00 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11 0 11 2 0 0 0 0 13
07:15 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 13 2 0 0 0 0 15
07:30 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 25
07:45 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 62 0 0 0 1 0 63 0 54 1 0 0 0 0 55
08:00 AM ---- 08:15 AM 3 81 3 1 0 0 0 88 0 62 3 0 2 2 0 69
08:15 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 24 3 0 0 0 0 27
08:30 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 18 2 0 0 0 0 20
08:45 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
09:00 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 16 0 0 2 0 0 18 0 19 0 0 0 0 1 20
09:15 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 13 1 0 0 0 0 14
09:30 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 14 2 1 0 0 0 17 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15
09:45 AM ---- 10:00 AM 1 20 1 0 0 0 0 22 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 23
10:00 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25
10:15 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 17 0 0 0 1 0 18 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20
10:30 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 28 3 0 0 0 0 31
10:45 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 18 2 0 0 0 0 20 0 36 2 0 0 0 0 38
11:00 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 27 4 0 0 0 0 31
11:15 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 25
11:30 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22 0 22 1 0 0 0 0 23
11:45 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 28 4 0 0 0 0 32

12:00 PM ---- 12:15 PM 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 22 1 0 0 0 0 23
12:15 PM ---- 12:30 PM 0 16 0 1 0 0 0 17 0 21 0 0 1 0 0 22
12:30 PM ---- 12:45 PM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20
12:45 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19
01:00 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24
01:15 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 25 1 0 0 0 0 26
01:30 PM ---- 01:45 PM 0 23 0 0 0 1 0 24 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24
01:45 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 27 2 0 0 0 0 29 0 14 2 0 0 0 0 16
02:00 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 28 1 0 0 0 0 29
02:15 PM ---- 02:30 PM 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 41 0 35 1 0 0 0 0 36
02:30 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 32 2 0 0 0 0 34
02:45 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 41
03:00 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 32 1 0 0 0 0 33 1 31 3 0 0 0 0 35
03:15 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29
03:30 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25 0 31 1 0 1 0 0 33
03:45 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29
04:00 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 40 2 0 0 0 0 42 0 38 4 0 0 0 0 42
04:15 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 27 1 0 0 0 0 28
04:30 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 33 2 0 0 0 0 35
04:45 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 13 1 0 0 0 0 14 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21
05:00 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 20 2 0 0 0 0 22 1 36 0 0 0 0 0 37
05:15 PM ---- 05:30 PM 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 23 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22
05:30 PM ---- 05:45 PM 0 26 3 0 0 0 0 29 0 13 3 0 0 0 0 16
05:45 PM ---- 06:00 PM 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 28 3 0 0 0 0 31
06:00 PM ---- 06:15 PM 1 20 2 0 0 0 0 23 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 31
06:15 PM ---- 06:30 PM 0 14 2 0 0 0 0 16 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13
06:30 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18 0 26 1 0 0 0 0 27
06:45 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 16 2 0 0 0 0 18 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18
07:00 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 22 1 0 0 0 0 23
07:15 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17
07:30 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9
07:45 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9
08:00 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 27 3 0 0 0 0 30
08:15 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 5
08:30 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
08:45 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
09:00 PM ---- 09:15 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
09:15 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
09:30 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
09:45 PM ---- 10:00 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
10:00 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

9/24/2014

                                                    S  U  M  M  A  R  Y

15   MIN                                                    TOTALS



10:15 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
10:30 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
10:45 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
11:00 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
11:15 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
11:30 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
11:45 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
DAILY VOLUME 5 1,339 34 4 3 3 0 1,388 3 1,428 72 1 4 2 1 1,511
PERCENTAGE 0.36 96.47 2.45 0.29 0.22 0.22 0.00 100 0.20 94.51 4.77 0.07 0.26 0.13 0.07 100

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2

NORTHBOUND TOTAL SOUTHBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

H O U R L Y                                                                    T O T A L S
12:00 AM ---- 01:00 AM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:15 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:30 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:45 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:00 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:15 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:30 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:45 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

02:00 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

02:15 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:30 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:45 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

03:00 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

03:15 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3

03:30 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9

03:45 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10

04:00 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11

04:15 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13

04:30 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14

04:45 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15

05:00 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 14 0 0 1 0 0 15 0 20 2 1 0 0 0 23

05:15 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 19 0 0 1 0 0 20 0 20 2 1 0 0 0 23

05:30 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 16 0 1 1 0 0 18 0 17 2 1 0 0 0 20

05:45 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 18 0 1 1 0 0 20 0 23 2 1 0 0 0 26

06:00 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 25 0 1 0 0 0 26 0 25 2 0 0 0 0 27

06:15 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 28 1 1 0 0 0 30 0 33 4 0 0 0 0 37

06:30 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 34 1 0 0 0 0 35 0 42 6 0 0 0 0 48

06:45 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 49 2 0 0 0 0 51 0 57 6 0 0 0 0 63

07:00 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 100 2 0 0 1 0 103 0 103 5 0 0 0 0 108

07:15 AM ---- 08:15 AM 3 171 4 1 0 1 0 180 0 154 6 0 2 2 0 164

07:30 AM ---- 08:30 AM 3 189 4 1 0 1 0 198 0 165 7 0 2 2 0 176

07:45 AM ---- 08:45 AM 3 194 3 1 0 1 0 202 0 158 9 0 2 2 0 171

08:00 AM ---- 09:00 AM 3 166 3 1 0 0 0 173 0 122 8 0 2 2 0 134

08:15 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 101 0 0 2 0 0 103 0 79 5 0 0 0 1 85

08:30 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 96 0 0 2 0 0 98 0 68 3 0 0 0 1 72

08:45 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 85 2 1 2 0 0 90 0 65 1 0 0 0 1 67

09:00 AM ---- 10:00 AM 1 71 3 1 2 0 0 78 0 70 1 0 0 0 1 72

09:15 AM ---- 10:15 AM 1 74 4 1 0 0 0 80 0 75 2 0 0 0 0 77

09:30 AM ---- 10:30 AM 1 70 4 1 0 1 0 77 0 82 1 0 0 0 0 83

09:45 AM ---- 10:45 AM 1 74 2 0 0 1 0 78 0 95 4 0 0 0 0 99

10:00 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 72 3 0 0 1 0 76 0 108 6 0 0 0 0 114

10:15 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 71 2 0 0 1 0 74 0 111 9 0 0 0 0 120

10:30 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 78 3 0 0 0 0 81 0 116 9 0 0 0 0 125

10:45 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 81 4 0 0 0 0 85 0 110 7 0 0 0 0 117

11:00 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 76 2 0 0 0 0 78 0 102 9 0 0 0 0 111

11:15 AM ---- 12:15 PM 0 80 2 0 0 0 0 82 0 97 6 0 0 0 0 103

11:30 AM ---- 12:30 PM 0 72 1 1 0 0 0 74 0 93 6 0 1 0 0 100

11:45 AM ---- 12:45 PM 0 75 0 1 0 0 0 76 0 91 5 0 1 0 0 97

12:00 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 78 0 1 0 0 0 79 0 81 2 0 1 0 0 84

12:15 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 75 0 1 0 0 0 76 0 83 1 0 1 0 0 85

12:30 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 87 2 0 0 0 0 89

12:45 PM ---- 01:45 PM 0 73 0 0 0 1 0 74 0 91 2 0 0 0 0 93

01:00 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 84 2 0 0 1 0 87 0 87 3 0 0 0 0 90

01:15 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 82 2 0 0 1 0 85 0 91 4 0 0 0 0 95

01:30 PM ---- 02:30 PM 0 108 2 0 0 1 0 111 0 101 4 0 0 0 0 105

01:45 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 114 2 0 0 0 0 116 0 109 6 0 0 0 0 115

02:00 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 104 0 0 0 0 0 104 0 136 4 0 0 0 0 140

02:15 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 119 1 0 0 0 0 120 1 139 6 0 0 0 0 146

02:30 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 118 1 0 0 0 0 119 1 133 5 0 0 0 0 139

02:45 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 113 2 0 0 0 0 115 1 132 4 0 1 0 0 138

03:00 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 115 2 0 0 0 0 117 1 120 4 0 1 0 0 126

03:15 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 123 3 0 0 0 0 126 0 127 5 0 1 0 0 133

03:30 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 98 3 0 0 0 0 101 0 125 6 0 1 0 0 132

03:45 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 105 2 0 0 0 0 107 0 127 7 0 0 0 0 134

04:00 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 99 3 0 0 0 0 102 0 119 7 0 0 0 0 126

04:15 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 79 3 0 0 0 0 82 1 117 3 0 0 0 0 121

04:30 PM ---- 05:30 PM 0 87 3 0 0 0 0 90 1 111 3 0 0 0 0 115

04:45 PM ---- 05:45 PM 0 82 6 0 0 0 0 88 1 91 4 0 0 0 0 96

05:00 PM ---- 06:00 PM 0 111 5 0 0 0 0 116 1 98 7 0 0 0 0 106

05:15 PM ---- 06:15 PM 1 111 5 0 0 0 0 117 0 92 8 0 0 0 0 100

05:30 PM ---- 06:30 PM 1 102 7 0 0 0 0 110 0 84 7 0 0 0 0 91

05:45 PM ---- 06:45 PM 1 93 5 0 0 0 0 99 0 97 5 0 0 0 0 102

06:00 PM ---- 07:00 PM 1 67 7 0 0 0 0 75 0 86 3 0 0 0 0 89

06:15 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 56 5 0 0 0 0 61 0 78 3 0 0 0 0 81

06:30 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 58 4 0 0 0 0 62 0 81 4 0 0 0 0 85

06:45 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 50 3 0 0 0 0 53 0 64 3 0 0 0 0 67

07:00 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 54 2 0 0 0 0 56 0 55 3 0 0 0 0 58

07:15 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 50 2 0 0 0 0 52 0 60 5 0 0 0 0 65

07:30 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 44 1 0 0 0 0 45 0 48 5 0 0 0 0 53

07:45 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 41 1 0 0 0 0 42 0 50 5 0 0 0 0 55

08:00 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 46 4 0 0 0 0 50

08:15 PM ---- 09:15 PM 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 23 1 0 0 0 0 24

08:30 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22

08:45 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16

09:00 PM ---- 10:00 PM 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 13

09:15 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12

09:30 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11

09:45 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9

10:00 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11

10:15 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 10

10:30 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12

10:45 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 12

11:00 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2



 B A Y M E T R I C S
V E H I C L E     C L A S S I F I C A T I O N     S U M M A R Y

PROJECT:  TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY SURVEY DATE: SURVEY DAY: Thursday
LOCATION B. On Bessie Avenue, between Beverly Place & Eaton Avenue SURVEY TIME: 12:00 AM TO 12:00 AM

JURISDICTION: TRACY  FILE: 3409111-Bessie Av

 DIRECTION: NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND
CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
PEAK AM 0 167 2 0 0 0 1 170 1 201 10 0 1 3 1 217

0 98.2352941 1.17647059 0 0 0 0.58823529 100 0.46082949 92.6267281 4.60829493 0 0.46082949 1.38248848 0.46082949 100
HOUR MD 2 116 3 1 0 0 0 122 0 125 9 0 0 0 0 134

1.639344262 95.0819672 2.45901639 0.81967213 0 0 0 100 0 93.2835821 6.71641791 0 0 0 0 100
PM 0 132 4 0 0 0 0 136 0 148 11 0 1 0 0 160

0 97.0588235 2.94117647 0 0 0 0 100 0 92.5 6.875 0 0.625 0 0 100
EVEN 0 51 2 0 0 0 0 53 1 58 2 0 0 0 0 61

0 96.2264151 3.77358491 0 0 0 0 100 1.63934426 95.0819672 3.27868852 0 0 0 0 100

NORTHBOUND TOTAL SOUTHBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

12:00 AM ---- 12:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:15 AM ---- 12:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
12:30 AM ---- 12:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
12:45 AM ---- 01:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
01:00 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
01:15 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
01:30 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
01:45 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:00 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:15 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
02:30 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
02:45 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
03:00 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
03:15 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
03:30 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3
03:45 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:00 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:15 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
04:30 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
04:45 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
05:00 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
05:15 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
05:30 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
05:45 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
06:00 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
06:15 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
06:30 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 9
06:45 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 9 4 0 0 0 0 13
07:00 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17
07:15 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
07:30 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 24 1 0 1 0 0 26 0 30 2 0 0 0 1 33
07:45 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 61 0 0 0 0 1 62 0 57 3 0 1 0 0 61
08:00 AM ---- 08:15 AM 0 45 2 0 0 0 0 47 1 94 2 0 0 2 0 99
08:15 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 20 3 0 0 1 0 24
08:30 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
08:45 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 27 3 0 0 0 0 30
09:00 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 20 2 0 0 0 0 22 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 25
09:15 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16
09:30 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 10 3 0 0 0 0 13 0 14 0 0 0 1 0 15
09:45 AM ---- 10:00 AM 0 13 1 0 0 0 0 14 0 19 2 0 0 0 0 21
10:00 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 26 1 0 0 0 0 27 0 19 0 1 0 0 0 20
10:15 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 18 2 0 0 0 0 20
10:30 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22
10:45 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 25 0 0 1 0 0 26 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21
11:00 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21
11:15 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 28 1 0 0 0 0 29
11:30 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19
11:45 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19

12:00 PM ---- 12:15 PM 0 14 1 0 0 0 0 15 0 26 2 0 0 0 0 28
12:15 PM ---- 12:30 PM 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 24 2 0 0 0 0 26
12:30 PM ---- 12:45 PM 0 25 2 0 0 0 0 27 0 22 3 0 0 0 0 25
12:45 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 14 3 0 0 0 0 17
01:00 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 27 2 0 0 0 0 29
01:15 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20
01:30 PM ---- 01:45 PM 1 21 1 0 0 0 0 23 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 18
01:45 PM ---- 02:00 PM 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 29 1 0 0 0 0 30
02:00 PM ---- 02:15 PM 0 27 1 1 0 0 0 29 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 31
02:15 PM ---- 02:30 PM 1 44 1 0 0 0 0 46 0 29 2 0 0 0 0 31
02:30 PM ---- 02:45 PM 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 37 5 0 0 0 0 42
02:45 PM ---- 03:00 PM 0 26 0 0 2 0 0 28 0 37 2 0 1 0 0 40
03:00 PM ---- 03:15 PM 0 37 2 0 0 0 0 39 0 32 1 0 0 0 0 33
03:15 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 33 2 0 0 0 0 35 0 42 3 0 0 0 0 45
03:30 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 27 1 0 0 0 0 28
03:45 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 32 3 0 0 0 0 35
04:00 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 33 2 0 0 0 0 35 0 41 2 0 0 0 0 43
04:15 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 29 2 0 0 0 0 31
04:30 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 23 2 0 0 0 0 25
04:45 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 31
05:00 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20 0 28 1 0 0 1 0 30
05:15 PM ---- 05:30 PM 0 23 1 0 0 0 0 24 0 28 2 0 0 0 0 30
05:30 PM ---- 05:45 PM 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 22
05:45 PM ---- 06:00 PM 0 22 1 0 0 0 0 23 0 20 1 0 0 0 0 21
06:00 PM ---- 06:15 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 24 1 0 0 0 0 25
06:15 PM ---- 06:30 PM 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10
06:30 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 12 1 0 0 0 0 13 0 23 1 0 0 0 0 24
06:45 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
07:00 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 18 1 0 0 0 0 19 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 11
07:15 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 15 1 0 0 0 0 16
07:30 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 14 1 0 0 0 0 15 0 16 1 0 0 0 0 17
07:45 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17
08:00 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10
08:15 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 9
08:30 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
08:45 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7
09:00 PM ---- 09:15 PM 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
09:15 PM ---- 09:30 PM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 4
09:30 PM ---- 09:45 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
09:45 PM ---- 10:00 PM 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
10:00 PM ---- 10:15 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

9/25/2014

                                                    S  U  M  M  A  R  Y

15   MIN                                                    TOTALS



10:15 PM ---- 10:30 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
10:30 PM ---- 10:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
10:45 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:00 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
11:15 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
11:30 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
11:45 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

CLASSIFICATION MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUME
DAILY VOLUME 4 1,294 33 1 4 0 1 1,337 6 1,425 80 1 2 5 1 1,520
PERCENTAGE 0.30 96.78 2.47 0.07 0.30 0.00 0.07 100 0.39 93.75 5.26 0.07 0.13 0.33 0.07 100

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2

NORTHBOUND TOTAL SOUTHBOUND TOTAL
From To MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES MOTO AUTO 2-AXLE 3-AXLE 4-AXLE 5-AXLE >5-AXLE VOLUMES

H O U R L Y                                                                    T O T A L S
12:00 AM ---- 12:15 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

12:15 AM ---- 01:15 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

12:30 AM ---- 01:30 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:45 AM ---- 01:45 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:00 AM ---- 02:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

01:15 AM ---- 02:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

01:30 AM ---- 02:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

01:45 AM ---- 02:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

02:00 AM ---- 03:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

02:15 AM ---- 03:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

02:30 AM ---- 03:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

02:45 AM ---- 03:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

03:00 AM ---- 04:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 5

03:15 AM ---- 04:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 4

03:30 AM ---- 04:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 7

03:45 AM ---- 04:45 AM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

04:00 AM ---- 05:00 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6

04:15 AM ---- 05:15 AM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10

04:30 AM ---- 05:30 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11

04:45 AM ---- 05:45 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16

05:00 AM ---- 06:00 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 17

05:15 AM ---- 06:15 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16

05:30 AM ---- 06:30 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 16

05:45 AM ---- 06:45 AM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 19 1 0 0 0 0 20

06:00 AM ---- 07:00 AM 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 25 5 0 0 0 0 30

06:15 AM ---- 07:15 AM 0 21 1 0 0 0 0 22 0 38 6 0 0 0 0 44

06:30 AM ---- 07:30 AM 0 26 2 0 0 0 0 28 0 44 6 0 0 0 0 50

06:45 AM ---- 07:45 AM 0 48 3 0 1 0 0 52 0 66 7 0 0 0 1 74

07:00 AM ---- 08:00 AM 0 101 3 0 1 0 1 106 0 114 6 0 1 0 1 122

07:15 AM ---- 08:15 AM 0 137 4 0 1 0 1 143 1 192 7 0 1 2 1 204

07:30 AM ---- 08:30 AM 0 161 3 0 1 0 1 166 1 201 10 0 1 3 1 217

07:45 AM ---- 08:45 AM 0 167 2 0 0 0 1 170 1 189 8 0 1 3 0 202

08:00 AM ---- 09:00 AM 0 131 2 0 0 0 0 133 1 159 8 0 0 3 0 171

08:15 AM ---- 09:15 AM 0 106 2 0 0 0 0 108 0 90 6 0 0 1 0 97

08:30 AM ---- 09:30 AM 0 101 2 0 0 0 0 103 0 86 3 0 0 0 0 89

08:45 AM ---- 09:45 AM 0 81 5 0 0 0 0 86 0 82 3 0 0 1 0 86

09:00 AM ---- 10:00 AM 0 69 6 0 0 0 0 75 0 74 2 0 0 1 0 77

09:15 AM ---- 10:15 AM 0 75 5 0 0 0 0 80 0 68 2 1 0 1 0 72

09:30 AM ---- 10:30 AM 0 67 5 0 0 0 0 72 0 70 4 1 0 1 0 76

09:45 AM ---- 10:45 AM 0 75 2 0 0 0 0 77 0 77 5 1 0 0 0 83

10:00 AM ---- 11:00 AM 0 87 1 0 1 0 0 89 0 79 3 1 0 0 0 83

10:15 AM ---- 11:15 AM 0 87 0 0 1 0 0 88 0 81 3 0 0 0 0 84

10:30 AM ---- 11:30 AM 0 93 0 0 1 0 0 94 0 91 2 0 0 0 0 93

10:45 AM ---- 11:45 AM 0 99 1 0 1 0 0 101 0 88 2 0 0 0 0 90

11:00 AM ---- 12:00 PM 0 89 1 0 0 0 0 90 0 85 3 0 0 0 0 88

11:15 AM ---- 12:15 PM 0 77 2 0 0 0 0 79 0 90 5 0 0 0 0 95

11:30 AM ---- 12:30 PM 0 69 2 0 0 0 0 71 0 86 6 0 0 0 0 92

11:45 AM ---- 12:45 PM 0 70 3 0 0 0 0 73 0 90 8 0 0 0 0 98

12:00 PM ---- 01:00 PM 0 86 3 0 0 0 0 89 0 86 10 0 0 0 0 96

12:15 PM ---- 01:15 PM 0 86 2 0 0 0 0 88 0 87 10 0 0 0 0 97

12:30 PM ---- 01:30 PM 0 90 2 0 0 0 0 92 0 82 9 0 0 0 0 91

12:45 PM ---- 01:45 PM 1 86 1 0 0 0 0 88 0 77 7 0 0 0 0 84

01:00 PM ---- 02:00 PM 1 79 1 0 0 0 0 81 0 92 5 0 0 0 0 97

01:15 PM ---- 02:15 PM 1 92 2 1 0 0 0 96 0 95 4 0 0 0 0 99

01:30 PM ---- 02:30 PM 2 116 3 1 0 0 0 122 0 105 5 0 0 0 0 110

01:45 PM ---- 02:45 PM 1 115 2 1 0 0 0 119 0 125 9 0 0 0 0 134

02:00 PM ---- 03:00 PM 1 117 2 1 2 0 0 123 0 133 10 0 1 0 0 144

02:15 PM ---- 03:15 PM 1 127 3 0 2 0 0 133 0 135 10 0 1 0 0 146

02:30 PM ---- 03:30 PM 0 116 4 0 2 0 0 122 0 148 11 0 1 0 0 160

02:45 PM ---- 03:45 PM 0 129 4 0 2 0 0 135 0 138 7 0 1 0 0 146

03:00 PM ---- 04:00 PM 0 132 4 0 0 0 0 136 0 133 8 0 0 0 0 141

03:15 PM ---- 04:15 PM 0 128 4 0 0 0 0 132 0 142 9 0 0 0 0 151

03:30 PM ---- 04:30 PM 0 111 2 0 0 0 0 113 0 129 8 0 0 0 0 137

03:45 PM ---- 04:45 PM 0 100 2 0 0 0 0 102 0 125 9 0 0 0 0 134

04:00 PM ---- 05:00 PM 0 91 3 0 0 0 0 94 0 123 7 0 0 0 0 130

04:15 PM ---- 05:15 PM 0 77 2 0 0 0 0 79 0 110 6 0 0 1 0 117

04:30 PM ---- 05:30 PM 0 84 3 0 0 0 0 87 0 109 6 0 0 1 0 116

04:45 PM ---- 05:45 PM 0 90 3 0 0 0 0 93 0 108 4 0 0 1 0 113

05:00 PM ---- 06:00 PM 0 92 3 0 0 0 0 95 0 98 4 0 0 1 0 103

05:15 PM ---- 06:15 PM 0 83 2 0 0 0 0 85 0 94 4 0 0 0 0 98

05:30 PM ---- 06:30 PM 0 81 1 0 0 0 0 82 0 76 2 0 0 0 0 78

05:45 PM ---- 06:45 PM 0 65 2 0 0 0 0 67 0 77 3 0 0 0 0 80

06:00 PM ---- 07:00 PM 0 51 1 0 0 0 0 52 0 68 2 0 0 0 0 70

06:15 PM ---- 07:15 PM 0 59 2 0 0 0 0 61 1 54 1 0 0 0 0 56

06:30 PM ---- 07:30 PM 0 46 2 0 0 0 0 48 1 59 2 0 0 0 0 62

06:45 PM ---- 07:45 PM 0 48 2 0 0 0 0 50 1 52 2 0 0 0 0 55

07:00 PM ---- 08:00 PM 0 51 2 0 0 0 0 53 1 58 2 0 0 0 0 61

07:15 PM ---- 08:15 PM 0 40 2 0 0 0 0 42 0 58 2 0 0 0 0 60

07:30 PM ---- 08:30 PM 0 40 2 0 0 0 0 42 1 50 2 0 0 0 0 53

07:45 PM ---- 08:45 PM 0 32 1 0 0 0 0 33 1 39 1 0 0 0 0 41

08:00 PM ---- 09:00 PM 0 32 1 0 0 0 0 33 1 28 2 0 0 0 0 31

08:15 PM ---- 09:15 PM 1 31 0 0 0 0 0 32 1 29 2 0 0 0 0 32

08:30 PM ---- 09:30 PM 1 28 0 0 0 0 0 29 1 24 2 0 0 0 0 27

08:45 PM ---- 09:45 PM 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 26 1 20 3 0 0 0 0 24

09:00 PM ---- 10:00 PM 2 23 0 0 0 0 0 25 1 16 2 0 0 0 0 19

09:15 PM ---- 10:15 PM 1 21 0 0 0 0 0 22 1 10 2 0 0 0 0 13

09:30 PM ---- 10:30 PM 1 19 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 11

09:45 PM ---- 10:45 PM 1 18 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10

10:00 PM ---- 11:00 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8

10:15 PM ---- 11:15 PM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

10:30 PM ---- 11:30 PM 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

10:45 PM ---- 11:45 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8

11:00 PM ---- 12:00 AM 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 10

T e l e p h o n e  : ( 5 1 0 )  2 3 2 - 1 2 7 1                                                                               F a x : ( 5 1 0 ) 2 3 2 - 1 2 7 2



B A Y M E T R I C S B A Y M E T R I C S
S  P  E  E  D       S  U  R  V  E  Y       S  U  M  M  A  R  Y S  P  E  E  D       S  U  R  V  E  Y       S  U  M  M  A  R  Y

    

PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE: PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE:

PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: WEDNESDAY PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: WEDNESDAY

LOCATION : A. On Eaton Avenue, between Parker Avenue & Wall Street   LOCATION : A. On Eaton Avenue, between Parker Avenue & Wall Street   

DIRECTION : EAST BOUND   DIRECTION : WEST BOUND   

JURISDICTION: TRACY   JURISDICTION: TRACY   

B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  
   T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG    T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG

0:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:00 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:15 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:15 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:45 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:45 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:00 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:30 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:00 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:45 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:30 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:45 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:45 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:15 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:30 7 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:45 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:00 6 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:15 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 5 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:30 4 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:45 6 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:00 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:15 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 9 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:30 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 5 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:45 13 2 1 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 11 0 1 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:00 6 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 22 1 2 2 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:15 6 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 53 0 1 18 30 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:30 26 0 4 13 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 49 5 12 17 11 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:45 49 7 13 20 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 29 3 10 8 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:00 65 11 15 26 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 19 0 1 7 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:15 20 1 2 8 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 14 0 1 6 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:30 22 0 7 10 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 12 1 0 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:45 17 2 4 5 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:00 9 0 0 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:00 18 0 3 7 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 8 0 0 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:15 15 1 2 8 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:30 13 0 0 4 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:30 13 1 2 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:45 10 0 0 3 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:45 14 0 2 8 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 13 2 0 2 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:00 14 1 1 6 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 15 1 2 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:15 13 1 3 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:30 16 0 1 5 6 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:30 21 0 3 10 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:45 14 1 0 5 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:45 21 0 3 12 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:00 21 0 1 8 5 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:00 20 1 2 2 11 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 18 0 0 5 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:15 8 0 1 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 13 0 1 5 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:30 27 2 2 9 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 29 0 1 8 13 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 11:45 16 0 0 8 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 12 0 2 3 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:00 21 0 2 9 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 10 0 3 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:15 12 1 1 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 14 1 2 3 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:30 17 1 2 8 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 18 1 2 6 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:45 14 0 1 4 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:00 18 0 2 5 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:00 11 0 1 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:15 18 0 1 11 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:15 12 0 2 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:30 19 0 1 9 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:30 10 0 1 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:45 24 2 4 9 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:45 15 0 0 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:00 34 1 5 17 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:00 21 4 4 7 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15 24 1 2 7 11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:15 43 0 10 23 7 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30 35 0 4 13 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:30 23 2 4 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45 49 3 7 20 17 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:45 44 3 4 19 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00 29 1 2 11 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:00 50 2 7 17 21 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15 36 2 2 8 15 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:15 24 2 3 9 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30 40 0 0 11 20 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:30 28 0 1 10 14 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45 69 0 2 15 38 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:45 62 4 4 26 20 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:00 32 1 4 8 10 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:00 33 1 1 13 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:15 34 0 0 9 20 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:15 17 0 1 5 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:30 20 1 0 6 7 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:30 11 0 0 4 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:45 53 3 6 16 21 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:45 32 2 3 11 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:00 36 0 2 8 23 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:00 45 2 2 22 14 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:15 31 0 6 11 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:15 25 0 2 11 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:30 29 1 1 8 16 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:30 20 2 2 9 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:45 33 3 2 11 12 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:45 28 1 1 12 11 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:00 22 1 1 8 11 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:00 37 2 11 16 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:15 19 0 1 6 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:15 13 1 1 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:30 25 0 0 13 8 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 18:30 15 1 2 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:45 19 0 2 3 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:45 18 1 3 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:00 35 2 3 12 17 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:00 15 0 2 6 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:15 15 2 1 8 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:15 9 1 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:30 18 2 1 8 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:30 13 1 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:45 9 0 0 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:45 12 0 1 7 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:00 10 0 0 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:00 18 1 4 8 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:15 8 0 1 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:15 8 0 2 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:30 9 1 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:30 6 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:45 7 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:45 6 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:00 8 1 0 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:00 20 1 4 10 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:15 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:15 6 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:30 7 1 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:30 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:45 6 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:00 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:15 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:15 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:30 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:30 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:45 3 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:45 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:00 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:00 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:15 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:30 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:45 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG
 PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH  PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH

00:00-01:00 6 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 00:00-01:00 5 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
01:00-02:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01:00-02:00 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
02:00-03:00 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 02:00-03:00 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
03:00-04:00 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 03:00-04:00 5 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
04:00-05:00 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 04:00-05:00 13 0 3 1 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
05:00-06:00 14 0 0 5 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 05:00-06:00 19 3 0 9 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
06:00-07:00 17 0 0 7 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 06:00-07:00 20 3 3 5 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
07:00-08:00 135 6 16 38 65 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 07:00-08:00 87 7 21 36 21 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
08:00-09:00 74 4 12 27 28 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 08:00-09:00 124 14 28 49 26 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
09:00-10:00 40 0 0 16 17 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 09:00-10:00 60 2 9 28 17 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
10:00-11:00 58 4 3 16 28 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 10:00-11:00 69 2 10 33 18 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
11:00-12:00 81 0 3 26 33 16 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 28 11:00-12:00 71 3 5 24 33 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
12:00-13:00 54 2 9 15 22 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 12:00-13:00 64 2 6 24 26 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
13:00-14:00 79 2 8 34 26 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 13:00-14:00 48 0 4 22 20 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
14:00-15:00 142 5 18 57 55 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 14:00-15:00 131 9 22 61 34 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
15:00-16:00 174 3 6 45 86 33 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 15:00-16:00 164 8 15 62 62 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
16:00-17:00 139 5 10 39 58 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 16:00-17:00 93 3 5 33 43 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
17:00-18:00 129 4 11 38 60 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 17:00-18:00 118 5 7 54 39 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
18:00-19:00 85 1 4 30 39 7 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 27 18:00-19:00 83 5 17 40 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
19:00-20:00 77 6 5 32 28 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 19:00-20:00 49 2 9 22 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
20:00-21:00 34 3 5 14 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 20:00-21:00 38 1 6 17 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
21:00-22:00 23 2 0 9 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 21:00-22:00 29 2 7 11 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
22:00-23:00 7 0 0 0 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 22:00-23:00 7 0 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
23:00-00:00 10 0 0 5 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 23:00-00:00 5 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
TOTAL: 1,385 47 114 454 585 161 19 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 26 TOTAL: 1,307 71 181 544 421 81 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
PERCENT: 100.0% 3.4% 8.2% 32.8% 42.2% 11.6% 1.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% PERCENT: 100.0% 5.4% 13.8% 41.6% 32.2% 6.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90% PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90%
SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 28.0 28.0 33.0  SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 23.0 28.0 28.0
10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29       NUMBER IN PACE: 1,039 PERCENT IN PACE: 75.0% 10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29      NUMBER IN PACE: 965 PERCENT IN PACE: 73.8%
SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME
TOTAL: 1,224 770 185 24 5 2 2 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN TOTAL: 1,055 511 90 9 1 1 0 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN
PERCENTAGE: 88.4% 55.6% 13.4% 1.7% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 135 142 174 34 PERCENTAGE: 80.7% 39.1% 6.9% 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 124 131 164 38

TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272 TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272
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1,385 1,307
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PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE: PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE:

PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: THURSDAY PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: THURSDAY

LOCATION : A. On Eaton Avenue, between Parker Avenue & Wall Street   LOCATION : A. On Eaton Avenue, between Parker Avenue & Wall Street   

DIRECTION : EAST BOUND   DIRECTION : WEST BOUND   

JURISDICTION: TRACY   JURISDICTION: TRACY   

B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  
   T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG    T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG

0:00 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:00 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:15 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:30 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:30 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:45 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:45 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:45 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:45 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:00 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:30 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:45 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:45 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:15 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:30 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 4 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:45 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:00 4 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:15 4 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:30 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 6 0 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:45 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:00 5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:15 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 6 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:30 6 0 0 1 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 10 0 1 1 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:45 8 1 2 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 7 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:00 10 0 1 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 18 0 0 5 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:15 8 0 1 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 59 0 6 13 29 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:30 16 1 1 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 57 8 13 30 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:45 38 1 8 23 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 36 3 8 11 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:00 67 4 13 32 14 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 23 3 3 7 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:15 26 0 6 11 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 14 0 0 8 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:30 23 0 3 8 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 9 0 0 3 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:45 9 0 1 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:00 9 1 0 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:00 13 1 0 6 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 7 0 1 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:15 10 0 4 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:30 17 2 1 9 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:30 15 0 7 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:45 21 2 4 7 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:45 17 0 2 7 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 18 1 0 10 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:00 19 1 4 4 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 9 1 1 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:15 17 0 2 8 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:30 8 1 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:30 12 1 1 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:45 11 0 1 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:45 18 2 2 5 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:00 16 0 0 1 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:00 27 2 2 10 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 13 0 0 4 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:15 14 0 1 5 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 21 0 3 6 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:30 15 0 4 5 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 10 0 0 3 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:45 13 0 1 4 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 20 1 3 9 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:00 11 0 0 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 16 0 0 8 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:15 11 0 0 5 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 9 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:30 13 0 3 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 11 0 0 4 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:45 14 0 0 5 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:00 11 1 2 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:00 10 1 0 2 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:15 9 0 0 2 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:15 16 0 2 6 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:30 15 0 2 5 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:30 14 0 1 5 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:45 18 2 4 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:45 16 2 3 7 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:00 28 4 15 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:00 24 6 11 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15 19 2 11 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:15 32 13 8 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30 30 2 3 19 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:30 17 1 4 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45 36 2 4 14 11 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 14:45 28 1 6 10 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00 25 1 1 9 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:00 46 0 3 25 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15 34 0 3 16 11 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:15 20 2 1 8 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30 35 0 0 14 16 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:30 27 2 3 13 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45 58 3 2 24 24 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:45 44 3 5 18 12 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:00 28 0 1 13 9 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:00 39 4 6 11 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:15 32 0 0 10 19 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:15 26 2 5 5 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
16:30 26 0 2 8 12 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:30 21 2 3 8 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:45 58 3 2 28 19 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:45 36 1 3 14 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:00 44 3 2 12 17 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:00 37 3 0 20 13 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:15 45 3 2 16 20 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:15 22 2 3 7 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:30 36 2 2 18 11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:30 14 2 1 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:45 23 2 1 7 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:45 20 0 4 7 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:00 22 0 4 11 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:00 22 0 1 8 11 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:15 22 1 1 6 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:15 25 1 1 13 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:30 21 1 4 6 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:30 27 1 1 15 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:45 21 0 2 4 13 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:45 14 2 1 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:00 20 0 0 8 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:00 11 2 0 3 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:15 10 1 2 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:15 26 0 4 13 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:30 11 2 1 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:30 13 0 4 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:45 9 0 2 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:45 20 0 4 10 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:00 7 0 0 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:00 10 1 2 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:15 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:15 13 0 2 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:30 9 0 0 3 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:30 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:45 9 0 1 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:45 15 0 0 12 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:00 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:00 8 0 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:15 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:30 5 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:30 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:45 4 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:45 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:00 6 1 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:15 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:15 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:30 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:30 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:45 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:45 3 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:00 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:15 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:15 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:30 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:45 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:45 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG
 PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH  PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH

00:00-01:00 6 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 00:00-01:00 5 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
01:00-02:00 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 01:00-02:00 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
02:00-03:00 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 02:00-03:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:00-04:00 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 03:00-04:00 6 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
04:00-05:00 6 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 04:00-05:00 10 0 1 2 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
05:00-06:00 10 0 2 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 05:00-06:00 15 1 3 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
06:00-07:00 19 0 2 4 8 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 06:00-07:00 22 2 4 3 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
07:00-08:00 141 8 21 49 44 17 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 07:00-08:00 72 2 11 41 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
08:00-09:00 82 6 11 29 25 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 08:00-09:00 125 4 23 56 36 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 24
09:00-10:00 54 5 6 24 14 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 09:00-10:00 55 1 13 21 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
10:00-11:00 46 3 2 22 16 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 10:00-11:00 66 4 9 21 30 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
11:00-12:00 60 0 3 14 35 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 11:00-12:00 69 2 8 24 27 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
12:00-13:00 56 1 3 28 18 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 12:00-13:00 49 0 3 22 19 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
13:00-14:00 53 3 8 21 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 13:00-14:00 56 3 6 20 22 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
14:00-15:00 113 10 33 46 19 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 23 14:00-15:00 101 21 29 36 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
15:00-16:00 152 4 6 63 61 14 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 15:00-16:00 137 7 12 64 46 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
16:00-17:00 144 3 5 59 59 14 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 16:00-17:00 122 9 17 38 46 11 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 25
17:00-18:00 148 10 7 53 58 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 17:00-18:00 93 7 8 39 35 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
18:00-19:00 86 2 11 27 36 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 18:00-19:00 88 4 4 43 30 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
19:00-20:00 50 3 5 18 18 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 19:00-20:00 70 2 12 30 22 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
20:00-21:00 29 0 1 11 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 20:00-21:00 46 1 4 31 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
21:00-22:00 14 0 0 3 5 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 21:00-22:00 14 0 4 5 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
22:00-23:00 12 1 0 7 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 22:00-23:00 7 0 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
23:00-00:00 9 1 1 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 23:00-00:00 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
TOTAL: 1,299 60 129 485 469 129 19 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 25 TOTAL: 1,232 71 174 512 400 68 4 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 24
PERCENT: 100.0% 4.6% 9.9% 37.3% 36.1% 9.9% 1.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% PERCENT: 100.0% 5.8% 14.1% 41.6% 32.5% 5.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90% PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90%
SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 23.0 28.0 33.0  SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 23.0 28.0 28.0
10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29       NUMBER IN PACE: 954 PERCENT IN PACE: 73.4% 10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29      NUMBER IN PACE: 912 PERCENT IN PACE: 74.0%
SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME
TOTAL: 1,110 625 156 27 8 2 2 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN TOTAL: 987 475 75 7 3 2 2 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN
PERCENTAGE: 85.5% 48.1% 12.0% 2.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 141 113 152 29 PERCENTAGE: 80.1% 38.6% 6.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 125 101 137 46

TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272 TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272

H O U R L Y      S P E E D      S T A T I S T I C S H O U R L Y      S P E E D      S T A T I S T I C S

1,299 1,232

9/25/2014 9/25/2014
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PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE: PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE:

PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: WEDNESDAY PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: WEDNESDAY

LOCATION : B. On Bessie Avenue, between Beverly Place & Eaton Avenue   LOCATION : B. On Bessie Avenue, between Beverly Place & Eaton Avenue   

DIRECTION : NORTH BOUND   DIRECTION : SOUTH BOUND   

JURISDICTION: TRACY   JURISDICTION: TRACY   

B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  
   T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG    T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG

0:00 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:15 3 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:30 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:45 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:00 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:30 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:30 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:45 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
4:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:00 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:15 6 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:30 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 4:45 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
5:00 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:00 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 5 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:15 7 4 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:30 4 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 5 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 5:45 9 2 1 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
6:00 7 0 1 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:00 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:15 4 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 5 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:30 10 0 0 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 11 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 6:45 10 0 0 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
7:00 11 2 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:00 13 0 2 4 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 8 0 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:15 15 2 2 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 21 1 6 6 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:30 25 2 1 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 63 0 10 33 16 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 103 7:45 55 0 10 21 22 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 108
8:00 88 31 16 26 11 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:00 69 32 10 14 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 26 0 4 16 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:15 27 1 2 11 7 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 25 4 4 8 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:30 20 2 2 5 8 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 34 4 8 11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 173 8:45 18 1 4 4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 134
9:00 18 1 2 11 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:00 20 3 1 10 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 21 2 3 10 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:15 14 0 1 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:30 17 3 6 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:30 15 0 2 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:45 22 0 8 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 78 9:45 23 2 4 8 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 72
10:00 20 2 3 9 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:00 25 0 3 12 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 18 0 5 8 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:15 20 1 1 11 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:30 18 5 2 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:30 31 10 6 7 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:45 20 3 5 7 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 10:45 38 5 9 17 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 114
11:00 18 0 2 12 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:00 31 1 9 7 11 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 25 1 5 14 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:15 25 6 5 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 22 0 3 14 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 11:30 23 4 2 7 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 13 1 4 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 78 11:45 32 3 3 14 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 111
12:00 22 2 5 6 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:00 23 2 3 10 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 17 1 2 10 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:15 22 0 2 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 24 1 4 10 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:30 20 4 6 2 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 16 2 4 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 79 12:45 19 2 0 8 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 84
13:00 19 1 3 9 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:00 24 1 0 12 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:15 15 1 1 7 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:15 26 2 3 9 7 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:30 24 0 4 7 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:30 24 1 5 5 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:45 29 4 5 11 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 87 13:45 16 0 4 3 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90
14:00 17 1 2 9 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:00 29 0 4 12 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15 41 2 7 21 9 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:15 36 0 7 14 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30 29 1 3 13 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:30 34 0 4 14 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45 17 0 1 12 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 104 14:45 41 0 4 13 19 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 140
15:00 33 1 5 21 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:00 35 1 7 16 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15 40 2 4 18 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:15 29 1 6 7 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30 24 2 2 12 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:30 33 4 5 14 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45 20 1 1 5 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117 15:45 29 0 0 9 13 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 126
16:00 42 3 8 17 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:00 42 0 7 14 18 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:15 15 1 2 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:15 28 2 2 11 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:30 31 1 5 11 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:30 35 0 5 15 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:45 14 0 4 4 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 16:45 21 2 6 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 126
17:00 22 0 3 9 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:00 37 1 2 15 12 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:15 23 0 1 12 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:15 22 0 2 6 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:30 29 1 3 11 13 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:30 16 0 2 6 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:45 42 2 2 12 21 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 17:45 31 1 1 4 18 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 106
18:00 23 1 1 13 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:00 31 0 4 9 14 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:15 16 0 1 6 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:15 13 0 2 5 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:30 18 0 1 4 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:30 27 0 3 9 11 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:45 18 0 4 5 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75 18:45 18 1 1 6 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 89
19:00 9 0 0 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:00 23 2 3 5 12 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:15 17 1 0 3 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:15 17 1 0 6 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:30 9 0 1 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:30 9 0 0 2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:45 21 0 1 9 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 19:45 9 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
20:00 5 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:00 30 1 0 13 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:15 10 0 2 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:15 5 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:30 6 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:30 11 1 0 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:45 7 0 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 20:45 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50
21:00 11 1 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:00 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:15 8 0 0 4 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:15 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:30 6 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:30 5 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:45 4 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 21:45 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
22:00 6 0 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:00 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:15 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:15 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:30 4 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:30 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:45 4 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 22:45 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
23:00 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:00 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:15 4 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:30 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:30 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:45 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 23:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG
 PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH  PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH

00:00-01:00 7 0 1 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 00:00-01:00 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29
01:00-02:00 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 01:00-02:00 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
02:00-03:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02:00-03:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03:00-04:00 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 03:00-04:00 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31
04:00-05:00 8 0 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 04:00-05:00 11 0 0 0 6 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
05:00-06:00 15 6 1 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 05:00-06:00 23 6 4 6 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
06:00-07:00 26 0 3 10 12 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 06:00-07:00 27 1 0 9 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
07:00-08:00 103 3 21 47 26 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 07:00-08:00 108 4 15 40 45 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
08:00-09:00 173 39 32 61 37 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 08:00-09:00 134 36 18 34 35 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 22
09:00-10:00 78 6 19 37 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 09:00-10:00 72 5 8 34 24 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
10:00-11:00 76 10 15 31 16 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 10:00-11:00 114 16 19 47 22 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
11:00-12:00 78 2 14 45 15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 23 11:00-12:00 111 14 19 38 30 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
12:00-13:00 79 6 15 33 21 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 12:00-13:00 84 8 11 30 29 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
13:00-14:00 87 6 13 34 28 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 13:00-14:00 90 4 12 29 34 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
14:00-15:00 104 4 13 55 27 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 14:00-15:00 140 0 19 53 56 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
15:00-16:00 117 6 12 56 39 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 15:00-16:00 126 6 18 46 45 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
16:00-17:00 102 5 19 42 28 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 16:00-17:00 126 4 20 48 47 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
17:00-18:00 116 3 9 44 53 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 17:00-18:00 106 2 7 31 50 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
18:00-19:00 75 1 7 28 34 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 18:00-19:00 89 1 10 29 38 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
19:00-20:00 56 1 2 19 24 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 19:00-20:00 58 3 3 17 29 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
20:00-21:00 28 0 5 8 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 20:00-21:00 50 2 0 22 20 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
21:00-22:00 29 1 1 14 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 21:00-22:00 13 1 1 1 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
22:00-23:00 18 0 0 8 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 22:00-23:00 11 0 1 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
23:00-00:00 9 0 1 3 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 23:00-00:00 9 0 2 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
TOTAL: 1,388 99 205 583 421 68 7 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 24 TOTAL: 1,511 114 188 522 540 128 17 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 24
PERCENT: 100.0% 7.1% 14.8% 42.0% 30.3% 4.9% 0.5% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% PERCENT: 100.0% 7.5% 12.4% 34.5% 35.7% 8.5% 1.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90% PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90%
SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 23.0 28.0 28.0  SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 23.0 28.0 28.0
10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29       NUMBER IN PACE: 1,004 PERCENT IN PACE: 72.3% 10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29      NUMBER IN PACE: 1,062 PERCENT IN PACE: 72.3%
SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME
TOTAL: 1,084 501 80 12 5 4 1 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN TOTAL: 1,209 687 147 19 2 1 1 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN
PERCENTAGE: 78.1% 36.1% 5.8% 0.9% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 173 104 117 29 PERCENTAGE: 80.0% 45.5% 9.7% 1.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 134 140 126 29

TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272 TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272
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1,388 1,511

9/24/2014 9/24/2014
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PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE: PROJECT NAME: TRAFFIC COUNTS IN TRACY DATE:

PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: THURSDAY PROJECT NUMBER : 3409111-SPD A DAY: THURSDAY

LOCATION : B. On Bessie Avenue, between Beverly Place & Eaton Avenue   LOCATION : B. On Bessie Avenue, between Beverly Place & Eaton Avenue   

DIRECTION : NORTH BOUND   DIRECTION : SOUTH BOUND   

JURISDICTION: TRACY   JURISDICTION: TRACY   

B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  B E G I N TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75  
   T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG    T I M E VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH AVG

0:00 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:15 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:30 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:30 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0:45 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:15 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:30 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:45 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:00 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:15 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:30 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:15 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 4 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:45 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:00 4 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:15 5 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:30 5 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5:45 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:00 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:15 5 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:30 9 0 1 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 8 1 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:45 13 1 4 2 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 10 5 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:00 17 2 3 6 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 8 2 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:15 11 0 1 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 26 3 3 10 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:30 33 2 6 13 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 62 2 10 32 15 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:45 61 4 8 31 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 47 5 9 21 11 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:00 99 7 16 55 19 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 31 1 9 17 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:15 24 1 4 8 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 30 2 7 13 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:30 18 1 6 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 25 4 7 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:45 30 5 10 10 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:00 22 3 11 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:00 25 1 11 7 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 26 4 5 16 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:15 16 0 3 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:30 13 1 4 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:30 15 1 6 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:45 14 3 3 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9:45 21 2 4 8 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 27 5 7 10 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:00 20 4 3 6 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 18 3 6 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:15 20 2 6 7 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:30 18 3 5 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:30 22 5 8 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:45 26 2 13 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10:45 21 1 3 9 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:00 26 3 8 10 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:00 21 2 7 8 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 24 3 9 8 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:15 29 3 3 12 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 25 4 8 7 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:30 19 2 5 4 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 15 0 8 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11:45 19 1 3 8 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:00 15 3 3 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:00 28 2 6 11 5 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
12:15 16 2 4 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:15 26 0 3 14 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 27 0 5 14 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:30 25 2 7 8 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 31 4 6 16 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:45 17 4 0 6 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:00 14 1 3 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 13:00 29 3 9 6 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:15 20 0 2 14 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:15 20 0 3 9 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:30 23 4 7 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:30 18 3 6 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13:45 24 4 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13:45 30 2 3 12 11 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:00 29 1 5 15 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:00 31 4 9 9 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:15 46 4 6 21 14 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:15 31 5 2 12 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:30 20 0 2 12 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:30 42 2 9 14 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14:45 28 2 6 14 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14:45 40 2 2 18 14 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:00 39 4 9 16 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:00 33 5 6 12 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:15 35 2 6 16 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:15 45 4 9 15 10 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:30 33 3 7 11 10 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:30 28 1 6 9 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15:45 29 1 1 18 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15:45 35 0 3 13 14 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:00 35 0 12 12 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:00 43 1 5 17 16 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:15 16 1 1 6 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:15 31 0 1 14 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:30 22 1 4 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:30 25 0 4 11 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16:45 21 0 1 16 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16:45 31 2 4 12 8 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
17:00 20 2 7 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:00 30 2 3 14 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:15 24 0 1 10 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:15 30 1 1 15 7 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:30 28 0 1 20 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:30 22 1 4 6 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17:45 23 4 3 4 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17:45 21 0 0 1 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:00 10 0 1 4 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:00 25 0 3 10 8 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:15 21 1 1 7 7 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:15 10 1 1 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:30 13 0 3 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:30 24 0 2 12 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18:45 8 0 0 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18:45 11 0 1 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:00 19 1 1 9 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:00 11 2 1 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:15 8 1 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:15 16 0 0 5 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:30 15 0 4 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:30 17 0 0 5 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19:45 11 0 1 1 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19:45 17 0 0 1 8 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:00 8 0 1 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:00 10 0 1 2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:15 8 0 1 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:15 9 1 1 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:30 6 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:30 5 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
20:45 11 0 0 1 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20:45 7 0 1 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:00 7 0 0 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:00 11 0 0 4 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:15 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:15 4 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:30 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:30 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21:45 10 0 1 3 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21:45 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:00 4 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:00 5 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:15 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:15 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:30 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22:45 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:00 4 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:15 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:15 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:30 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:30 6 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23:45 4 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23:45 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG TIME TOTAL 0-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 66-70 71-75 >75 AVG
 PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH  PERIOD VOL MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH

00:00-01:00 8 0 1 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 00:00-01:00 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
01:00-02:00 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 01:00-02:00 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
02:00-03:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02:00-03:00 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
03:00-04:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03:00-04:00 5 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
04:00-05:00 8 1 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 04:00-05:00 6 0 0 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
05:00-06:00 9 0 1 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 05:00-06:00 17 1 1 5 5 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
06:00-07:00 15 1 1 7 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 06:00-07:00 30 2 6 8 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 25
07:00-08:00 106 12 15 47 28 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 07:00-08:00 122 8 18 54 36 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
08:00-09:00 133 12 32 60 25 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 08:00-09:00 171 14 36 82 33 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
09:00-10:00 75 11 23 34 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 09:00-10:00 77 4 24 27 15 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
10:00-11:00 89 13 31 34 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 10:00-11:00 83 12 20 27 18 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
11:00-12:00 90 10 33 29 14 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 11:00-12:00 88 8 18 32 26 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
12:00-13:00 89 9 18 41 20 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 12:00-13:00 96 8 16 39 22 6 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 24
13:00-14:00 81 9 17 35 18 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 23 13:00-14:00 97 8 21 31 28 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
14:00-15:00 123 7 19 62 30 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 14:00-15:00 144 13 22 53 43 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
15:00-16:00 136 10 23 61 35 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 15:00-16:00 141 10 24 49 43 14 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
16:00-17:00 94 2 18 45 24 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 16:00-17:00 130 3 14 54 43 15 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 25
17:00-18:00 95 6 12 40 34 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 17:00-18:00 103 4 8 36 40 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
18:00-19:00 52 1 5 20 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 18:00-19:00 70 1 7 28 24 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
19:00-20:00 53 2 8 17 22 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 19:00-20:00 61 2 1 14 31 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
20:00-21:00 33 0 2 9 17 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 20:00-21:00 31 2 3 8 11 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
21:00-22:00 25 0 1 8 13 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 21:00-22:00 19 0 2 6 8 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
22:00-23:00 11 1 0 3 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 22:00-23:00 8 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
23:00-00:00 11 1 0 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 23:00-00:00 10 1 0 3 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
TOTAL: 1,337 108 264 563 337 57 3 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 23 TOTAL: 1,520 102 243 565 458 135 12 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 24
PERCENT: 100.0% 8.1% 19.7% 42.1% 25.2% 4.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% PERCENT: 100.0% 6.7% 16.0% 37.2% 30.1% 8.9% 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90% PERCENTILE 10% 25% 50% 85% 90%
SPEEDS: 18.0 18.0 23.0 28.0 28.0  SPEEDS: 18.0 23.0 23.0 28.0 28.5
10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29       NUMBER IN PACE: 900 PERCENT IN PACE: 67.3% 10 MPH PACE SPEED: 21-29      NUMBER IN PACE: 1,023 PERCENT IN PACE: 67.3%
SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME SPEED EXCEEDED: 20 MPH 25 MPH 30 MPH 35 MPH 40 MPH 45 MPH 50 MPH TOTAL VOLUME
TOTAL: 965 402 65 8 5 3 1 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN TOTAL: 1,175 610 152 17 5 4 3 PEAK HOUR VOLUME AM NOON PM EVEN
PERCENTAGE: 72.2% 30.1% 4.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 133 123 136 33 PERCENTAGE: 77.3% 40.1% 10.0% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 171 144 141 31

TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272 TEL: (510) 232 - 1271                                                 FAX: (510) 232 -1272
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1,337 1,520

9/25/2014 9/25/2014
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COMPARE Fri Jan 16 13:20:20 2015 Page 3- 1

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #1: S Tracy Blvd / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 12   605   75***

Lanes: 0 1 1 0 1

Signal=Permit Signal=Permit
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

27      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 79      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

37      1! Critical V/C: 1.006 1! 37***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 39.8 0

28      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 32.4 0 79      

LOS: C-

Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0
Initial Vol: 4   1451*** 76   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Street Name:           S Tracy Blvd                      W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:45 am to 8:45 am
Base Vol:       4 1451    76    75  605    12    27   37    28    79   37    79 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4 1451    76    75  605    12    27   37    28    79   37    79 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.57 0.57  0.57  0.80 0.80  0.80  0.70 0.70  0.70  0.81 0.81  0.81 
PHF Volume:     7 2546   133    94  756    15    39   53    40    98   46    98 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:    7 2546   133    94  756    15    39   53    40    98   46    98 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:    7 2546   133    94  756    15    39   53    40    98   46    98 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.76 0.76  0.76  0.69 0.69  0.69 
Lanes:       1.00 1.90  0.10  1.00 1.96  0.04  0.29 0.41  0.30  0.41 0.19  0.40 
Final Sat.:  1753 3308   173  1753 3427    68   423  579   438   533  249   533 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.77  0.77  0.05 0.22  0.22  0.09 0.09  0.09  0.18 0.18  0.18 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                                   ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.01 0.76  0.76  0.05 0.80  0.80  0.18 0.18  0.18  0.18 0.18  0.18 
Volume/Cap:  0.27 1.01  1.01  1.01 0.27  0.27  0.50 0.50  0.50  1.01 1.01  1.01 
Uniform Del: 48.7 11.8  11.8  47.3  2.5   2.5  36.8 36.8  36.8  40.9 40.9  40.9 
IncremntDel:  5.8 19.0  19.0  95.0  0.1   0.1   1.5  1.5   1.5  59.8 59.8  59.8 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   54.5 30.7  30.7 142.3  2.5   2.5  38.3 38.3  38.3 100.7  101 100.7 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  54.5 30.7  30.7 142.3  2.5   2.5  38.3 38.3  38.3 100.7  101 100.7 
LOS by Move:   D-    C     C     F    A     A    D+   D+    D+     F    F     F 
HCM2k95thQ:     1   81    81    12    6     6     8    8     8    22   22    22 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #1: S Tracy Blvd / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 18   756   42***

Lanes: 0 1 1 0 1

Signal=Permit Signal=Permit
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

36      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 71      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

28      1! Critical V/C: 0.463 1! 30***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 16.4 0

17      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 14.0 0 73      

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0
Initial Vol: 4   788*** 42   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Street Name:           S Tracy Blvd                      W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:5:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Base Vol:       4  788    42    42  756    18    36   28    17    73   30    71 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4  788    42    42  756    18    36   28    17    73   30    71 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.88 0.88  0.88  0.69 0.69  0.69 
PHF Volume:     4  876    47    47  840    20    41   32    19   106   43   103 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:    4  876    47    47  840    20    41   32    19   106   43   103 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:    4  876    47    47  840    20    41   32    19   106   43   103 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.78 0.78  0.78 
Lanes:       1.00 1.90  0.10  1.00 1.95  0.05  0.44 0.35  0.21  0.42 0.17  0.41 
Final Sat.:  1753 3301   176  1753 3414    81   663  516   313   620  255   603 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.27  0.27  0.03 0.25  0.25  0.06 0.06  0.06  0.17 0.17  0.17 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                                   ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.01 0.57  0.57  0.06 0.62  0.62  0.37 0.37  0.37  0.37 0.37  0.37 
Volume/Cap:  0.39 0.46  0.46  0.46 0.39  0.39  0.17 0.17  0.17  0.46 0.46  0.46 
Uniform Del: 49.5 12.4  12.4  45.6  9.4   9.4  21.2 21.2  21.2  24.0 24.0  24.0 
IncremntDel: 21.2  0.2   0.2   3.3  0.1   0.1   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.6  0.6   0.6 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   70.7 12.6  12.6  49.0  9.5   9.5  21.4 21.4  21.4  24.6 24.6  24.6 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  70.7 12.6  12.6  49.0  9.5   9.5  21.4 21.4  21.4  24.6 24.6  24.6 
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     D    A     A    C+   C+    C+     C    C     C 
HCM2k95thQ:     1   16    16     4   13    13     4    4     4    12   12    12 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA



COMPARE Fri Jan 16 13:20:20 2015 Page 3- 3

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #2: Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 36   117*** 6   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

17      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 10      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

89***   1! Critical V/C: 0.476 1! 140***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 11.2 0

15      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 11.2 0 33      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 22   72*** 30   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      22   72    30     6  117    36    17   89    15    33  140    10 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   22   72    30     6  117    36    17   89    15    33  140    10 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.70 0.70  0.70  0.69 0.69  0.69  0.78 0.78  0.78  0.59 0.59  0.59 
PHF Volume:    31  103    43     9  170    52    22  114    19    56  237    17 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   31  103    43     9  170    52    22  114    19    56  237    17 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   31  103    43     9  170    52    22  114    19    56  237    17 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.18 0.58  0.24  0.04 0.73  0.23  0.14 0.74  0.12  0.18 0.77  0.05 
Final Sat.:   109  357   149    24  466   143    86  449    76   118  499    36 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.29 0.29  0.29  0.36 0.36  0.36  0.25 0.25  0.25  0.48 0.48  0.48 
Crit Moves:       ****             ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   10.3 10.3  10.3  11.0 11.0  11.0  10.1 10.1  10.1  12.5 12.5  12.5 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.3 10.3  10.3  11.0 11.0  11.0  10.1 10.1  10.1  12.5 12.5  12.5 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.3             11.0             10.1             12.5
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.3             11.0             10.1             12.5
LOS by Appr:         B                B                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.5  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.8  0.8   0.8 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #2 Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   22   72    30     6  117    36    17   89    15    33  140    10 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             304                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           159                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 537                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #2: Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 24   73   7***

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

36      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 5      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

82***   1! Critical V/C: 0.164 1! 83***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 8.2 0

7      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 8.2 0 3      

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 16   75*** 10   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Base Vol:      16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
User 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 
PHF 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 
PHF Volume:    16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.16 0.74  0.10  0.07 0.70  0.23  0.29 0.65  0.06  0.03 0.92  0.05 
Final Sat.:   120  564    75    52  545   179   220  500    43    25  695    42 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.13 0.13  0.13  0.13 0.13  0.13  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.12 0.12  0.12 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:    8.2  8.2   8.2   8.1  8.1   8.1   8.4  8.4   8.4   8.1  8.1   8.1 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   8.2  8.2   8.2   8.1  8.1   8.1   8.4  8.4   8.4   8.1  8.1   8.1 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       8.2              8.1              8.4              8.1
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        8.2              8.1              8.4              8.1
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #2 Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             216                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           104                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 628                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #3: Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 12   163*** 20   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

3***   0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 15      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

4      1! Critical V/C: 0.401 1! 4   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 9.8 0

7      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 9.8 0 44***   

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 12*** 115   40   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 a.m. to 8:30 a.m.
Base Vol:      12  115    40    20  163    12     3    4     7    44    4    15 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   12  115    40    20  163    12     3    4     7    44    4    15 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.68 0.68  0.68  0.63 0.63  0.63  0.50 0.50  0.50  0.58 0.58  0.58 
PHF Volume:    18  169    59    32  259    19     6    8    14    76    7    26 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   18  169    59    32  259    19     6    8    14    76    7    26 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   18  169    59    32  259    19     6    8    14    76    7    26 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.07 0.69  0.24  0.10 0.84  0.06  0.21 0.29  0.50  0.70 0.06  0.24 
Final Sat.:    56  533   185    79  645    47   136  181   317   445   40   152 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.32 0.32  0.32  0.40 0.40  0.40  0.04 0.04  0.04  0.17 0.17  0.17 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****             ****           
Delay/Veh:    9.5  9.5   9.5  10.5 10.5  10.5   8.3  8.3   8.3   9.2  9.2   9.2 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   9.5  9.5   9.5  10.5 10.5  10.5   8.3  8.3   8.3   9.2  9.2   9.2 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     B    B     B     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       9.5             10.5              8.3              9.2
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        9.5             10.5              8.3              9.2
LOS by Appr:         A                B                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.6  0.6   0.6   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.2  0.2   0.2 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   12  115    40    20  163    12     3    4     7    44    4    15 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             362                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           63                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 490                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #3: Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 7   83*** 11   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

12      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 25      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

5      1! Critical V/C: 0.158 1! 2   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 8.0 0

8***   0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 8.0 0 25***   

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 4   68   19***

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Base Vol:       4   68    19    11   83     7    12    5     8    25    2    25 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4   68    19    11   83     7    12    5     8    25    2    25 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.76 0.76  0.76  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.63 0.63  0.63  0.59 0.59  0.59 
PHF Volume:     5   89    25    14  105     9    19    8    13    42    3    42 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:    5   89    25    14  105     9    19    8    13    42    3    42 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:    5   89    25    14  105     9    19    8    13    42    3    42 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.04 0.75  0.21  0.11 0.82  0.07  0.48 0.20  0.32  0.48 0.04  0.48 
Final Sat.:    36  614   172    88  663    56   365  152   243   380   30   380 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.15 0.15  0.15  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.11 0.11  0.11 
Crit Moves:             ****       ****                   ****  ****           
Delay/Veh:    7.9  7.9   7.9   8.1  8.1   8.1   7.7  7.7   7.7   7.8  7.8   7.8 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   7.9  7.9   7.9   8.1  8.1   8.1   7.7  7.7   7.7   7.8  7.8   7.8 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       7.9              8.1              7.7              7.8
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        7.9              8.1              7.7              7.8
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.1  0.1   0.1 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    4   68    19    11   83     7    12    5     8    25    2    25 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             192                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           52                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 660                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #4: Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 45   129*** 33   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

44      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 22      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

114***   1! Critical V/C: 0.564 1! 116***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 13.7 0

9      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 13.7 0 17      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 19   112*** 34   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      19  112    34    33  129    45    44  114     9    17  116    22 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   19  112    34    33  129    45    44  114     9    17  116    22 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.70 0.70  0.70  0.62 0.62  0.62  0.68 0.68  0.68  0.60 0.60  0.60 
PHF Volume:    27  160    49    53  208    73    65  168    13    28  193    37 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   27  160    49    53  208    73    65  168    13    28  193    37 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   27  160    49    53  208    73    65  168    13    28  193    37 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.11 0.68  0.21  0.16 0.62  0.22  0.26 0.69  0.05  0.11 0.75  0.14 
Final Sat.:    64  380   115    94  369   129   144  374    30    61  418    79 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.42 0.42  0.42  0.56 0.56  0.56  0.45 0.45  0.45  0.46 0.46  0.46 
Crit Moves:       ****             ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   12.6 12.6  12.6  15.1 15.1  15.1  13.2 13.2  13.2  13.3 13.3  13.3 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  12.6 12.6  12.6  15.1 15.1  15.1  13.2 13.2  13.2  13.3 13.3  13.3 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     C    C     C     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      12.6             15.1             13.2             13.3
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       12.6             15.1             13.2             13.3
LOS by Appr:         B                C                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.6  0.6   0.6   1.0  1.0   1.0   0.6  0.6   0.6   0.7  0.7   0.7 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave                                        
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   19  112    34    33  129    45    44  114     9    17  116    22 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             372                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           167                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 483                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #4: Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 26   84*** 19   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

25      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 14      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

102***   1! Critical V/C: 0.346 1! 119***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 9.8 0

10      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 9.8 0 13      

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 11   47*** 22   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Base Vol:      11   47    22    19   84    26    25  102    10    13  119    14 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   11   47    22    19   84    26    25  102    10    13  119    14 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.77 0.77  0.77  0.65 0.65  0.65  0.84 0.84  0.84  0.60 0.60  0.60 
PHF Volume:    14   61    29    29  129    40    30  121    12    22  198    23 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   14   61    29    29  129    40    30  121    12    22  198    23 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   14   61    29    29  129    40    30  121    12    22  198    23 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.14 0.59  0.27  0.15 0.65  0.20  0.18 0.75  0.07  0.09 0.81  0.10 
Final Sat.:    90  384   180   100  442   137   124  505    49    63  573    67 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.16 0.16  0.16  0.29 0.29  0.29  0.24 0.24  0.24  0.35 0.35  0.35 
Crit Moves:       ****             ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:    8.9  8.9   8.9   9.9  9.9   9.9   9.5  9.5   9.5  10.3 10.3  10.3 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   8.9  8.9   8.9   9.9  9.9   9.9   9.5  9.5   9.5  10.3 10.3  10.3 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:       8.9              9.9              9.5             10.3
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        8.9              9.9              9.5             10.3
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.5  0.5   0.5 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave                                        
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   11   47    22    19   84    26    25  102    10    13  119    14 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             283                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           129                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 556                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #5: Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 121   0   9   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Uncontrol Signal=Uncontrol
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

96      1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 28      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

787      2  Critical V/C: 0.446 1 765   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 4.3 0

0      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 4.3 0 0      

LOS: E

Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Vol: 0   0   0   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W 11th St              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:       0    0     0     9    0   121    96  787     0     0  765    28 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    0    0     0     9    0   121    96  787     0     0  765    28 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  0.53 1.00  0.53  0.79 0.79  1.00  1.00 0.79  0.79 
PHF Volume:     0    0     0    17    0   228   122  996     0     0  968    35 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0    0     0    17    0   228   122  996     0     0  968    35 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.9  6.6   7.0   4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1727 2225   502  1004 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx    79   42   512   680 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx    68   35   512   680 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.25 0.00  0.45  0.18 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.6 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  11.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  353 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  5.0 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 35.6 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             35.6           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                E                *                *       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
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Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0     9    0   121    96  787     0     0  765    28 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             35.6           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[southbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=1.3]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=130]                                   
   SUCCEED - Approach volume greater than or equal to 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=3][total volume=1806]                   
   SUCCEED - Total volume greater than or equal to 650 for intersection
             with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0     9    0   121    96  787     0     0  765    28 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             1676                                           
Minor Approach Volume:           130                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 107                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #5: Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 70   0   23   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Uncontrol Signal=Uncontrol
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

47      1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 24      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

840      2  Critical V/C: 0.394 1 849   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 2.9 0

0      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 2.9 0 0      

LOS: E

Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Vol: 0   0   0   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W 11th St              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Base Vol:       0    0     0    23    0    70    47  840     0     0  849    24 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    0    0     0    23    0    70    47  840     0     0  849    24 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  0.70 1.00  0.70  0.92 0.92  1.00  1.00 0.79  0.79 
PHF Volume:     0    0     0    33    0   100    51  913     0     0 1075    30 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0    0     0    33    0   100    51  913     0     0 1075    30 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.9  6.6   7.0   4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1649 2105   553  1105 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx    89   50   474   622 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx    83   46   474   622 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.39 0.00  0.21  0.08 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  11.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  220 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  3.5 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 43.7 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             43.7           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                E                *                *       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
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Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0    23    0    70    47  840     0     0  849    24 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             43.7           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[southbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=1.1]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=93]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=3][total volume=1853]                   
   SUCCEED - Total volume greater than or equal to 650 for intersection
             with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0    23    0    70    47  840     0     0  849    24 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             1760                                           
Minor Approach Volume:           93                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 90 [less than minimum of 100]                  
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #6: Parker Ave / W 11th St ( i 205)

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 50   39*** 41   

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

50***   1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 38      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

660      1  Critical V/C: 0.378 1 648***

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 13.2 0

14      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.8 1 4      

LOS: B+

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Initial Vol: 32*** 27   6   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      32   27     6    41   39    50    50  660    14     4  648    38 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   32   27     6    41   39    50    50  660    14     4  648    38 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.88 0.88  0.88  0.85 0.85  0.85  0.76 0.76  0.76 
PHF Volume:    43   36     8    47   44    57    59  776    16     5  853    50 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   43   36     8    47   44    57    59  776    16     5  853    50 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   43   36     8    47   44    57    59  776    16     5  853    50 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.89  0.89  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.92  0.92 
Lanes:       1.00 0.82  0.18  1.00 0.44  0.56  1.00 1.96  0.04  1.00 1.89  0.11 
Final Sat.:  1753 1469   326  1753  741   949  1753 3422    73  1753 3285   193 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.02 0.02  0.02  0.03 0.06  0.06  0.03 0.23  0.23  0.00 0.26  0.26 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                  ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.07 0.11  0.11  0.12 0.16  0.16  0.09 0.77  0.77  0.01 0.69  0.69 
Volume/Cap:  0.38 0.23  0.23  0.23 0.38  0.38  0.38 0.30  0.30  0.30 0.38  0.38 
Uniform Del: 44.8 40.8  40.8  40.2 37.7  37.7  42.9  3.5   3.5  49.1  6.6   6.6 
IncremntDel:  2.1  0.6   0.6   0.6  0.9   0.9   1.5  0.1   0.1   9.1  0.1   0.1 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   46.9 41.4  41.4  40.8 38.6  38.6  44.5  3.6   3.6  58.3  6.7   6.7 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  46.9 41.4  41.4  40.8 38.6  38.6  44.5  3.6   3.6  58.3  6.7   6.7 
LOS by Move:    D    D     D     D   D+    D+     D    A     A    E+    A     A 
HCM2k95thQ:     4    3     3     3    6     6     4    8     8     1   12    12 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #6: Parker Ave / W 11th St ( i 205)

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 80   46*** 84   

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

44***   1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 53      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

701      1  Critical V/C: 0.387 1 701***

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 18.8 0

29      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 16.4 1 4      

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Initial Vol: 66*** 39   10   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      66   39    10    84   46    80    44  701    29     4  701    53 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   66   39    10    84   46    80    44  701    29     4  701    53 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.85 0.85  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.98 0.98  0.98 
PHF Volume:    89   53    14    99   54    94    45  723    30     4  715    54 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   89   53    14    99   54    94    45  723    30     4  715    54 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   89   53    14    99   54    94    45  723    30     4  715    54 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.88  0.88  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.91  0.91 
Lanes:       1.00 0.80  0.20  1.00 0.37  0.63  1.00 1.92  0.08  1.00 1.86  0.14 
Final Sat.:  1753 1423   365  1753  610  1060  1753 3346   138  1753 3226   244 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.05 0.04  0.04  0.06 0.09  0.09  0.03 0.22  0.22  0.00 0.22  0.22 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                  ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.13 0.14  0.14  0.22 0.23  0.23  0.07 0.63  0.63  0.01 0.57  0.57 
Volume/Cap:  0.39 0.26  0.26  0.26 0.39  0.39  0.39 0.34  0.34  0.34 0.39  0.39 
Uniform Del: 39.7 38.1  38.1  32.4 32.6  32.6  44.7  8.6   8.6  49.4 11.7  11.7 
IncremntDel:  1.1  0.5   0.5   0.4  0.7   0.7   2.1  0.1   0.1  16.3  0.1   0.1 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   40.8 38.7  38.7  32.8 33.2  33.2  46.8  8.7   8.7  65.7 11.9  11.9 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  40.8 38.7  38.7  32.8 33.2  33.2  46.8  8.7   8.7  65.7 11.9  11.9 
LOS by Move:    D   D+    D+    C-   C-    C-     D    A     A     E   B+    B+ 
HCM2k95thQ:     6    4     4     5    8     8     4   11    11     1   13    13 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #7: Parker Ave / Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 14   93*** 43   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

22      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 31      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

129***   1! Critical V/C: 0.377 1! 112***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.7 0

16      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.7 0 21      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 16   85   35***

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                        Eaton Ave             
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      16   85    35    43   93    14    22  129    16    21  112    31 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   16   85    35    43   93    14    22  129    16    21  112    31 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.80 0.80  0.80  0.68 0.68  0.68  0.73 0.73  0.73 
PHF Volume:    22  115    47    54  116    18    32  190    24    29  153    42 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   22  115    47    54  116    18    32  190    24    29  153    42 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   22  115    47    54  116    18    32  190    24    29  153    42 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.12 0.62  0.26  0.29 0.62  0.09  0.13 0.77  0.10  0.13 0.68  0.19 
Final Sat.:    74  392   161   176  381    57    86  503    62    83  445   123 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.29 0.29  0.29  0.30 0.30  0.30  0.38 0.38  0.38  0.34 0.34  0.34 
Crit Moves:             ****       ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   10.3 10.3  10.3  10.5 10.5  10.5  11.1 11.1  11.1  10.7 10.7  10.7 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.3 10.3  10.3  10.5 10.5  10.5  11.1 11.1  11.1  10.7 10.7  10.7 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.3             10.5             11.1             10.7
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.3             10.5             11.1             10.7
LOS by Appr:         B                B                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.5  0.5   0.5   0.4  0.4   0.4 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave                                          
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   16   85    35    43   93    14    22  129    16    21  112    31 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             331                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           150                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 514                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA



COMPARE Fri Jan 16 13:20:20 2015 Page 3-23

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #7: Parker Ave / Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 7   124*** 43   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

18      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 43      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

114***   1! Critical V/C: 0.427 1! 85***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.7 0

29      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.7 0 39      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 10*** 112   34   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                        Eaton Ave             
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:30 pm to 5:30 pm
Base Vol:      10  112    34    43  124     7    18  114    29    39   85    43 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   10  112    34    43  124     7    18  114    29    39   85    43 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.98  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.94 0.94  0.94  0.58 0.58  0.58 
PHF Volume:    10  114    35    53  153     9    19  121    31    67  147    74 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   10  114    35    53  153     9    19  121    31    67  147    74 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   10  114    35    53  153     9    19  121    31    67  147    74 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.06 0.72  0.22  0.25 0.71  0.04  0.11 0.71  0.18  0.23 0.51  0.26 
Final Sat.:    40  447   136   155  446    25    71  451   115   157  343   174 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.26 0.26  0.26  0.34 0.34  0.34  0.27 0.27  0.27  0.43 0.43  0.43 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:    9.9  9.9   9.9  10.9 10.9  10.9  10.0 10.0  10.0  11.5 11.5  11.5 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   9.9  9.9   9.9  10.9 10.9  10.9  10.0 10.0  10.0  11.5 11.5  11.5 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     B    B     B     A    A     A     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:       9.9             10.9             10.0             11.5
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        9.9             10.9             10.0             11.5
LOS by Appr:         A                B                A                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.6  0.6   0.6 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave                                          
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   10  112    34    43  124     7    18  114    29    39   85    43 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             330                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           167                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 515                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #8: Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 7   136   2   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

4      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 15      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

42      1! Critical V/C: 0.116 1! 30   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 3.9 0

3      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 3.9 0 9      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 4   120   13   

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:       4  120    13     2  136     7     4   42     3     9   30    15 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4  120    13     2  136     7     4   42     3     9   30    15 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.76 0.76  0.76  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.64 0.64  0.64  0.59 0.59  0.59 
PHF Volume:     5  158    17     2  168     9     6   66     5    15   51    25 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    5  158    17     2  168     9     6   66     5    15   51    25 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   7.1  6.5   6.2   7.1  6.5   6.2 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  177 xxxx xxxxx   175 xxxx xxxxx   392  363   172   389  358   166 
Potent Cap.: 1412 xxxx xxxxx  1414 xxxx xxxxx   571  568   877   573  571   883 
Move Cap.:   1412 xxxx xxxxx  1414 xxxx xxxxx   514  565   877   517  568   883 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.12  0.01  0.03 0.09  0.03 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  7.6 xxxx xxxxx   7.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  573 xxxxx  xxxx  619 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.3 xxxxx xxxxx 11.8 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.3             11.8
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                B       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
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Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    4  120    13     2  136     7     4   42     3     9   30    15 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.3             11.8
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[eastbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.2]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=49]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=385]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Approach[westbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.2]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=54]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=385]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    4  120    13     2  136     7     4   42     3     9   30    15 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             282                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           54                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 557                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #8: Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 5   156   6   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

6      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 10      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

6      1! Critical V/C: 0.035 1! 12   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 1.6 0

5      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 1.6 0 3      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 2   169   14   

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:45 pm to 5:45 pm
Base Vol:       2  169    14     6  156     5     6    6     5     3   12    10 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    2  169    14     6  156     5     6    6     5     3   12    10 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.75 0.75  0.75  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.61 0.61  0.61  0.69 0.69  0.69 
PHF Volume:     3  225    19     8  197     6    10   10     8     4   17    14 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    3  225    19     8  197     6    10   10     8     4   17    14 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   7.1  6.5   6.2   7.1  6.5   6.2 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  204 xxxx xxxxx   244 xxxx xxxxx   472  465   201   465  459   235 
Potent Cap.: 1380 xxxx xxxxx  1334 xxxx xxxxx   506  498   845   511  502   809 
Move Cap.:   1380 xxxx xxxxx  1334 xxxx xxxxx   481  494   845   496  498   809 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.02 0.02  0.01  0.01 0.03  0.02 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  7.6 xxxx xxxxx   7.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  557 xxxxx  xxxx  588 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.8 xxxxx xxxxx 11.5 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.8             11.5
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                B       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
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Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    2  169    14     6  156     5     6    6     5     3   12    10 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.8             11.5
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[eastbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.1]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=17]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=394]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Approach[westbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.1]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=25]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=394]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    2  169    14     6  156     5     6    6     5     3   12    10 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             352                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           25                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 498                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing AM

Intersection #9: Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 15   112*** 10   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

11      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 9      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

94***   1! Critical V/C: 0.409 1! 121***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.6 0

21      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.6 0 16      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 33*** 102   22   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      33  102    22    10  112    15    11   94    21    16  121     9 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   33  102    22    10  112    15    11   94    21    16  121     9 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.82 0.82  0.82  0.75 0.75  0.75  0.54 0.54  0.54 
PHF Volume:    45  138    30    12  137    18    15  125    28    30  224    17 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   45  138    30    12  137    18    15  125    28    30  224    17 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   45  138    30    12  137    18    15  125    28    30  224    17 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.21 0.65  0.14  0.07 0.82  0.11  0.09 0.74  0.17  0.11 0.83  0.06 
Final Sat.:   134  415    90    46  511    68    56  476   106    72  548    41 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.33 0.33  0.33  0.27 0.27  0.27  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.41 0.41  0.41 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   10.6 10.6  10.6  10.1 10.1  10.1   9.9  9.9   9.9  11.4 11.4  11.4 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.6 10.6  10.6  10.1 10.1  10.1   9.9  9.9   9.9  11.4 11.4  11.4 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     A    A     A     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.6             10.1              9.9             11.4
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.6             10.1              9.9             11.4
LOS by Appr:         B                B                A                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.6  0.6   0.6 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #9 Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   33  102    22    10  112    15    11   94    21    16  121     9 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             294                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           146                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 546                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Base Volume Alternative)

Existing PM

Intersection #9: Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 18   151   3***

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

9      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 6      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

62      1! Critical V/C: 0.327 1! 45   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 9.4 0

20***   0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 9.4 0 12***   

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 27   156*** 17   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Base Vol:      27  156    17     3  151    18     9   62    20    12   45     6 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   27  156    17     3  151    18     9   62    20    12   45     6 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.88 0.88  0.88  0.58 0.58  0.58 
PHF Volume:    33  188    20     4  182    22    10   70    23    21   78    10 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   33  188    20     4  182    22    10   70    23    21   78    10 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   33  188    20     4  182    22    10   70    23    21   78    10 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.13 0.78  0.09  0.02 0.88  0.10  0.10 0.68  0.22  0.19 0.71  0.10 
Final Sat.:    99  574    63    13  643    77    65  450   145   124  466    62 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.33 0.33  0.33  0.28 0.28  0.28  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.17 0.17  0.17 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                        ****  ****           
Delay/Veh:    9.9  9.9   9.9   9.5  9.5   9.5   8.9  8.9   8.9   9.0  9.0   9.0 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   9.9  9.9   9.9   9.5  9.5   9.5   8.9  8.9   8.9   9.0  9.0   9.0 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       9.9              9.5              8.9              9.0
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        9.9              9.5              8.9              9.0
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.2  0.2   0.2 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #9 Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       
********************************************************************************
Base Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
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Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   27  156    17     3  151    18     9   62    20    12   45     6 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             372                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           91                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 483                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #1: S Tracy Blvd / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 12   605   75***

Lanes: 0 1 1 0 1

Signal=Permit Signal=Permit
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

27      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 79      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

37      1! Critical V/C: 1.019 1! 37***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 43.2 0

28      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 35.1 0 82      

LOS: D+

Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0
Initial Vol: 4   1451*** 90   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Street Name:           S Tracy Blvd                      W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:45 am to 8:45 am
Base Vol:       4 1451    76    75  605    12    27   37    28    79   37    79 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4 1451    76    75  605    12    27   37    28    79   37    79 
Added Vol:      0    0    14     0    0     0     0    0     0     3    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    4 1451    90    75  605    12    27   37    28    82   37    79 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.57 0.57  0.57  0.80 0.80  0.80  0.70 0.70  0.70  0.81 0.81  0.81 
PHF Volume:     7 2546   158    94  756    15    39   53    40   101   46    98 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:    7 2546   158    94  756    15    39   53    40   101   46    98 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:    7 2546   158    94  756    15    39   53    40   101   46    98 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.91  0.91  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.76 0.76  0.76  0.69 0.69  0.69 
Lanes:       1.00 1.88  0.12  1.00 1.96  0.04  0.29 0.41  0.30  0.41 0.19  0.40 
Final Sat.:  1753 3271   203  1753 3427    68   425  582   440   541  244   522 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.78  0.78  0.05 0.22  0.22  0.09 0.09  0.09  0.19 0.19  0.19 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                                   ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.01 0.76  0.76  0.05 0.80  0.80  0.18 0.18  0.18  0.18 0.18  0.18 
Volume/Cap:  0.28 1.02  1.02  1.02 0.28  0.28  0.49 0.49  0.49  1.02 1.02  1.02 
Uniform Del: 48.8 11.8  11.8  47.4  2.5   2.5  36.7 36.7  36.7  40.8 40.8  40.8 
IncremntDel:  5.8 22.4  22.4  99.0  0.1   0.1   1.5  1.5   1.5  63.0 63.0  63.0 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   54.5 34.2  34.2 146.4  2.6   2.6  38.1 38.1  38.1 103.8  104 103.8 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  54.5 34.2  34.2 146.4  2.6   2.6  38.1 38.1  38.1 103.8  104 103.8 
LOS by Move:   D-   C-    C-     F    A     A    D+   D+    D+     F    F     F 
HCM2k95thQ:     1   83    83    12    6     6     8    8     8    23   23    23 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA



COMPARE Fri Jan 16 12:03:03 2015 Page 3- 2

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #1: S Tracy Blvd / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 18   756   42***

Lanes: 0 1 1 0 1

Signal=Permit Signal=Permit
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

36      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 71      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

28      1! Critical V/C: 0.485 1! 30***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 17.3 0

17      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 15.0 0 90      

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0
Initial Vol: 4   788*** 49   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Street Name:           S Tracy Blvd                      W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:5:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Base Vol:       4  788    42    42  756    18    36   28    17    73   30    71 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4  788    42    42  756    18    36   28    17    73   30    71 
Added Vol:      0    0     7     0    0     0     0    0     0    17    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    4  788    49    42  756    18    36   28    17    90   30    71 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.90 0.90  0.90  0.90 0.90  0.90  0.88 0.88  0.88  0.69 0.69  0.69 
PHF Volume:     4  876    54    47  840    20    41   32    19   130   43   103 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:    4  876    54    47  840    20    41   32    19   130   43   103 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:    4  876    54    47  840    20    41   32    19   130   43   103 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.91  0.91  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.78 0.78  0.78  0.76 0.76  0.76 
Lanes:       1.00 1.88  0.12  1.00 1.95  0.05  0.44 0.35  0.21  0.47 0.16  0.37 
Final Sat.:  1753 3270   203  1753 3414    81   655  510   309   684  228   539 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.00 0.27  0.27  0.03 0.25  0.25  0.06 0.06  0.06  0.19 0.19  0.19 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                                   ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.01 0.55  0.55  0.05 0.60  0.60  0.39 0.39  0.39  0.39 0.39  0.39 
Volume/Cap:  0.41 0.49  0.49  0.49 0.41  0.41  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.49 0.49  0.49 
Uniform Del: 49.5 13.7  13.7  45.9 10.6  10.6  19.6 19.6  19.6  22.7 22.7  22.7 
IncremntDel: 23.3  0.2   0.2   3.8  0.1   0.1   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.7  0.7   0.7 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   72.8 13.9  13.9  49.7 10.7  10.7  19.8 19.8  19.8  23.4 23.4  23.4 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  72.8 13.9  13.9  49.7 10.7  10.7  19.8 19.8  19.8  23.4 23.4  23.4 
LOS by Move:    E    B     B     D   B+    B+    B-   B-    B-     C    C     C 
HCM2k95thQ:     1   17    17     4   14    14     4    4     4    13   13    13 
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Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #2: Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 36   119*** 6   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

17      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 10      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

89***   1! Critical V/C: 0.482 1! 140***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 11.4 0

24      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 11.4 0 34      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 24*** 72   30   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      22   72    30     6  117    36    17   89    15    33  140    10 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   22   72    30     6  117    36    17   89    15    33  140    10 
Added Vol:      2    0     0     0    2     0     0    0     9     1    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   24   72    30     6  119    36    17   89    24    34  140    10 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.70 0.70  0.70  0.69 0.69  0.69  0.78 0.78  0.78  0.59 0.59  0.59 
PHF Volume:    34  103    43     9  172    52    22  114    31    58  237    17 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   34  103    43     9  172    52    22  114    31    58  237    17 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   34  103    43     9  172    52    22  114    31    58  237    17 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.19 0.57  0.24  0.04 0.74  0.22  0.13 0.69  0.18  0.18 0.77  0.05 
Final Sat.:   116  347   145    23  463   140    80  418   113   119  492    35 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.30 0.30  0.30  0.37 0.37  0.37  0.27 0.27  0.27  0.48 0.48  0.48 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   10.5 10.5  10.5  11.2 11.2  11.2  10.2 10.2  10.2  12.7 12.7  12.7 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.5 10.5  10.5  11.2 11.2  11.2  10.2 10.2  10.2  12.7 12.7  12.7 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.5             11.2             10.2             12.7
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.5             11.2             10.2             12.7
LOS by Appr:         B                B                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.5  0.5   0.5   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.8  0.8   0.8 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #2 Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   24   72    30     6  119    36    17   89    24    34  140    10 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             314                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           161                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 528                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #2: Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 24   74*** 7   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

36      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 5      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

82***   1! Critical V/C: 0.172 1! 83***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 8.3 0

12      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 8.3 0 3      

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 28   77*** 11   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Base Vol:      16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   16   75    10     7   73    24    36   82     7     3   83     5 
Added Vol:     12    2     1     0    1     0     0    0     5     0    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   28   77    11     7   74    24    36   82    12     3   83     5 
User 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 
PHF 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 
PHF Volume:    28   77    11     7   74    24    36   82    12     3   83     5 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   28   77    11     7   74    24    36   82    12     3   83     5 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   28   77    11     7   74    24    36   82    12     3   83     5 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.24 0.67  0.09  0.07 0.70  0.23  0.28 0.63  0.09  0.03 0.92  0.05 
Final Sat.:   182  501    72    51  543   176   210  478    70    25  685    41 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.15 0.15  0.15  0.14 0.14  0.14  0.17 0.17  0.17  0.12 0.12  0.12 
Crit Moves:       ****             ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:    8.3  8.3   8.3   8.1  8.1   8.1   8.4  8.4   8.4   8.2  8.2   8.2 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   8.3  8.3   8.3   8.1  8.1   8.1   8.4  8.4   8.4   8.2  8.2   8.2 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       8.3              8.1              8.4              8.2
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        8.3              8.1              8.4              8.2
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.1  0.1   0.1 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #2 Bessie Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   28   77    11     7   74    24    36   82    12     3   83     5 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             221                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           130                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 622                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #3: Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 12*** 174   20   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

3      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 15      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

4***   1! Critical V/C: 0.426 1! 4   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.0 0

8      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.0 0 45***   

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 12*** 117   40   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 a.m. to 8:30 a.m.
Base Vol:      12  115    40    20  163    12     3    4     7    44    4    15 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   12  115    40    20  163    12     3    4     7    44    4    15 
Added Vol:      0    2     0     0   11     0     0    0     1     1    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   12  117    40    20  174    12     3    4     8    45    4    15 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.68 0.68  0.68  0.63 0.63  0.63  0.50 0.50  0.50  0.58 0.58  0.58 
PHF Volume:    18  172    59    32  276    19     6    8    16    78    7    26 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   18  172    59    32  276    19     6    8    16    78    7    26 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   18  172    59    32  276    19     6    8    16    78    7    26 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.07 0.69  0.24  0.10 0.84  0.06  0.20 0.27  0.53  0.71 0.06  0.23 
Final Sat.:    54  531   181    75  648    45   126  167   335   443   39   148 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.32 0.32  0.32  0.43 0.43  0.43  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.18 0.18  0.18 
Crit Moves:  ****                        ****       ****        ****           
Delay/Veh:    9.6  9.6   9.6  10.8 10.8  10.8   8.3  8.3   8.3   9.3  9.3   9.3 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   9.6  9.6   9.6  10.8 10.8  10.8   8.3  8.3   8.3   9.3  9.3   9.3 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     B    B     B     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       9.6             10.8              8.3              9.3
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        9.6             10.8              8.3              9.3
LOS by Appr:         A                B                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.7  0.7   0.7   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.2  0.2   0.2 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   12  117    40    20  174    12     3    4     8    45    4    15 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             375                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           64                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 481                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #3: Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 7   89*** 11   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

12***   0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 27      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

5      1! Critical V/C: 0.172 1! 2***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 8.1 0

8      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 8.1 0 28      

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 5   81*** 20   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Base Vol:       4   68    19    11   83     7    12    5     8    25    2    25 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4   68    19    11   83     7    12    5     8    25    2    25 
Added Vol:      1   13     1     0    6     0     0    0     0     3    0     2 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    5   81    20    11   89     7    12    5     8    28    2    27 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.76 0.76  0.76  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.63 0.63  0.63  0.59 0.59  0.59 
PHF Volume:     7  107    26    14  113     9    19    8    13    47    3    46 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:    7  107    26    14  113     9    19    8    13    47    3    46 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:    7  107    26    14  113     9    19    8    13    47    3    46 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.05 0.76  0.19  0.10 0.83  0.07  0.48 0.20  0.32  0.49 0.04  0.47 
Final Sat.:    38  621   153    82  664    52   358  149   238   381   27   367 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.17 0.17  0.17  0.17 0.17  0.17  0.05 0.05  0.05  0.12 0.12  0.12 
Crit Moves:       ****             ****        ****                  ****      
Delay/Veh:    8.1  8.1   8.1   8.2  8.2   8.2   7.8  7.8   7.8   8.0  8.0   8.0 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   8.1  8.1   8.1   8.2  8.2   8.2   7.8  7.8   7.8   8.0  8.0   8.0 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       8.1              8.2              7.8              8.0
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        8.1              8.2              7.8              8.0
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.1  0.1   0.1 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #3 Bessie Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    5   81    20    11   89     7    12    5     8    28    2    27 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             213                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           57                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 632                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #4: Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 46   130   41***

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

49      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 25***   

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

123***   1! Critical V/C: 0.607 1! 118   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 14.7 0

9      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 14.7 0 17      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 19   116*** 34   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      19  112    34    33  129    45    44  114     9    17  116    22 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   19  112    34    33  129    45    44  114     9    17  116    22 
Added Vol:      0    4     0     8    1     1     5    9     0     0    2     3 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   19  116    34    41  130    46    49  123     9    17  118    25 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.70 0.70  0.70  0.62 0.62  0.62  0.68 0.68  0.68  0.60 0.60  0.60 
PHF Volume:    27  166    49    66  210    74    72  181    13    28  197    42 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   27  166    49    66  210    74    72  181    13    28  197    42 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   27  166    49    66  210    74    72  181    13    28  197    42 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.11 0.69  0.20  0.19 0.60  0.21  0.27 0.68  0.05  0.10 0.74  0.16 
Final Sat.:    61  370   109   109  345   122   145  364    27    58  400    85 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.45 0.45  0.45  0.61 0.61  0.61  0.50 0.50  0.50  0.49 0.49  0.49 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****                   ****
Delay/Veh:   13.3 13.3  13.3  16.5 16.5  16.5  14.4 14.4  14.4  14.1 14.1  14.1 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  13.3 13.3  13.3  16.5 16.5  16.5  14.4 14.4  14.4  14.1 14.1  14.1 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     C    C     C     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      13.3             16.5             14.4             14.1
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       13.3             16.5             14.4             14.1
LOS by Appr:         B                C                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.6  0.6   0.6   1.2  1.2   1.2   0.8  0.8   0.8   0.7  0.7   0.7 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave                                        
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   19  116    34    41  130    46    49  123     9    17  118    25 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             386                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           181                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 473                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #4: Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 32   90   24***

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

27      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 25      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

107      1! Critical V/C: 0.407 1! 131   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.4 0

10***   0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.4 0 13***   

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 11*** 49   22   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W Eaton Ave            
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Base Vol:      11   47    22    19   84    26    25  102    10    13  119    14 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   11   47    22    19   84    26    25  102    10    13  119    14 
Added Vol:      0    2     0     5    6     6     2    5     0     0   12    11 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   11   49    22    24   90    32    27  107    10    13  131    25 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.77 0.77  0.77  0.65 0.65  0.65  0.84 0.84  0.84  0.60 0.60  0.60 
PHF Volume:    14   64    29    37  138    49    32  127    12    22  218    42 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   14   64    29    37  138    49    32  127    12    22  218    42 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   14   64    29    37  138    49    32  127    12    22  218    42 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.13 0.60  0.27  0.16 0.62  0.22  0.19 0.74  0.07  0.08 0.77  0.15 
Final Sat.:    84  373   167   108  406   145   123  486    45    53  536   102 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.17 0.17  0.17  0.34 0.34  0.34  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.41 0.41  0.41 
Crit Moves:  ****             ****                        ****  ****           
Delay/Veh:    9.2  9.2   9.2  10.5 10.5  10.5   9.8  9.8   9.8  11.1 11.1  11.1 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   9.2  9.2   9.2  10.5 10.5  10.5   9.8  9.8   9.8  11.1 11.1  11.1 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     B    B     B     A    A     A     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:       9.2             10.5              9.8             11.1
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        9.2             10.5              9.8             11.1
LOS by Appr:         A                B                A                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.6  0.6   0.6 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #4 Bessie Ave / W Eaton Ave                                        
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   11   49    22    24   90    32    27  107    10    13  131    25 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             313                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           146                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 529                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #5: Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 122   0   9   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Uncontrol Signal=Uncontrol
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

99      1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 29      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

787      2  Critical V/C: 0.450 1 765   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 4.4 0

0      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 4.4 0 0      

LOS: E

Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Vol: 0   0   0   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W 11th St              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:       0    0     0     9    0   121    96  787     0     0  765    28 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    0    0     0     9    0   121    96  787     0     0  765    28 
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     1     3    0     0     0    0     1 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    0    0     0     9    0   122    99  787     0     0  765    29 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  0.53 1.00  0.53  0.79 0.79  1.00  1.00 0.79  0.79 
PHF Volume:     0    0     0    17    0   230   125  996     0     0  968    37 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0    0     0    17    0   230   125  996     0     0  968    37 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.9  6.6   7.0   4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1735 2234   503  1005 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx    78   42   512   679 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx    67   34   512   679 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.25 0.00  0.45  0.18 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.7 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  11.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  351 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  5.1 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 36.4 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             36.4           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                E                *                *       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
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Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0     9    0   122    99  787     0     0  765    29 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             36.4           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[southbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=1.3]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=131]                                   
   SUCCEED - Approach volume greater than or equal to 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=3][total volume=1811]                   
   SUCCEED - Total volume greater than or equal to 650 for intersection
             with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0     9    0   122    99  787     0     0  765    29 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             1680                                           
Minor Approach Volume:           131                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 106                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #5: Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 75   0   24   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Uncontrol Signal=Uncontrol
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

48      1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 24      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

840      2  Critical V/C: 0.413 1 849   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 3.2 0

0      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 3.2 0 0      

LOS: E

Lanes: 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Vol: 0   0   0   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Bessie Ave                       W 11th St              
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:00 pm to 5:00 pm
Base Vol:       0    0     0    23    0    70    47  840     0     0  849    24 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    0    0     0    23    0    70    47  840     0     0  849    24 
Added Vol:      0    0     0     1    0     5     1    0     0     0    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    0    0     0    24    0    75    48  840     0     0  849    24 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  0.70 1.00  0.70  0.92 0.92  1.00  1.00 0.79  0.79 
PHF Volume:     0    0     0    34    0   107    52  913     0     0 1075    30 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    0    0     0    34    0   107    52  913     0     0 1075    30 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.9  6.6   7.0   4.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1651 2107   553  1105 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx    89   50   474   622 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx    83   46   474   622 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Volume/Cap:  xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.41 0.00  0.23  0.08 xxxx  xxxx  xxxx xxxx  xxxx 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   0.3 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx  11.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    *    *     *     *    *     *     B    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  221 xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  3.8 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 46.3 xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    E     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             46.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
ApproachLOS:         *                E                *                *       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
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Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0    24    0    75    48  840     0     0  849    24 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx             46.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[southbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=1.3]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=99]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=3][total volume=1860]                   
   SUCCEED - Total volume greater than or equal to 650 for intersection
             with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #5 Bessie Ave / W 11th St (i 205)                                  
********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled
Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    1  0  2  0  0    0  0  1  1  0  
Initial Vol:    0    0     0    24    0    75    48  840     0     0  849    24 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             1761                                           
Minor Approach Volume:           99                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 90 [less than minimum of 100]                  
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #6: Parker Ave / W 11th St ( i 205)

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 80   46*** 85   

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

44***   1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 58      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

701      1  Critical V/C: 0.455 1 702***

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 16.5 0

29      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 14.4 1 4      

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Initial Vol: 66*** 40   10   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      66   39    10    84   46    80    44  701    29     4  701    53 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   66   39    10    84   46    80    44  701    29     4  701    53 
Added Vol:      0    1     0     1    0     0     0    0     0     0    1     5 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   66   40    10    85   46    80    44  701    29     4  702    58 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.88 0.88  0.88  0.85 0.85  0.85  0.76 0.76  0.76 
PHF Volume:    89   54    14    97   52    91    52  825    34     5  924    76 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   89   54    14    97   52    91    52  825    34     5  924    76 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   89   54    14    97   52    91    52  825    34     5  924    76 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.88  0.88  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.91  0.91 
Lanes:       1.00 0.80  0.20  1.00 0.37  0.63  1.00 1.92  0.08  1.00 1.85  0.15 
Final Sat.:  1753 1432   358  1753  610  1060  1753 3346   138  1753 3202   265 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.05 0.04  0.04  0.06 0.09  0.09  0.03 0.25  0.25  0.00 0.29  0.29 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                  ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.11 0.12  0.12  0.18 0.19  0.19  0.06 0.69  0.69  0.01 0.63  0.63 
Volume/Cap:  0.45 0.31  0.31  0.31 0.45  0.45  0.45 0.36  0.36  0.36 0.45  0.45 
Uniform Del: 41.5 40.0  40.0  35.7 36.0  36.0  45.0  6.3   6.3  49.3  9.4   9.4 
IncremntDel:  1.7  0.8   0.8   0.6  1.0   1.0   2.9  0.1   0.1  14.2  0.1   0.1 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   43.2 40.8  40.8  36.3 37.0  37.0  47.9  6.4   6.4  63.5  9.5   9.5 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  43.2 40.8  40.8  36.3 37.0  37.0  47.9  6.4   6.4  63.5  9.5   9.5 
LOS by Move:    D    D     D    D+   D+    D+     D    A     A     E    A     A 
HCM2k95thQ:     6    4     4     6    9     9     4   11    11     1   16    16 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Operations (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #6: Parker Ave / W 11th St ( i 205)

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 80   47*** 90   

Lanes: 0 1 0 0 1

Signal=Protect Signal=Protect
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: n/a Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

44***   1
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 56      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

1

702      1  Critical V/C: 0.389 1 701***

1 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 18.8 0

29      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 16.5 1 4      

LOS: B

Lanes: 1 0 0 1 0
Initial Vol: 66*** 39   10   

Signal=Protect/Rights=Include

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Y+R:          4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0   4.0  4.0   4.0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module:
Base Vol:      66   39    10    84   46    80    44  701    29     4  701    53 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   66   39    10    84   46    80    44  701    29     4  701    53 
Added Vol:      0    0     0     6    1     0     0    1     0     0    0     3 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   66   39    10    90   47    80    44  702    29     4  701    56 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.85 0.85  0.85  0.97 0.97  0.97  0.98 0.98  0.98 
PHF Volume:    89   53    14   106   55    94    45  724    30     4  715    57 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   89   53    14   106   55    94    45  724    30     4  715    57 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   89   53    14   106   55    94    45  724    30     4  715    57 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 
Adjustment:  0.92 0.94  0.94  0.92 0.88  0.88  0.92 0.92  0.92  0.92 0.91  0.91 
Lanes:       1.00 0.80  0.20  1.00 0.37  0.63  1.00 1.92  0.08  1.00 1.85  0.15 
Final Sat.:  1753 1423   365  1753  619  1053  1753 3346   138  1753 3210   256 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.05 0.04  0.04  0.06 0.09  0.09  0.03 0.22  0.22  0.00 0.22  0.22 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                  ****      
Green/Cycle: 0.13 0.14  0.14  0.22 0.23  0.23  0.07 0.63  0.63  0.01 0.57  0.57 
Volume/Cap:  0.39 0.27  0.27  0.27 0.39  0.39  0.39 0.34  0.34  0.34 0.39  0.39 
Uniform Del: 39.8 38.7  38.7  32.1 32.6  32.6  44.7  8.6   8.6  49.4 11.7  11.7 
IncremntDel:  1.1  0.6   0.6   0.4  0.7   0.7   2.1  0.1   0.1  16.3  0.1   0.1 
InitQueuDel:  0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0 
Delay 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 
Delay/Veh:   40.9 39.3  39.3  32.5 33.2  33.2  46.9  8.7   8.7  65.8 11.9  11.9 
User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
AdjDel/Veh:  40.9 39.3  39.3  32.5 33.2  33.2  46.9  8.7   8.7  65.8 11.9  11.9 
LOS by Move:    D    D     D    C-   C-    C-     D    A     A     E   B+    B+ 
HCM2k95thQ:     6    4     4     6    8     8     4   11    11     1   13    13 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #7: Parker Ave / Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 16*** 93   43   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

22      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 31***   

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

129***   1! Critical V/C: 0.382 1! 113   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.8 0

17      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.8 0 21      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 22   85*** 35   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                        Eaton Ave             
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      16   85    35    43   93    14    22  129    16    21  112    31 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   16   85    35    43   93    14    22  129    16    21  112    31 
Added Vol:      6    0     0     0    0     2     0    0     1     0    1     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   22   85    35    43   93    16    22  129    17    21  113    31 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.80 0.80  0.80  0.68 0.68  0.68  0.73 0.73  0.73 
PHF Volume:    30  115    47    54  116    20    32  190    25    29  155    42 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   30  115    47    54  116    20    32  190    25    29  155    42 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   30  115    47    54  116    20    32  190    25    29  155    42 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.15 0.60  0.25  0.28 0.61  0.11  0.13 0.77  0.10  0.13 0.68  0.19 
Final Sat.:    97  373   154   173  374    64    85  496    65    82  442   121 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.31 0.31  0.31  0.31 0.31  0.31  0.38 0.38  0.38  0.35 0.35  0.35 
Crit Moves:       ****                   ****       ****                   ****
Delay/Veh:   10.4 10.4  10.4  10.6 10.6  10.6  11.2 11.2  11.2  10.8 10.8  10.8 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.4 10.4  10.4  10.6 10.6  10.6  11.2 11.2  11.2  10.8 10.8  10.8 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.4             10.6             11.2             10.8
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.4             10.6             11.2             10.8
LOS by Appr:         B                B                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.5  0.5   0.5   0.5  0.5   0.5 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave                                          
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   22   85    35    43   93    16    22  129    17    21  113    31 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             333                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           152                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 513                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA



COMPARE Fri Jan 16 12:03:03 2015 Page 3-24

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #7: Parker Ave / Eaton Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 8   125   43***

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

20      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 43      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

115***   1! Critical V/C: 0.434 1! 86***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.9 0

36      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.9 0 39      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 13   112*** 34   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                        Eaton Ave             
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:30 pm to 5:30 pm
Base Vol:      10  112    34    43  124     7    18  114    29    39   85    43 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   10  112    34    43  124     7    18  114    29    39   85    43 
Added Vol:      3    0     0     0    1     1     2    1     7     0    1     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   13  112    34    43  125     8    20  115    36    39   86    43 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.98  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.94 0.94  0.94  0.58 0.58  0.58 
PHF Volume:    13  114    35    53  154    10    21  122    38    67  148    74 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   13  114    35    53  154    10    21  122    38    67  148    74 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   13  114    35    53  154    10    21  122    38    67  148    74 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.08 0.71  0.21  0.24 0.71  0.05  0.12 0.67  0.21  0.23 0.51  0.26 
Final Sat.:    50  434   132   152  441    28    74  428   134   155  342   171 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.26 0.26  0.26  0.35 0.35  0.35  0.29 0.29  0.29  0.43 0.43  0.43 
Crit Moves:       ****        ****                  ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   10.1 10.1  10.1  11.0 11.0  11.0  10.2 10.2  10.2  11.6 11.6  11.6 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.1 10.1  10.1  11.0 11.0  11.0  10.2 10.2  10.2  11.6 11.6  11.6 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.1             11.0             10.2             11.6
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.1             11.0             10.2             11.6
LOS by Appr:         B                B                B                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.7  0.7   0.7 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #7 Parker Ave / Eaton Ave                                          
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   13  112    34    43  125     8    20  115    36    39   86    43 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             339                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           176                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 508                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #8: Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 8   138   2   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

4      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 15      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

42      1! Critical V/C: 0.117 1! 30   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 3.9 0

3      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 3.9 0 9      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 4   120   13   

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:       4  120    13     2  136     7     4   42     3     9   30    15 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    4  120    13     2  136     7     4   42     3     9   30    15 
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    2     1     0    0     0     0    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    4  120    13     2  138     8     4   42     3     9   30    15 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.76 0.76  0.76  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.64 0.64  0.64  0.59 0.59  0.59 
PHF Volume:     5  158    17     2  170    10     6   66     5    15   51    25 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    5  158    17     2  170    10     6   66     5    15   51    25 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   7.1  6.5   6.2   7.1  6.5   6.2 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  180 xxxx xxxxx   175 xxxx xxxxx   395  366   175   392  362   166 
Potent Cap.: 1407 xxxx xxxxx  1414 xxxx xxxxx   568  566   873   571  568   883 
Move Cap.:   1407 xxxx xxxxx  1414 xxxx xxxxx   512  563   873   515  565   883 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 0.12  0.01  0.03 0.09  0.03 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  7.6 xxxx xxxxx   7.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  570 xxxxx  xxxx  617 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx xxxxx  0.5 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.3 xxxxx xxxxx 11.8 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.3             11.8
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                B       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
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Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    4  120    13     2  138     8     4   42     3     9   30    15 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.3             11.8
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[eastbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.2]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=49]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=388]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Approach[westbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.2]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=54]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=388]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    4  120    13     2  138     8     4   42     3     9   30    15 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             285                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           54                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 554                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM Unsignalized (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #8: Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 5   157   6   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

7      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 10      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

6      1! Critical V/C: 0.035 1! 12   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 1.6 0

6      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 1.6 0 3      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 2   171   14   

Signal=Uncontrol/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Beverly Pl           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 4:45 pm to 5:45 pm
Base Vol:       2  169    14     6  156     5     6    6     5     3   12    10 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:    2  169    14     6  156     5     6    6     5     3   12    10 
Added Vol:      0    2     0     0    1     0     1    0     1     0    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:    2  171    14     6  157     5     7    6     6     3   12    10 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.75 0.75  0.75  0.79 0.79  0.79  0.61 0.61  0.61  0.69 0.69  0.69 
PHF Volume:     3  228    19     8  199     6    11   10    10     4   17    14 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
FinalVolume:    3  228    19     8  199     6    11   10    10     4   17    14 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:  4.1 xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx   7.1  6.5   6.2   7.1  6.5   6.2 
FollowUpTim:  2.2 xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx   3.5  4.0   3.3   3.5  4.0   3.3 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Module:
Cnflict Vol:  205 xxxx xxxxx   247 xxxx xxxxx   476  469   202   470  463   237 
Potent Cap.: 1378 xxxx xxxxx  1331 xxxx xxxxx   503  495   844   507  499   807 
Move Cap.:   1378 xxxx xxxxx  1331 xxxx xxxxx   478  491   844   491  495   807 
Volume/Cap:  0.00 xxxx  xxxx  0.01 xxxx  xxxx  0.02 0.02  0.01  0.01 0.04  0.02 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ:    0.0 xxxx xxxxx   0.0 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 
Control Del:  7.6 xxxx xxxxx   7.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 
LOS by Move:    A    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     * 
Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  
Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  559 xxxxx  xxxx  585 xxxxx 
SharedQueue:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx xxxxx  0.2 xxxxx 
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 11.8 xxxxx xxxxx 11.6 xxxxx 
Shared LOS:     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *     *    B     * 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.8             11.6
ApproachLOS:         *                *                B                B       
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                     Peak Hour Delay Signal Warrant Report                      
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
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Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    2  171    14     6  157     5     7    6     6     3   12    10 
ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             11.8             11.6
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach[eastbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.1]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=19]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=399]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Approach[westbound][lanes=1][control=Stop Sign]                                 
Signal Warrant Rule #1: [vehicle-hours=0.1]                                     
   FAIL - Vehicle-hours less than 4 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #2: [approach volume=25]                                    
   FAIL - Approach volume less than 100 for one lane approach.
Signal Warrant Rule #3: [approach count=4][total volume=399]                    
   FAIL - Total volume less than 650 for intersection
          with less than four approaches.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #8 Parker Ave / W Beverly Pl                                       
********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:    2  171    14     6  157     5     7    6     6     3   12    10 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             355                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           25                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 496                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.

Traffix 8.0.0715 Copyright (c) 2008 Dowling Associates, Inc. Licensed to TJKM, PLEASANTON, CA



COMPARE Fri Jan 16 12:03:03 2015 Page 3-30

Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project AM

Intersection #9: Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 16   113*** 10   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

11      0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 9      

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

94***   1! Critical V/C: 0.413 1! 121***

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 10.7 0

21      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 10.7 0 17      

LOS: B

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 33*** 102   22   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 7:30 am to 8:30 am
Base Vol:      33  102    22    10  112    15    11   94    21    16  121     9 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   33  102    22    10  112    15    11   94    21    16  121     9 
Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    1     1     0    0     0     1    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   33  102    22    10  113    16    11   94    21    17  121     9 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.74 0.74  0.74  0.82 0.82  0.82  0.75 0.75  0.75  0.54 0.54  0.54 
PHF Volume:    45  138    30    12  138    20    15  125    28    31  224    17 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   45  138    30    12  138    20    15  125    28    31  224    17 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   45  138    30    12  138    20    15  125    28    31  224    17 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.21 0.65  0.14  0.07 0.81  0.12  0.09 0.74  0.17  0.12 0.82  0.06 
Final Sat.:   134  414    89    45  508    72    56  475   106    76  543    40 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.33 0.33  0.33  0.27 0.27  0.27  0.26 0.26  0.26  0.41 0.41  0.41 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****             ****      
Delay/Veh:   10.6 10.6  10.6  10.1 10.1  10.1   9.9  9.9   9.9  11.5 11.5  11.5 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:  10.6 10.6  10.6  10.1 10.1  10.1   9.9  9.9   9.9  11.5 11.5  11.5 
LOS by Move:    B    B     B     B    B     B     A    A     A     B    B     B 
ApproachDel:      10.6             10.1              9.9             11.5
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:       10.6             10.1              9.9             11.5
LOS by Appr:         B                B                A                B       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.3  0.3   0.3   0.6  0.6   0.6 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #9 Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   33  102    22    10  113    16    11   94    21    17  121     9 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             296                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           147                                            
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 544                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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Level Of Service Computation Report
2000 HCM 4-Way Stop (Future Volume Alternative)

Existing Plus Project PM

Intersection #9: Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include
Initial Vol: 18   151*** 3   

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0

Signal=Stop Signal=Stop
Initial Vol: Lanes: Rights=Include Vol Cnt Date: 9/23/2014 Rights=Include Lanes: Initial Vol:

10***   0
Cycle Time (sec): 100

0 6***   

0
Loss Time (sec): 0

0

62      1! Critical V/C: 0.332 1! 45   

0 Avg Crit Del (sec/veh): 9.5 0

20      0 Avg Delay (sec/veh): 9.5 0 13      

LOS: A

Lanes: 0 0 1! 0 0
Initial Vol: 27*** 157   19   

Signal=Stop/Rights=Include

Street Name:            Parker Ave                       W Lowell Ave           
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 23 Sep 2014 << 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm
Base Vol:      27  156    17     3  151    18     9   62    20    12   45     6 
Growth 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 
Initial Bse:   27  156    17     3  151    18     9   62    20    12   45     6 
Added Vol:      0    1     2     0    0     0     1    0     0     1    0     0 
PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Initial Fut:   27  157    19     3  151    18    10   62    20    13   45     6 
User 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 
PHF Adj:     0.83 0.83  0.83  0.83 0.83  0.83  0.88 0.88  0.88  0.58 0.58  0.58 
PHF Volume:    33  189    23     4  182    22    11   70    23    22   78    10 
Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 
Reduced Vol:   33  189    23     4  182    22    11   70    23    22   78    10 
PCE 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 
MLF 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 
FinalVolume:   33  189    23     4  182    22    11   70    23    22   78    10 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Saturation Flow Module:
Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 
Lanes:       0.13 0.78  0.09  0.02 0.88  0.10  0.11 0.67  0.22  0.20 0.71  0.09 
Final Sat.:    98  569    69    13  641    76    72  444   143   132  457    61 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat:     0.33 0.33  0.33  0.28 0.28  0.28  0.16 0.16  0.16  0.17 0.17  0.17 
Crit Moves:  ****                  ****        ****                        ****
Delay/Veh:    9.9  9.9   9.9   9.5  9.5   9.5   8.9  8.9   8.9   9.1  9.1   9.1 
Delay 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 
AdjDel/Veh:   9.9  9.9   9.9   9.5  9.5   9.5   8.9  8.9   8.9   9.1  9.1   9.1 
LOS by Move:    A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A     A    A     A 
ApproachDel:       9.9              9.5              8.9              9.1
Delay Adj:        1.00             1.00             1.00             1.00
ApprAdjDel:        9.9              9.5              8.9              9.1
LOS by Appr:         A                A                A                A       
AllWayAvgQ:   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.4  0.4   0.4   0.2  0.2   0.2   0.2  0.2   0.2 
Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
                Peak Hour Volume Signal Warrant Report [Urban]                  
********************************************************************************
Intersection #9 Parker Ave / W Lowell Ave                                       
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********************************************************************************
Future Volume Alternative: Peak Hour Warrant NOT Met
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   
Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  
Lanes:        0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  
Initial Vol:   27  157    19     3  151    18    10   62    20    13   45     6 
------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|
Major Street Volume:             375                                            
Minor Approach Volume:           92                                             
Minor Approach Volume Threshold: 481                                            
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SIGNAL WARRANT DISCLAIMER
This peak hour signal warrant analysis should be considered solely as an
"indicator" of the likelihood of an unsignalized intersection warranting
a traffic signal in the future.  Intersections that exceed this warrant
are probably more likely to meet one or more of the other volume based
signal warrant (such as the 4-hour or 8-hour warrants).

The peak hour warrant analysis in this report is not intended to replace
a rigorous and complete traffic signal warrant analysis by the responsible
jurisdiction.  Consideration of the other signal warrants, which is beyond
the scope of this software, may yield different results.
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this analysis is to determine if the proposed Sutter Medical Office Building 
project would result in a significant noise impact to sensitive receptors located around the 
project site. 
 
Specifically, the following thresholds of significance were used: 
 

 Traffic noise levels exceeding 60 dB Ldn where existing noise levels are less than 60 dB 
Ldn at residential uses; 

 Increased traffic noise levels of 5 dB where existing noise levels are less than 60 dB Ldn 
at residential uses; 

 Increased traffic noise levels of 3 dB where existing noise levels exceed 60 dB Ldn at 
residential uses; 

 Project-generated noise levels exceeding 60 dB Ldn at residential uses; and 
 Project-generated noise levels exceeding 55 dBA Leq at residential uses. 

 
The proposed project is located at 445 W. Eaton Avenue with a surface parking lot to be located 
at 418, 424, 432, and 434 W. Eaton Avenue in the City of Tracy, California. 
 
The project includes the demolition of a three-story 25,000 square foot medical office building 
and residential buildings and construction of a two-story, 45,500 square foot medical office 
building and associated parking areas onsite and offsite.  The project site is Zoned Medical 
Office and designated Office in the General Plan. The site is surrounded on two sides by the 
Medium Density Residential zone (with existing residences). Surrounding land uses include a 
mix of residential and medical office uses. 
 
Figure 1 shows the project site plan. 
 



Figure Prepared: January 2015

Tracy Medical Office Building  
Figure: 1 Medical Office Building Site Plan
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Background Information on Noise  

Fundamentals of Acoustics 
 
Acoustics is the science of sound. Sound may be thought of as mechanical energy of a vibrating 
object transmitted by pressure waves through a medium to human (or animal) ears. If the 
pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), then they can be 
heard and are called sound. The number of pressure variations per second is called the 
frequency of sound, and is expressed as cycles per second or Hertz (Hz). 
 
Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds. Noise is typically defined as 
(airborne) sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be 
classified as a more specific group of sounds. Perceptions of sound and noise are highly 
subjective from person to person.  

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of 
numbers. To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing 
threshold (20 micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other sound pressures 
are then compared to this reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in 
a practical range. The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed 
as 120 dB, and changes in levels (dB) correspond closely to human perception of relative 
loudness. 

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure 
level and frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, 
perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by A-weighted sound 
levels. There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and 
the way the human ear perceives sound. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has 
become the standard tool of environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this 
section are in terms of A-weighted levels, but are expressed as dB, unless otherwise noted. 

The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in 
acoustic energy by a factor of 10. When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an 
increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70 dBA 
sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound.  

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined 
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. A common statistical 
tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), which 
corresponds to a steady-state A weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a 
time varying signal over a given time period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of the 
composite noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to 
noise.  

The day/night average level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, 
with a +10 decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m.) hours. The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime 
noise exposures as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures.  
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Table 1 lists several examples of the noise levels associated with common situations. Appendix 
A provides a summary of acoustical terms used in this report. 

TABLE 1: TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS 
Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

 --110-- Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft) --100--  

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft) --90--  

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft),
at 80 km/hr (50 mph) --80-- Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft) 

Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft) 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime
Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft) --70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft) 

Commercial Area
Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft) --60-- Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft) 

Quiet Urban Daytime --50-- 
Large Business Office 

Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Nighttime --40-- Theater, Large Conference Room (Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library 

Quiet Rural Nighttime --20-- Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (Background) 

 --10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. November 2009. 



 

j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. 
Job # 2014-188 

Environmental Noise Analysis 
Sutter Medical Office Building – City of Tracy, California

Page 5
 

Effects of Noise on People 

The effects of noise on people can be placed in three categories: 

 Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction 

 Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning 

 Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling 

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers in industrial 
plants can experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to 
measure the subjective effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and 
dissatisfaction. A wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance exists and different 
tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individual’s past experiences with noise. 

Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it 
compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so-called ambient noise 
level. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the 
less acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it.  

With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur: 

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be 
perceived; 

 Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference; 

 A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human 
response would be expected; and 

 A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can 
cause an adverse response. 

Stationary point sources of noise – including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles – 
attenuate (lessen) at a rate of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source, 
depending on environmental conditions (i.e. atmospheric conditions and either vegetative or 
manufactured noise barriers, etc.). Widely distributed noises, such as a large industrial facility 
spread over many acres, or a street with moving vehicles, would typically attenuate at a lower 
rate.  
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The existing noise environment on the project site is defined primarily by traffic on the local 
roadway network.  
 

Existing Noise Receptors 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others. Land uses 
often associated with sensitive receptors generally include residences, schools, libraries, 
hospitals, and passive recreational areas. Noise sensitive land uses are typically given special 
attention in order to achieve protection from excessive noise. Sensitivity is a function of noise 
exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) and the types of 
activities involved.  

In the vicinity of the project site, sensitive land uses include existing single-family residential 
uses. These land uses could potentially experience noise impacts associated with project 
construction, daily operations, and/or increased traffic from project circulation.  

Existing Ambient Noise Levels 
 
To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the project vicinity, four continuous 24-
hour noise level measurements were conducted on project site, adjacent to the nearest 
sensitive receptors, on Monday November 3, 2014 and Tuesday November 4, 2014. The noise 
measurement locations are shown on Figure 2. The noise level measurement survey results are 
provided in Table 2. See Appendix B for the complete 24-hour noise measurement results. 

The sound level meters were programmed to record the maximum, median, and average noise 
levels at each site during the survey. The maximum value, denoted Lmax, represents the highest 
noise level measured. The average value, denoted Leq, represents the energy average of all of 
the noise received by the sound level meter microphone during the monitoring period. The 
median value, denoted L50, represents the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during 
the monitoring period.  

Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters were used 
for the ambient noise level measurement survey. The meters were calibrated before and after 
use with an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the 
measurements. The equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National 
Standards Institute for Type 1 sound level meters (ANSI S1.4).  



Figure Prepared: November 2014

Tracy Medical Office Building  
Figure: 2 Project Location and Noise Measurement Sites
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:  Short-term Noise Measurement Locations
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TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF EXISTING BACKGROUND NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

 Average1 Measured Hourly Noise Levels 

Daytime (7am-7 pm) Nighttime (10pm-7am) 
Site 

Date Ldn Leq L50  Lmax Leq L50  Lmax 

Continuous 24 hour noise level measurements 

LT-A 11/3/14-11/4/14 55 49 46 64 48 45 60 

LT-B 11/3/14-11/4/14 54 50 48 68 46 44 61 

LT-C 11/3/14-11/4/14 55 50 48 65 48 46 60 

Short-Term Noise Level Measurements 

Site Date Time Duration Leq Lmax L10 L50 L90 

ST-1 11/4/14 3:30 p.m. 10 min 50 63 53 48 47 

ST-2 11/4/14 3:42 p.m. 10 min 54 71 57 52 49 

ST-3 11/4/14 3:57 p.m. 10 min 61 71 65 59 49 

ST-4 11/4/14 4:16 p.m. 10 min 55 71 58 50 45 

ST-5 11/4/14 4:39 p.m. 10 min 70 77 72 69 62 

1. Average values reported are the average of the hourly measured values over the daytime or nighttime period.  

Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., 2014. 
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Existing Roadway Noise Levels 
 
To predict noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used. The model is used in conjunction with the 
Calveno reference noise emission curves, and accounts for vehicle volume and speed, roadway 
configuration, distance to the receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the project site. The 
FHWA Model was developed to predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions. To 
calculate Ldn, average daily traffic (ADT) volume data is adjusted based on the assumed 
day/night distribution of traffic on the project roadways. 

Traffic volumes for existing conditions were obtained by TJKM Transportation Consultant 
(Traffic Impact Study, Sutter Medical Office Building, November 12, 2014) in the form of peak 
hour intersection movements. The peak hour traffic volumes were compiled into segment 
volumes and converted into daily traffic volumes using a factor of 10. Truck usage and vehicle 
speeds on the local area roadways were estimated from field observations.  

Traffic noise levels are predicted at the sensitive receptors located at the closest typical setback 
distance along each project-area roadway segment. In some locations sensitive receptors may 
receive shielding from noise barriers and/or buildings, or may be located at distances which vary 
from the assumed calculation distance. However, the traffic noise analysis is believed to be 
representative of the majority of sensitive receptors located closest to the Project area roadway 
segments analyzed in this report. 

Table 3 summarizes the modeled traffic noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors along 
each roadway segment in the Project area. Appendix C provides the complete inputs and 
results of the FHWA traffic modeling. 
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TABLE 3: EXISTING NOISE LEVELS AND DISTANCES TO CONTOURS 

Distance to Contours (feet) 

Roadway Segment 
Exterior Noise 

Level, Ldn 70 dB 65 dB 60 dB 

W. Lowell  West of Bessie 54.9 5 11 23 
W. Lowell  Bessie to Parker 53.6 4 9 19 
W. Lowell  East of Parker 52.6 3 7 16 
W. Beverly West of Bessie 46.8 1 3 7 
W. Beverly Bessie to Parker 46.6 1 3 6 
W. Beverly East of Parker 48.1 2 4 8 
W. Eaton West of S. Tracy 52.2 3 7 15 
W. Eaton S. Tracy to Bessie 55.7 6 12 26 
W. Eaton Bessie to Parker 55.2 5 11 24 
W. Eaton East of Parker 56.5 6 14 29 
W 11th Street West of Bessie 65.4 25 53 114 
W 11th Street Bessie to Parker 64.9 23 49 106 
W 11th Street East of Parker 64.7 22 48 103 
 Tracy North of W. Eaton 63.3 18 39 83 
Tracy South of W. Eaton 63.3 18 38 82 
Bessie N. of W. Lowell 54.4 5 10 21 
Bessie W. Lowell to W. Beverly 54.1 4 9 20 
Bessie W. Beverly to W. Eaton 54.3 5 10 21 
Bessie W. Eaton to W 11th 53.2 4 8 17 
Parker N. of W. Lowell 56.4 6 13 29 
Parker W. Lowell to W. Beverly 56.5 6 13 29 
Parker W. Beverly to W. Eaton 56.4 6 13 29 
Parker W. Eaton to W 11th 56.4 6 13 29 

 
Source: FHWA-RD-77-108 with inputs from Fehr & Peers and j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. 2014. 
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REGULATORY CONTEXT 
 
City of Tracy General Plan Noise Element 
  
The City General Plan includes the following goals, objectives, policies and actions regarding 
noise that. are applicable to the proposed Project: 
 
Goal N-1 A Citizenry protected from excessive noise. 
 
Objective N-1.1 Ensure appropriate exterior and interior noise levels for new land uses. 
 
Policy P1 Noise sensitive land uses shall not be located in areas with noise 

levels that exceed those considered normally acceptable for each land 
use unless measures can be implemented to reduce noise to 
acceptable levels. 

 
Policy P2 Land uses shall require appropriate interior noise environments when 

located in areas adjacent to major noise generators. 
 

Policy P8 Measures to attenuate exterior and/or interior noise levels to 
acceptable levels shall be incorporated into all development projects. 
Acceptable, conditionally acceptable and unacceptable noise levels are 
presented in Figure 9-3 [Figure 3 of this report]. 

 
Objective N-1.2  Control sources of excessive noise. 
 
Policy P1 The City's Noise Ordinance, as revised from time to time, shall prohibit 

the generation of excessive noise. 
 
Policy P2 Mitigation measures shall be required for new development projects 

that exceed the following criteria: 
   

• Cause the Ldn at noise-sensitive uses to increase by 3 dB or more 
and exceed the "normally acceptable" level. 

• Cause the Ldn at noise-sensitive uses to increase 5 dB or more 
and remain "normally acceptable." 

• Cause new noise levels to exceed the city of Tracy Noise 
Ordinance limits. 
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FIGURE 3 – CITY OF TRACY COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE GUIDELINES 
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Policy P3 Pavement surfaces that reduce noise from roadways should be considered as 
paving or re-pavement opportunities arise. 

 
Policy P4 All construction in the vicinity of noise sensitive land uses, such as 

residences, hospitals, or convalescent homes, shall be limited to 
daylight hours or 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. In addition, the following 
construction noise control measures shall be include as requirements at 
construction sites to minimize construction noise impacts: 

 
• Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with 

intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and 
appropriate for  the equipment. 

 
• Locate stationary noise-generating equipment as far as 

possible from sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin 
or are near a construction area. 

 
• Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources 

where technology exists. 
 

Action A1 Enforce Section 27007 of the California Motor Vehicle Code that 
prohibits amplified sound that can be heard 50 or more feet from a 
vehicle. 
 

Action A2 Enforce Section 27150 of the California Motor Vehicle Code that 
 addresses excessive exhaust noise. 
 
Objective N-1.3 Consider noise issues in the Development Review process. 
 
Policy P1 Development projects shall be evaluated for potential noise impacts 

and conflicts as part of the Development Review process. 
 
Policy P2  Significant noise impacts shall be mitigated as a condition of project 
 approval. 
 
Policy P3  New development projects shall have an acoustical specialist prepare a 
 noise analysis with recommendations for design mitigation if a noise-
 producing project is proposed near existing or planned noise-sensitive 
 uses. 
 
Policy P4 Proposed noise sensitive projects within noise-impacted areas shall 
 submit acoustical studies and provide necessary mitigation from noise. 

 
Policy P5  Site design techniques shall be considered as the primary means to 
 minimize noise impacts as long as they do not conflict with the goals 
 of the Community Character Element. Techniques include: 
 
 • Designing landscaped building setbacks to serve as a buffer

 between the noise source and receptor. 
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 • Placing noise-tolerant land uses, such as parking lots, 

maintenance facilities, and utility areas between the noise 
source, such as highways and railroad tracks, and receptor. 

 
 •    Orienting buildings to shield noise sensitive outdoor spaces from a 

 noise source. 
  
 • Locating bedrooms or balconies on the sides of buildings facing 

 away from noise sources. 
 
 • Utilizing noise barriers (e.g., fences, walls, or landscaped  

 berms) to reduce adverse noise levels in noise-sensitive outdoor 
 activity areas. 

 
Policy P6 The City shall seek to reduce impacts from groundbome vibration 

associated with rail operations by requiring that vibration-sensitive 
buildings (e.g., residences) are sited at least 100 feet from the 
centerline of the railroad tracks whenever feasible. The development 
of vibration-sensitive buildings within 100 feet from the centerline of 
the railroad tracks would require a study demonstrating that ground 
borne vibration issues associated with rail operations have been 
adequately addressed (i.e., through building siting or construction 
techniques). 

 
City of Tracy Municipal Code 

 
In addition to the standards set forth within the City General Plan, Title 4.12, Article 9, 
Noise Control Ordinance, of the City's Municipal Code provides the following General Sound 
Level Limits: 
 

•  Residential Districts have a noise limit of 55 dBA - (one hour average, Leq) 
• Commercial Districts have a noise limit of 65 dBA - (one hour average, Leq) 
• Industrial Districts have a noise limit of 75 dBA - (one hour average, Leq) 
• Agricultural Districts have a noise limit of 75 dBA - (one hour average, Leq) 
• Aggregate Mineral Overlay Zone have a noise limit of 75 dBA - (one hour 

average, Leq) 
 

When property lines form the joint boundary of two district zones, the ordinance states 
that the sound level limit shall be the arithmetic mean of the limit applicable to each of the 
two zones.  
 
The City's Municipal Code, Title 4.12, Article 9, Noise Control Ordinance, provides the 
following construction and operational noise standards: 

 
Construction Noise Prohibition 

 
The operation of pile drivers, hammers, etc. between the hours of 10:00 PM. and 
7:00 AM of any pneumatic or air hammer, pile driver, steam shovel, derrick, steam, 
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or electric hoist, parking lot cleaning equipment or other appliance, the use of which is 
attended by loud or unusual noise. 

 
Business and Residential Relationships 

 
1.  Delivery vehicles shall have their engines turned off when stationary during 

regular business hours (6:00 AM to 11:00 PM). 
 

2.  It is unlawful for stores to be loading, unloading, opening or other handling of 
boxes, crates, containers, building materials, garbage cans, other similar objects 
and trash compactor operations between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM in 
an area between a business and residential in such a manner to cause a noise 
disturbance across a residential property line or at any time to violate the general 
sound level limits. 

 
3. Store deliveries by motorized refrigeration systems shall not be left running 

between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM within seventy-five feet of a 
residential zone, residential use, or sleeping quarters. 

 
Note that the noise ordinance requirements cannot be applied to mobile noise sources, 
such as heavy trucks, when traveling on public roadways. Federal and state laws 
preempt control of mobile noise sources on public roads and airports. 

 



 

j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. 
Job # 2014-223 

Environmental Noise Analysis 
Sutter Medical Office Building – City of Tracy, California

Page 16
 

PROJECT-GENERATED NOISE  
 
Construction Noise 
 
Noise impacts resulting from construction depend on the noise generated by various pieces of 
construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise generating activities, and the distance 
between construction noise sources and noise-sensitive areas. Noise levels from construction 
equipment are shown in Table 4. 
 
Annoyance due to construction activities primarily occurs when: 1) construction activities occur 
during noise-sensitive times of the day (e.g., early morning, evening, or nighttime hours); 2) the 
construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses; or 3) when 
construction lasts over extended periods of time. Noise generated by construction would be the 
greatest during site grading activities and excavation for underground utilities.  
 
Activities involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels, as indicated in Table 
4, ranging from 76 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet. Construction activities would be temporary 
in nature and are anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours.  
 
Noise would also be generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic on area 
roadways. A primary project-generated noise source would be truck traffic associated with 
transport of heavy materials and equipment to and from construction sites. This noise increase 
would be of short duration, and would occur primarily during daytime hours.  

 
TABLE 4: CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE 
Predicted Noise Levels, Lmax dB Distances to Noise Contours (feet) 

 
Type of Equipment Noise 

Level at 
50’ 

Noise 
Level at 

100’ 

Noise 
Level at 

200’ 

Noise 
Level at 

400’ 
70 dB Lmax 

contour 
65 dB Lmax 

contour 

Backhoe 78 72 66 60 126 223 
Compactor 83 77 71 65 223 397 

Compressor (air) 78 72 66 60 126 223 
Concrete Saw 90 84 78 72 500 889 

Dozer 82 76 70 64 199 354 
Dump Truck 76 70 64 58 100 177 
Excavator 81 75 69 63 177 315 
Generator 81 75 69 63 177 315 

Jackhammer 89 83 77 71 446 792 
Pneumatic Tools 85 79 73 67 281 500 

 
Source:  Roadway Construction Noise Model User’s Guide. Federal Highway Administration. FHWA-HEP-

05-054. January 2006. 

Construction activities associated with the proposed project will occur at distances ranging 
between approximately 15 feet (parking lot and sound wall construction) to 50 feet or more 
(building construction) from the nearest noise-sensitive receptors. Construction noise 
associated with parking lots would be similar to those associated with a public works projects, 
such as a roadway widening or paving project.  Once sound wall are constructed, construction 
noise levels would be reduced by approximately 5-10 dB depending on the type and location of 
construction activity. 
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As stated above, noise sensitive receptors near the construction site would, at times, 
experience elevated noise levels from construction activities; however, construction-related 
noise generally would occur during daytime hours only.  General Plan Noise Element Policy 4 
(Goal N-1.2) establishes the following construction requirements:  
 

All construction in the vicinity of noise sensitive land uses, such as residences, 
hospitals, or convalescent homes, shall be limited to daylight hours or 7:00 a.m. 
to 7:00 p.m. In addition, the following construction noise control measures shall 
be included as requirements at construction sites to minimize construction noise 
impacts: 
 

 Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and 
exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the 
equipment. 

 
 Locate stationary noise-generating equipment as far as possible from 

sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or are near a 
construction area. 

 
 Utilize “quiet” air compressors and other stationary noise sources where 

technology exists. 
 
Implementation of these required measures (i.e., engine muffling, placement of construction 
equipment, and strategic stockpiling and staging of construction vehicles) and compliance 
with the City Municipal Code requirements, would serve to further reduce exposure to 
construction noise levels.  Adherence to City General Plan, City Municipal Code Title 4.12, 
Article 9 (Noise Control Ordinance), would minimize any impacts from noise during 
construction.  Therefore, no additional noise control measures would be required.      
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Traffic Noise at Sensitive Receptors 

Traffic generated by the Proposed Project could generate traffic noise increases. However, 
these increases would not exceed the City’s substantial increase criteria. Additionally, the 
proposed project would not cause exceedances of the City of Tracy 60 dB Ldn exterior noise 
level standard for residential uses.  

 
To predict noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used. The model is used in conjunction with the 
Calveno reference noise emission curves, and accounts for vehicle volume and speed, roadway 
configuration, distance to the receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the project site. The 
FHWA Model was developed to predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions. To 
calculate Ldn, average daily traffic (ADT) volume data is adjusted based on the assumed 
day/night distribution of traffic on the project roadways. 

Traffic volumes for existing conditions were obtained from TJKM (November 2014) in the form 
of peak hour intersection movements. The peak hour traffic volumes were compiled into 
segment volumes and converted into daily traffic volumes using a factor of 10. The project 
contribution to ADT traffic volumes was converted from peak hour to daily volumes using a 
multiplication factor of 10. Truck usage and vehicle speeds on the local area roadways were 
estimated from field observations.  

Traffic noise levels are predicted at the sensitive receptors located at the closest typical setback 
distance along each project-area roadway segment. In some locations sensitive receptors may 
receive shielding from noise barriers and/or buildings, or may be located at distances which vary 
from the assumed calculation distance. However, the traffic noise analysis is believed to be 
representative of the majority of sensitive receptors located closest to the Project area roadway 
segments analyzed in this report. 

Table5 shows the predicted increases in traffic noise levels on the local roadway network for 
existing conditions which would result from the Proposed Project. Appendix C provides the 
complete inputs and results of the FHWA traffic noise prediction model. 
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TABLE 5: PREDICTED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AND PROJECT-RELATED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVEL INCREASES (EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

Predicted Ldn @ Closest Sensitive Receptors – 1st Floor Outdoor Activity Areas 

Roadway Segment Existing Existing + Project Change Criteria Significant?

W. Lowell  West of Bessie 54.9 55.6 0.7 +5 dB No 
W. Lowell  Bessie to Parker 53.6 53.7 0.1 +5 dB No 
W. Lowell  East of Parker 52.6 52.8 0.2 +5 dB No 
W. Beverly West of Bessie 46.8 47.1 0.3 +5 dB No 
W. Beverly Bessie to Parker 46.6 47.1 0.5 +5 dB No 
W. Beverly East of Parker 48.1 48.1 0.0 +5 dB No 
W. Eaton West of S. Tracy 52.2 52.2 0.0 +5 dB No 
W. Eaton S. Tracy to Bessie 55.7 56.4 0.7 +5 dB No 
W. Eaton Bessie to Parker 55.2 55.7 0.5 +5 dB No 
W. Eaton East of Parker 56.5 56.6 0.1 +5 dB No 
W 11th Street West of Bessie 65.4 65.4 0.0 +3 dB No 
W 11th Street Bessie to Parker 64.9 64.9 0.0 +3 dB No 
W 11th Street East of Parker 64.7 64.8 0.1 +3 dB No 
 Tracy North of W. Eaton 63.3 63.3 0.0 +3 dB No 
Tracy South of W. Eaton 63.3 63.4 0.1 +3 dB No 
Bessie N. of W. Lowell 54.4 54.6 0.2 +5 dB No 
Bessie W. Lowell to W. Beverly 54.1 55.0 0.9 +5 dB No 
Bessie W. Beverly to W. Eaton 54.3 55.6 1.3 +5 dB No 
Bessie W. Eaton to W 11th 53.2 53.6 0.4 +5 dB No 
Parker N. of W. Lowell 56.4 56.4 0.0 +5 dB No 
Parker W. Lowell to W. Beverly 56.5 56.6 0.1 +5 dB No 
Parker W. Beverly to W. Eaton 56.4 56.5 0.1 +5 dB No 
Parker W. Eaton to W 11th 56.4 56.7 0.3 +5 dB No 

Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc., Inc., FHWA RD-77-108 Traffic Noise Prediction Model and TJKM 2014. 
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The Table 5 data indicate that some of the noise sensitive receptors located along the project-
area roadways are currently exposed to exterior traffic noise levels exceeding the City of Tracy 
60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard for residential uses. These receptors will continue to 
experience elevated exterior noise levels under existing conditions, with or without the proposed 
project.  

The project will not cause increases in traffic noise levels exceeding: 1) 60 dB Ldn where existing 
noise levels are less than 60 dB Ldn, 2) the City’s 3 dB threshold where existing noise levels 
exceed 60 dB Ldn or, 3) the City’s 5 dB threshold where existing noise levels are less than 60 dB 
Ldn at residential uses. Therefore, no additional noise control measures would be required. 

 
Parking Lot Noise Generation 
 
As a means of determining the noise levels due to parking lot activities, j.c. brennan & 
associates, Inc., utilized noise level data collected for previous parking lot studies, and project 
trip generations supplied by TJKM (November 2014).   
 
Primary Parking Lot – North of Eaton Avenue 
 
The primary patient parking lot would be located on the west side of the proposed two-story 
medical office building.  Additionally, an 8-foot tall masonry wall would be located at the east 
property line of the project site. Therefore, the residential uses to the east will be substantially 
shielded from parking lot activities occurring on the west side of the proposed medical office 
building.   
 
Based upon the project traffic study, the total PM peak hour project trips would be 161.  For the 
purpose of this analysis, j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. conservatively assumed that half of the 
total peak hour parking lot activity would occur at the north end of the parking area, and would 
not be shielded by the proposed two-story medical office building.   
 
A typical SEL due to automobile arrivals/departures, including car doors slamming and people 
conversing is approximately 71 dB, at a distance of 50 feet.  Based upon the project traffic 
study, half of the PM peak hour trip generation for the project is 81.  Parking lot noise levels 
were determined using the following formula. 
 

Peak Hour Leq = SEL + 10log (N) - 35.6, where: 
 
The SEL is the mean sound exposure level (SEL) for an automobile arrival or departure, N is 
the number of parking related operations in a peak hour (N is 81 for this portion of the project), 
35.6 is 10 times the logarithm of the number of seconds in the peak hour.   
 
The nearest residential uses would be located approximately 50 feet from the center of the 
parking region located on the north side of the proposed medical office building.  Using the 
equation and operations data described above, the proposed parking lot would result in a peak 
hour noise level of approximately 47 dB Leq at the nearest residential uses, accounting for the 
proposed 8-foot tall CMU wall.  This would comply with the City of Tracy Noise Ordinance hourly 
standard of 55 dBA Leq for residential uses.  Appendix D shows the complete noise barrier 
calculation inputs and results. 
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Assuming that parking lot activity operated at this level continuously between the hours of 7:00 
am to 9:00 pm, the day/night average (Ldn) would be 45 dBA Ldn.  This level would comply with 
the City’s 60 dB Ldn noise level standard for residential uses.  Therefore, no additional noise 
control measures would be required. 
 
Staff Parking Lot – South of Eaton Avenue 
 
The proposed staff parking lot would include 129 parking spaces.  This analysis assumes that 
the parking lot could fill or empty in a one hour period. 
 
A typical SEL due to automobile arrivals/departures, including car doors slamming and people 
conversing is approximately 71 dB, at a distance of 50 feet.  Based upon the parking lot filling or 
emptying in a one hour period, the peak hour trip generation would be 129.  Parking lot noise 
levels were determined using the following formula. 
 

Peak Hour Leq = SEL + 10log (N) - 35.6, where: 
 
The SEL is the mean sound exposure level (SEL) for an automobile arrival or departure, N is 
the number of parking related operations in a peak hour (N is 129), 35.6 is 10 times the 
logarithm of the number of seconds in the peak hour.   
 
The nearest residential uses would be located approximately 90 feet from the center of the staff 
parking lot.  Using the equation and operations data described above, the proposed parking lot 
would result in a peak hour noise level of approximately 44 dB Leq at the nearest residential 
uses, accounting for the proposed 8-foot tall CMU wall. This would comply with the City of Tracy 
Noise Ordinance hourly standard of 55 dBA Leq for residential uses.  Appendix D shows the 
complete noise barrier calculation inputs and results. 
 
Assuming that parking lot activity operated at this level continuously between the hours of 7:00 
am to 9:00 pm, the day/night average (Ldn) would be 42 dBA Ldn.  This level would comply with 
the City’s 60 dB Ldn noise level standard for residential uses.  Therefore, no additional noise 
control measures would be required. 
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Mechanical Equipment Noise 
 
The proposed project will include rooftop mechanical equipment.  This equipment will be 
shielded from view by a mechanical screen wall which will stand approximately 9-feet in height 
relative to the roof elevation.  The primary rooftop equipment will include two 75-ton packaged 
rooftop units.  The units will be located at the approximate rooftop locations shown on Figure 1.   
 
Based upon preliminary selections, these units will have a sound power rating of 102 dBA each, 
for a total of 105 dBA with both units operating.  Based upon the project site plan, the two 
mechanical units would be located approximately 100 feet from the nearest residential property 
line to the east, at an elevation of approximately 30 feet relative to the adjacent residences.  
Based upon this distance and screening due to the proposed mechanical screen wall, HVAC 
noise levels are predicted to be 52 dBA Leq.  This would comply with the City of Tracy Noise 
Ordinance hourly standard of 55 dBA Leq for residential uses.  Appendix D shows the complete 
noise barrier calculation inputs and results. 
 
Assuming that both HVAC units ran continuously between the hours of 6:00 am to 10:00 pm, 
the day/night average (Ldn) would be 52 dBA Ldn.  This level would comply with the City’s 60 dB 
Ldn noise level standard for residential uses.  Therefore, no additional noise control measures 
would be required. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposed project is predicted to generate noise levels that comply with the City of Tracy 
General Plan Noise Element and Noise Ordinance standards.   
 



Appendix A 
Acoustical Terminology 

 
Acoustics The science of sound. 
 

Ambient Noise The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources audible at that 
location.  In many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an existing or pre-project condition such as the 
setting in an environmental noise study. 

 

Attenuation The reduction of an acoustic signal. 
 

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal to approximate 
human response. 

 

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound pressure squared over 
the reference pressure squared.  A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell. 

 

CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with noise occurring during 
evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to 
averaging. 

 

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per second or hertz (Hz). 
 

Ldn  Day/Night Average Sound Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting. 
 

Leq  Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level. 
 

Lmax  The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time. 
 

L(n)  The sound level exceeded a described percentile over a measurement period.  For instance, an hourly L50 is 
the sound level exceeded 50% of the time during the one hour period. 

 

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound. 
 
Noise  Unwanted sound. 
 

NRC  Noise Reduction Coefficient.  NRC is a single-number rating of the sound-absorption of a material equal to the 
arithmetic mean of the sound-absorption coefficients in the 250, 500, 1000, and 2,000 Hz octave frequency 
bands rounded to the nearest multiple of 0.05.  It is a representation of the amount of sound energy absorbed 
upon striking a particular surface. An NRC of 0 indicates perfect reflection; an NRC of 1 indicates perfect 
absorption. 

 

Peak Noise  The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given period of time.  This 
term is often confused with the AMaximum@ level, which is the highest RMS level. 

 

RT60  The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been removed. 
 

Sabin  The unit of sound absorption.  One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident sound has an absorption 
of 1 Sabin. 

 

SEL  Sound Exposure Level.  SEL is s rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train 
passby, that compresses the total sound energy into a one-second event.  

 

STC  Sound Transmission Class.  STC is an integer rating of how well a building partition attenuates airborne sound. 
 It is widely used to rate interior partitions, ceilings/floors, doors, windows and exterior wall configurations. 

 

Threshold The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally considered to be 0 dB for        
of Hearing           persons with perfect hearing. 
 

Threshold             Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing. 
 of Pain    
  
Impulsive Sound of short duration, usually less than one second, with an abrupt onset and rapid decay. 
 
Simple Tone Any sound which can be judged as audible as a single pitch or set of single pitches. 
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Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
17:00 48 63 47 45
18:00 49 56 49 47 High Low Average High Low Average
19:00 49 63 48 47 Leq    (Average) 51 45 49 53 42 48
20:00 49 61 48 46 Lmax (Maximum) 89 56 64 76 50 60
21:00 47 59 47 45 L50    (Median) 50 42 46 49 42 45
22:00 46 64 45 43 L90    (Background) 48 40 44 47 40 43
23:00 43 52 43 41
0:00 42 52 42 40 Computed Ldn, dB 55
1:00 53 70 46 40 % Daytime Energy 64%
2:00 47 56 45 41 % Nighttime Energy 36%
3:00 45 50 45 42
4:00 47 57 46 45
5:00 48 60 47 46
6:00 52 76 49 47
7:00 51 66 50 48
8:00 49 64 48 44
9:00 50 67 45 41
10:00 46 60 44 42
11:00 48 89 46 41
12:00 45 60 43 40
13:00 45 59 42 40
14:00 47 63 44 41
15:00 49 63 46 43
16:00 51 67 48 44

Statistical Summary
Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

2014-223 Tracy Medical Office Building
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site A

Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.)

11/3/14 - 11/4/14



Ldn = 55 dB

2014-223 Tracy Medical Office Building
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site A

11/3/14 - 11/4/14
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Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
17:00 51 69 49 46
18:00 51 62 49 48 High Low Average High Low Average
19:00 50 64 49 47 Leq    (Average) 53 48 50 51 42 46
20:00 49 61 48 46 Lmax (Maximum) 79 61 68 70 54 61
21:00 48 63 47 45 L50    (Median) 50 45 48 49 42 44
22:00 45 61 44 42 L90    (Background) 48 43 45 46 40 43
23:00 43 54 43 41
0:00 42 58 42 41 Computed Ldn, dB 54
1:00 42 59 42 40 % Daytime Energy 81%
2:00 42 57 42 40 % Nighttime Energy 19%
3:00 44 54 44 42
4:00 47 70 46 44
5:00 48 64 47 45
6:00 51 68 49 46
7:00 51 67 49 47
8:00 50 68 48 45
9:00 50 71 47 43
10:00 49 68 46 44
11:00 49 68 47 44
12:00 48 66 46 43
13:00 50 69 45 43
14:00 51 73 47 43
15:00 52 79 48 45
16:00 53 71 50 45

2014-223 Tracy Medical Office Building
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site B

Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.)

11/3/14 - 11/4/14

Statistical Summary
Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)



Ldn = 54 dB

2014-223 Tracy Medical Office Building
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site B

11/3/14 - 11/4/14
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Hour Leq Lmax L50 L90
17:00 50 64 49 46
18:00 50 66 49 48 High Low Average High Low Average
19:00 50 66 49 48 Leq    (Average) 54 47 50 53 44 48
20:00 50 63 49 48 Lmax (Maximum) 79 59 65 79 55 60
21:00 49 59 48 47 L50    (Median) 52 45 48 50 43 46
22:00 47 57 47 44 L90    (Background) 50 42 45 48 42 45
23:00 46 55 45 43
0:00 44 56 43 42 Computed Ldn, dB 55
1:00 44 55 43 42 % Daytime Energy 72%
2:00 44 56 44 42 % Nighttime Energy 28%
3:00 48 55 48 45
4:00 49 61 48 47
5:00 49 61 49 47
6:00 53 79 50 48
7:00 52 67 52 50
8:00 50 67 50 46
9:00 47 61 45 43
10:00 54 79 46 44
11:00 49 66 45 42
12:00 47 64 45 42
13:00 47 64 45 42
14:00 50 65 46 43
15:00 50 63 48 44
16:00 50 66 48 45

Statistical Summary
Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)

2014-223 Tracy Medical Office Building
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site C

Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.)

11/3/14 - 11/4/14



Ldn = 55 dB

2014-223 Tracy Medical Office Building
24hr Continuous Noise Monitoring - Site C

11/3/14 - 11/4/14
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Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name ADT Day % Eve % Night %
% Med. 
Trucks

% Hvy. 
Trucks Speed Distance

Offset 
(dB)

1 W. Lowell 2,480 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
2 W. Lowell 1,810 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
3 W. Lowell 1,450 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
4 W. Beverly 380 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
5 W. Beverly 360 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
6 W. Beverly 510 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
7 W. Eaton 1,330 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
8 W. Eaton 2,930 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
9 W. Eaton 2,630 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
10 W. Eaton 3,580 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
11 W 11th Street 18,060 83 17 1 0.5 30 50 0
12 W 11th Street 16,210 83 17 1 0.5 30 50 0
13 W 11th Street 15,530 83 17 1 0.5 30 50 0
14  Tracy 17,110 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
15 Tracy 16,800 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
16 Bessie 2,200 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
17 Bessie 2,060 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
18 Bessie 2,150 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
19 Bessie 1,640 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
20 Parker 3,430 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
21 Parker 3,520 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
22 Parker 3,470 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
23 Parker 3,460 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0

N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th

N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
North of W. Eaton
South of W. Eaton

East of Parker
West of S. Tracy
S. Tracy to Bessie

West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie

Appendix C-1

2014-223 Tracy Sutter Medical Office Building

Segment Description

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Existing Traffic

Data Input Sheet

Bessie to Parker



Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL:
Hard/Soft:

Medium Heavy
Segment Roadway Name Autos Trucks Trucks Total

1 W. Lowell 53.0 44.7 49.3 54.9
2 W. Lowell 51.6 43.3 47.9 53.6
3 W. Lowell 50.6 42.3 46.9 52.6
4 W. Beverly 44.8 36.5 41.1 46.8
5 W. Beverly 44.6 36.3 40.9 46.6
6 W. Beverly 46.1 37.8 42.4 48.1
7 W. Eaton 50.3 42.0 46.6 52.2
8 W. Eaton 53.7 45.4 50.0 55.7
9 W. Eaton 53.2 44.9 49.5 55.2

10 W. Eaton 54.6 46.3 50.9 56.5
11 W 11th Street 63.9 54.5 58.6 65.4
12 W 11th Street 63.4 54.0 58.2 64.9
13 W 11th Street 63.2 53.9 58.0 64.7
14  Tracy 61.4 53.0 57.7 63.3
15 Tracy 61.3 53.0 57.6 63.3
16 Bessie 52.5 44.1 48.8 54.4
17 Bessie 52.2 43.9 48.5 54.1
18 Bessie 52.4 44.0 48.7 54.3
19 Bessie 51.2 42.9 47.5 53.2
20 Parker 54.4 46.1 50.7 56.4
21 Parker 54.5 46.2 50.8 56.5
22 Parker 54.4 46.1 50.7 56.4
23 Parker 54.4 46.1 50.7 56.4

W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th

W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th
N. of W. Lowell

East of Parker
North of W. Eaton
South of W. Eaton
N. of W. Lowell

West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of S. Tracy
S. Tracy to Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker

Existing Traffic

Segment Description

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
Predicted Levels

Appendix C-2

2014-223 Tracy Sutter Medical Office Building

Ldn
Soft



Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL:
Hard/Soft:

Segment Roadway Name 75 70 65 60 55
1 W. Lowell 2 5 11 23 50
2 W. Lowell 2 4 9 19 40
3 W. Lowell 2 3 7 16 35
4 W. Beverly 1 1 3 7 14
5 W. Beverly 1 1 3 6 14
6 W. Beverly 1 2 4 8 17
7 W. Eaton 2 3 7 15 33
8 W. Eaton 3 6 12 26 55
9 W. Eaton 2 5 11 24 52

10 W. Eaton 3 6 14 29 63
11 W 11th Street 11 25 53 114 246
12 W 11th Street 11 23 49 106 229
13 W 11th Street 10 22 48 103 223
14  Tracy 8 18 39 83 180
15 Tracy 8 18 38 82 178
16 Bessie 2 5 10 21 46
17 Bessie 2 4 9 20 44
18 Bessie 2 5 10 21 45
19 Bessie 2 4 8 17 38
20 Parker 3 6 13 29 62
21 Parker 3 6 13 29 63
22 Parker 3 6 13 29 62
23 Parker 3 6 13 29 62

W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th

W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th
N. of W. Lowell

East of Parker
North of W. Eaton
South of W. Eaton
N. of W. Lowell

West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of S. Tracy
S. Tracy to Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
Noise Contour Output

Appendix C-3

2014-223 Tracy Sutter Medical Office Building
Existing Traffic

Segment Description
-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Ldn
Soft



  
Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name ADT Day % Eve % Night %
% Med. 
Trucks

% Hvy. 
Trucks Speed Distance

Offset 
(dB)

1 W. Lowell 2,850 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
2 W. Lowell 1,840 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
3 W. Lowell 1,500 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
4 W. Beverly 410 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
5 W. Beverly 410 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
6 W. Beverly 510 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
7 W. Eaton 1,330 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
8 W. Eaton 3,470 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
9 W. Eaton 2,960 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
10 W. Eaton 3,620 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
11 W 11th Street 18,200 83 17 1 0.5 30 50 0
12 W 11th Street 16,250 83 17 1 0.5 30 50 0
13 W 11th Street 15,760 83 17 1 0.5 30 50 0
14  Tracy 17,110 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
15 Tracy 17,530 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
16 Bessie 2,270 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
17 Bessie 2,520 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
18 Bessie 2,870 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
19 Bessie 1,810 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
20 Parker 3,500 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
21 Parker 3,620 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
22 Parker 3,560 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0
23 Parker 3,700 83 17 1 0.5 25 50 0

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie

Appendix C-4

2014-223 Tracy Sutter Medical Office Building

Segment Description

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

Existing Plus Traffic

Data Input Sheet

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of S. Tracy
S. Tracy to Bessie

West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie

W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
North of W. Eaton
South of W. Eaton

N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th

N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly



Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL:
Hard/Soft:

Medium Heavy
Segment Roadway Name Autos Trucks Trucks Total

1 W. Lowell 53.6 45.3 49.9 55.6
2 W. Lowell 51.7 43.4 48.0 53.7
3 W. Lowell 50.8 42.5 47.1 52.8
4 W. Beverly 45.2 36.8 41.5 47.1
5 W. Beverly 45.2 36.8 41.5 47.1
6 W. Beverly 46.1 37.8 42.4 48.1
7 W. Eaton 50.3 42.0 46.6 52.2
8 W. Eaton 54.4 46.1 50.7 56.4
9 W. Eaton 53.7 45.4 50.0 55.7

10 W. Eaton 54.6 46.3 50.9 56.6
11 W 11th Street 63.9 54.6 58.7 65.4
12 W 11th Street 63.4 54.1 58.2 64.9
13 W 11th Street 63.3 53.9 58.0 64.8
14  Tracy 61.4 53.0 57.7 63.3
15 Tracy 61.5 53.2 57.8 63.4
16 Bessie 52.6 44.3 48.9 54.6
17 Bessie 53.0 44.7 49.4 55.0
18 Bessie 53.6 45.3 49.9 55.6
19 Bessie 51.6 43.3 47.9 53.6
20 Parker 54.5 46.2 50.8 56.4
21 Parker 54.6 46.3 50.9 56.6
22 Parker 54.5 46.2 50.9 56.5
23 Parker 54.7 46.4 51.0 56.7

Appendix C-5

2014-223 Tracy Sutter Medical Office Building

Ldn
Soft

Existing Plus Traffic

Segment Description

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
Predicted Levels

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of S. Tracy
S. Tracy to Bessie

West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie

East of Parker
North of W. Eaton
South of W. Eaton
N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th
N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th



Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL:
Hard/Soft:

Segment Roadway Name 75 70 65 60 55
1 W. Lowell 3 5 12 25 54
2 W. Lowell 2 4 9 19 41
3 W. Lowell 2 4 8 16 35
4 W. Beverly 1 1 3 7 15
5 W. Beverly 1 1 3 7 15
6 W. Beverly 1 2 4 8 17
7 W. Eaton 2 3 7 15 33
8 W. Eaton 3 6 13 29 62
9 W. Eaton 3 6 12 26 56

10 W. Eaton 3 6 14 30 64
11 W 11th Street 11 25 53 115 247
12 W 11th Street 11 23 49 107 229
13 W 11th Street 10 22 48 104 225
14  Tracy 8 18 39 83 180
15 Tracy 8 18 39 85 183
16 Bessie 2 5 10 22 47
17 Bessie 2 5 11 23 50
18 Bessie 3 5 12 25 55
19 Bessie 2 4 9 19 40
20 Parker 3 6 13 29 62
21 Parker 3 6 14 30 64
22 Parker 3 6 14 29 63
23 Parker 3 6 14 30 65

Existing Plus Traffic

Segment Description
-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Ldn
Soft

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
Noise Contour Output

Appendix C-6

2014-223 Tracy Sutter Medical Office Building

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker

Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of S. Tracy
S. Tracy to Bessie

West of Bessie
Bessie to Parker
East of Parker
West of Bessie

East of Parker
North of W. Eaton
South of W. Eaton
N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th
N. of W. Lowell
W. Lowell to W. Beverly
W. Beverly to W. Eaton
W. Eaton to W 11th



54
500
4

50
15

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:

-10

Yes

-14
-15

-11
-12
-13
-14

40

Yes

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix D

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Residential to EastLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:
Primary Parking Lot

-8
-9

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

Nearest Backyard
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Receiver Elevation1:

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Sutter Medical Office Building - Tracy

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2014-223

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)
Barrier Height 

(ft)

11
12
13 Yes

Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

47
45
44
43
42
42
41

Yes

40

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -15 39

9
10

16

14

18 -16 39 Yes



51
500
4

50
15

0
5
0
8

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

Notes:
18 -16 36 Yes

37

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

17 -15 36

9
10

16

14
Yes
Yes

44
42
41
40
39
39
38

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

15

8

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)
Barrier Height 

(ft)

11
12
13

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Sutter Medical Office Building - Tracy

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2014-223

Nearest Backyard
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Receiver Elevation1:

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Residential Location(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:
Staff Parking Lot

-8
-9

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix D

-10

Yes

-14
-15

-11
-12
-13
-14

37

Yes



67
500
36

50
50

0
5
30
9

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Notes:
49 -17 50 Yes

50

Noise Level, dBInsertion Loss, dB

48 -17 50

40
41

47

45
Yes
Yes

52
52
51
51
51
51
50

Yes

Yes
Yes

Barrier Breaks Line of Site to 
Source?

Yes
Yes
Yes

46

39

Top of 
Barrier 

Elevation (ft)
Barrier Height 

(ft)

42
43
44

Job Number:
Project Name:

Source Description:

Sutter Medical Office Building - Tracy

Source Height (ft):
Source Frequency (Hz):

2014-223

Nearest Backyard
Source to Barrier Distance (C1):

Barrier to Receiver Distance (C2):

Pad/Ground Elevation at Receiver:

Receiver Description:

Receiver Elevation1:

Barrier Effectiveness:

Base of Barrier Elevation:
Starting Barrier Height

1.Standard receiver elevation is five feet above grade/pad elevations at the receiver location(s)                                                           

Project Information:

Noise Level Data:

Site Geometry:

Residential to EastLocation(s):

Source Noise Level, dBA:
M.O.B. Rooftop HVAC

-15
-15

Barrier Insertion Loss Calculation
Appendix D

-16

Yes

-17
-17

-16
-16
-17
-17

50

Yes



RESOLUTION 2015-______ 
 

APPROVING DEVELOPMENT REVIEW APPLICATION NUMBER D14-0003 FOR A 45,500 
SQUARE FOOT MEDICAL OFFICE BUILDING LOCATED AT 445 WEST EATON AVENUE 
AND A PARKING LOT AT 418, 424, 432, AND 434 WEST EATON AVENUE AND 426 W. 
BEVERLY PLACE - APPLICANT IS DAVID O. ROMANO AND PROPERTY OWNER IS 

SUTTER GOULD MEDICAL FOUNDATION, APPLICATION NUMBER D14-0003 
 

 WHEREAS, On January 14, 2014, David O. Romano on behalf of the Sutter Gould 
Medical Foundation (Sutter) submitted a Development Review application for a new two-story, 
45,000 square foot medical office building and associated parking areas, and 
 

WHEREAS, Pursuant Tracy Municipal Code Section 10.08.4020, the Planning 
Commission has authority to review and act on such applications, and  

 
WHEREAS, The project site is designated Office in the General Plan and zoned Medical 

Office, in which medical offices are a permitted use, and 
 
WHEREAS, The project site is adjacent to medical offices located in the Medical Office 

zone and to residences located in the Medium Density Residential zone, and  
 
WHEREAS, The General Plan establishes the goals, objectives, policies, and actions for 

development in the City, and 
 
WHEREAS, The Design Goals and Standards establishes specific design criteria for 

achieving high quality architecture, site planning, and landscaping throughout the City, and 
 
WHEREAS, The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the project at a public 

hearing on March 26, 2014 and denied the project, and 
 
WHEREAS, On April 9, 2014, David O. Romano filed an appeal with the City Clerk and 

subsequently requested the appeal be discussed by the City Council at the regularly scheduled 
September 2, 2014 public hearing, and 

 
WHEREAS, On September 2, 2014, the City Council considered the appeal and voted in 

favor of the appeal with project modifications as presented by the applicant at the Public 
Hearing and directed staff to prepare an environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA and 
prepare Conditions of Approval for the approval of the project, and 
 

WHEREAS, An environmental analysis was conducted and did not result in any 
significant environmental effects and the project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Guidelines 
Section 15332 for in-fill development, and 
 

WHEREAS, On January 20, 2015, the City Council  conducted a public hearing on the 
project and considered the project environmental exemption from CEQA and the Conditions of 
Approval for the project; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council does hereby approve 
Development Review application number D14-0003 for a 45,500 square foot medical office 
building and associated parking areas, based on the findings below: 
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1) The project will not, under the circumstances of the particular case or as conditioned, be 
injurious or detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons or property in 
the vicinity of the proposed use and its associated structure, or to the general welfare of 
the City because the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the land use, design, and 
other elements of the Tracy Municipal Code, the City of Tracy General Plan, the Design 
Goals and Standards, City Standards, California Building Codes, and California Fire 
Codes. 

2) The desirability of properties within the area for future uses is not adversely affected and 
property values within the vicinity will retain their stability, because the project consistent 
with the development standards of the Medical Office, including off-street parking for 
patients and employees in excess of the minimum number required.  The project will meet 
the City’s Design Goals and Standards for commercial design through its use of colors, 
material variety, and decorative elements brick, metal, glass, wood, and cement elements 
on all four sides of the building.   

3) The benefits of occupancy of other property in the vicinity are not impaired, because 
screen trees and screen walls will be provided along the perimeter of the site adjacent to 
residences to mitigate potential impacts from light and noise generated onsite, and parking 
lot lighting installed adjacent to residences will be wall-mounted or in a bollard design such 
that no fixture is taller than the screen walls.   

4) Unsightliness of the existing dirt lot, which, if permitted to exist, causes a decrease in the 
value of surrounding properties.  The dirt lot will be replaced with a paved and landscaped 
parking area constructed to City standards, and the existing large Valley Oak tree will be 
preserved and replanted at this location to retain a sense of the site’s history. Additionally, 
the existing outdated building will be replaced with a new, modern building that employs 
the use of brick to more closely match the neighboring Sutter Tracy Community Hospital 
building. 

 
 

* * * * * * * * * * *  
 
 The foregoing Resolution 2015-________ of the City Council was adopted by the Tracy 
City Council on the 17th day of February, 2015, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 
         ______________________ 
         MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
CITY CLERK 
  



Exhibit “1” 

City of Tracy  
Conditions of Approval 

Sutter Gould Medical Office Building 
445, 418, 424, 432, and 434 West Eaton Avenue and 426 W. Beverly Place 

Application Number D14-0003 
February 17, 2015 

 
A.  General Provisions and Definitions. 
 

A.1. General. These Conditions of Approval apply to: 
 
The Project: A two-story, 45,500 square foot medical office building and associated 
parking areas onsite and offsite 

 
The Property: Building and parking area at 445 W. Eaton Avenue (APN 233-083-27). 
Additional parking area at 426 W. Beverly Place (APN 233-076-05) and 418, 424, 432, 
and 434 W. Eaton Avenue (APN 233-084-03, 233-084-05, 233-084-06, 233-084-12) 

 
A.2. Definitions. 

 
a. “Applicant” means any person, or other legal entity, defined as a “Developer.” 
 
b. “City Engineer” means the City Engineer of the City of Tracy, or any other duly licensed 

Engineer designated by the City Manager, or the Development Services Director, or the 
City Engineer to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
c. “City Regulations” means all written laws, rules, and policies established by the City, 

including those set forth in the City of Tracy General Plan, the Tracy Municipal Code 
ordinances, resolutions, policies, procedures and the City’s Design Documents 
(including the Standard Plans, Standard Specifications, and relevant Public Facility 
Master Plans). 

 
d. “Development Services Director” means the Development Services Director of the City 

of Tracy, or any other person designated by the City Manager or the Development 
Services Director to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
e. “Conditions of Approval” shall mean the conditions of approval applicable to the Project, 

Application Number D14-0003.  The Conditions of Approval shall specifically include all 
conditions set forth herein. 
 

f. “Developer” means any person, or other legal entity, who applies to the City to divide or 
cause to be divided real property within the Project boundaries, or who applies to the 
City to develop or improve any portion of the real property within the Project boundaries.  
The term “Developer” shall include all successors in interest. 

 
A.3.  Compliance with submitted plans. Except as otherwise modified herein, the project shall 

be constructed in substantial compliance with the site plan, floor plan, landscape plan, 
elevations, and colors received by the Development Services Department on January 7, 
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2015, and the materials and finishes packet received on January 28, 2015, except as 
modified by the Conditions of Approval.   
 

A.4.  Payment of applicable fees. The applicant shall pay all applicable fees for the project, 
including, but not limited to, development impact fees, building permit fees, plan check 
fees, grading permit fees, encroachment permit fees, inspection fees, school fees, or 
any other City or other agency fees or deposits that may be applicable to the project. 
 

A.5.  Compliance with laws. The Developer shall comply with all laws (federal, state, and 
local) related to the development of real property within the Project, including, but not 
limited to:   
• the Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code sections 65000, et seq.) 
• the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000, et 

seq., “CEQA”), and  
• the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (California Administrative 

Code, title 14, sections 1500, et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”). 
 

A.6.  Compliance with City regulations. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of 
Approval, the Developer shall comply with all City regulations, including, but not limited 
to, the Tracy Municipal Code (TMC), Standard Plans, and Design Goals and Standards. 
 

A.7.  Protest of fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions. Pursuant to Government 
Code section 66020, including section 66020(d)(1), the City HEREBY NOTIFIES the 
Developer that the 90-day approval period (in which the Developer may protest the 
imposition of any fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions imposed on this 
Project by these Conditions of Approval) has begun on the date of the conditional 
approval of this Project.  If the Developer fails to file a protest within this 90-day period, 
complying with all of the requirements of Government Code section 66020, the 
Developer will be legally barred from later challenging any such fees, dedications, 
reservations or other exactions. 

 
B.  Development Services, Planning Division Conditions 
 
Contact: Kimberly Matlock  (209) 831-6430  kimberly.matlock@ci.tracy.ca.us  
 

B.1.  Separate Lots. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall do either of 
the following to address the parking areas that are currently located on separate lots. 
B.1.1. Lot Line Adjustment. North parking area: The applicant shall cause a lot line 

adjustment to be recorded on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 233-083-27 & 233-
076-05 to eliminate the property line between the lots.  The resulting parcel shall 
be one lot, and a copy of such recording shall be submitted to the Development 
Services Director prior to issuance of a building permit.  
South parking area: The applicant shall cause a lot line adjustment to be 
recorded on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 233-084-03, 233-084-05, 233-084-06, 
233-084-12 to eliminate the property line between the lots.  The resulting parcel 
shall be one lot, and a copy of such recording shall be submitted to the 
Development Services Department prior to issuance of a building permit. 

B.1.2. Separate Lot Recording. The applicant shall cause a reciprocal access and 
parking recordation on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 233-083-27, 233-076-05, 
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233-084-03, 233-084-05, 233-084-06, 233-084-12 in accordance with TMC 
Section 10.08.3460(g).  Said recordation shall provide for pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic to travel unimpeded throughout the parking areas and shall 
provide for the maintenance of the parking area so long as the building is 
maintained.  Said recordation shall be reviewed by the City prior to recordation 
with the County Recorder and shall contain measures to prevent its change or 
removal without prior written City approval.  A copy of said recordation shall be 
submitted to the Development Services Department prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 
 

B.2.  Landscaping. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall provide 
detailed landscape and irrigation plans consistent with the following to the satisfaction of 
the Development Services Director: 
B.2.1. Said plans shall be in compliance with the landscaping requirements set forth in 

the TMC Off-Street Parking ordinance.  
B.2.2. Said plans shall demonstrate that no less than 40% of both parking areas are 

shaded in canopy tree coverage at tree maturity. Shade trees shall achieve a 
minimum canopy diameter of 25 feet at maturity.  

B.2.3. Said plans shall include a planting legend indicating, at minimum, the quantity, 
planting size, and height and width at maturity. Trees shall be a minimum of 24” 
box size, shrubs shall be a minimum size of 5 gallon, and vines and groundcover 
shall be a minimum size of 1 gallon. 

B.2.4. Two additional shade trees shall be planted on either side of the handicap 
parking area to the west of the building.  

B.2.5. Screen trees along the eastern property line on the north lot shall be tall, fast-
growing, evergreen trees of 36” box size at planting. 

B.2.6. The largest existing Valley Oak tree shall be preserved and replanted at the 
southwest corner of the north lot. It shall be appropriately supported after 
replanting, and the supports shall be anchored onsite and may not encroach onto 
the public right-of-way.  
B.2.6.a. Should the Valley Oak tree not survive the replanting, a new 48” box 

sized Valley Oak shall be planted in its place. 
B.2.7. The perimeter landscape areas adjacent to angled parking stalls shall be 

extended to create planters at the front of every parking stall. 
B.2.8. Planters adjacent to non-handicap parking stalls shall be extended into the 

parking stall such that two feet of the minimum parking stall length overhangs 
into the landscape planter. This parking stall overhang may not be double-
counted toward other parking area minimum landscape requirements.  

B.2.9. Before the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall execute an 
Agreement for Maintenance of Landscape and Irrigation Improvements and 
submit financial security to the Development and Engineering Services 
Department.  The Agreement shall ensure maintenance of the on-site landscape 
and irrigation improvements for a period of two years.  Said security shall be 
equal to the actual material and labor costs for installation of the on-site 
landscape and irrigation improvements or $2.50 per square foot of on-site 
landscape area. 
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B.3.  Parking.  

B.3.1. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit detailed plans 
that demonstrate all parking stalls dimensioned in accordance with City Standard 
Plan 154. 

B.3.2. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit plans and 
details that demonstrate 12-inch wide concrete curbs along the perimeter of 
landscape planters where such planters are parallel and adjacent to vehicular 
parking spaces to provide access to vehicles without stepping into the landscape 
planters.  

B.1.1. No wheel stops shall be used as a method of protection for light standards. Light 
standards shall be installed within landscape planters protected by concrete 
curbs. 
 

B.4.  Screening utilities and equipment.  
B.4.1. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit plans for the 

design of the trash and recycling enclosure located outside of the Public Utility 
Easement. The enclosure shall architecturally match the main building to the 
satisfaction of the Development Services Director and shall be large enough to 
accommodate both trash and recycling bins. The walls shall be seven feet or 
greater in height to fully screen the height of the bins, and the door shall be 
constructed of a solid metal door attached to posts which are attached to the 
walls.  

B.4.2. Before final inspection or certificate of occupancy, all roof-mounted and/or 
through-roof equipment, including, but not limited to, HVAC units, vents, fans, 
antennas, sky lights and dishes, whether proposed as part of this application, 
potential future equipment, or any portion thereof, shall be located within the 
equipment well and fully screened from view from any public right-of-way to the 
satisfaction of the Development Services Director. 

B.4.3. Before final inspection or certificate of occupancy, all PG&E transformers, phone 
company boxes, Fire Department connections, backflow preventers, irrigation 
controllers, and other on-site utilities, shall be vaulted or screened from any 
public right-of-way behind structures or landscaping to the satisfaction of the 
Development Services Director. 

B.4.4. Before approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit plans that 
demonstrate the PG&E transformer on the northern lot located further behind the 
screen wall to better screen it from view. 

B.4.5. Before final inspection or certificate of occupancy, all vents, gutters, downspouts, 
flashing, and electrical conduits shall be internal to the structures and other wall-
mounted or building-attached utilities and bollards shall be painted to match the 
color of the adjacent surfaces or otherwise designed in harmony with the building 
exterior to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director.  

 
B.5.  Walls and Fencing. 

B.5.1. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit detailed plans 
for the landscape walls. Landscape walls shall be designed to be architecturally 
complementary with the main building to the satisfaction of the Development 
Services Director. 
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B.5.2. Before final approval or certificate of occupancy, the masonry walls on the 
perimeters of the parking areas shall be coated with an anti-graffiti coat. 

B.5.3. No chain link, barbed wire or razor wire is permitted to be used anywhere on site. 
 

B.6.  Lighting.  
B.6.1 Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit detailed plans 

that demonstrate a minimum of one foot candle throughout the parking area. 
B.6.2. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit detailed plans 

that demonstrate lighting fixtures adjacent to residential zones shall be of bollard 
design or flat-mounted to the masonry screen wall such that no fixture is taller 
than 8 feet above the parking lot grade to the satisfaction of the Development 
Services Director.  

B.6.3. Before final approval or certificate of occupancy, all exterior and parking area 
lighting shall be directed downward or shielded to prevent glare or spray of light 
onto any adjacent private property to the satisfaction of the Development 
Services Director.  
 
 

C.  Development Services Department, Engineering Division Conditions 
 
Contact: Criseldo Mina  (209) 831-6425  cris.mina@ci.tracy.ca.us 
 

C.1. Grading Permit 
 
The City will not accept grading permit application for the Project as complete until 
the Developer has provided all relevant documents related to said grading permit 
required by the applicable City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, including, but not limited to, the following: 

C.1.1. Grading and Drainage Plans prepared on a 24” x 36” size polyester film 
(mylar). Grading and Drainage Plans shall be prepared under the supervision 
of, and stamped and signed by a Registered Civil Engineer. 

C.1.2. Payment of the applicable Grading Permit fees which include grading plan 
checking and inspection fees, and other applicable fees as required by these 
Conditions of Approval. 

C.1.3. Three (3) sets of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the 
Project with a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water 
Quality Control Board (SWQCB) and any relevant documentation or written 
approvals from the SWQCB, including the Wastewater Discharge 
Identification Number (WDID#). 

C.1.3.a. After the completion of the Project, the Developer is responsible for 
filing the Notice of Termination (NOT) required by SWQCB.  The 
Developer shall provide the City with a copy of the completed Notice 
of Termination. 

C.1.3.b. The cost of preparing the SWPPP, NOI and NOT, including the filing 
fee of the NOI and NOT, shall be paid by the Developer. 

mailto:cris.mina@ci.tracy.ca.us
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C.1.3.c. The Developer shall comply with all the requirements of the SWPPP 
and applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) and the 
applicable provisions of the City’s Storm Water Management 
Program. 

C.1.4. Three (3) sets of the Storm Water Quality Control Plan and Low Impact 
Development (LID) for the project as required in Condition C.3.1.b (i) below. 

C.1.5. Two (2) sets of the Project’s Geotechnical Report signed and stamped by a 
licensed Geotechnical Engineer licensed to practice in the State of California, 
as required in Condition C.3.1.a (i) below. The technical report must include 
relevant information related to soil types and characteristics, soil bearing 
capacity, percolation rate, and elevation of the highest observed groundwater 
level. 

C.1.6. Two (2) sets of tree removal and relocation plan including an Arborist report 
as required in Condition C.3.4 below. 

C.1.7. A copy of the approved Fugitive Dust and Emissions Control Plan that meets 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 

C.1.8. Documentation of any necessary authorizations from Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

C.1.9. Two (2) sets of Hydrologic and Storm Drainage Calculations for the design of 
the on-site storm drainage system and for determining the size of the 
project’s storm drainage connection, as required in Conditions C.3.1.b (iv) 
below. 

C.2. Encroachment Permit 
 
No application for encroachment permit will be accepted by the City as complete until 
the Developer provides all relevant documents related to said encroachment permit 
required by the applicable City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, including, but not limited to, the following: 
C.2.1. Improvement Plans prepared on a 24” x 36” size 4-mil thick polyester film 

(Mylar) and these Conditions of Approval. Improvement Plans shall be 
prepared under the supervision of, and stamped and signed by a Registered 
Civil, Traffic, Electrical, Mechanical, Structural Engineers, and Registered 
Landscape Architect for the relevant work. 

C.2.2 Two (2) sets of structural calculations signed and stamped by a Structural 
Engineer licensed in the State of California, as required in Condition C.3.1.a 
(ii), below. 

C.2.3. Signed and stamped Engineer’s Estimate that summarizes the cost of 
constructing all the public improvements shown on the Improvement Plans. 

C.2.4. If required, a signed and notarized Offsite Improvement Agreement (OIA) and 
Improvement Security, to guarantee completion of the identified public 
improvements that are necessary to serve the Project as required by these 
Conditions of Approval. The form and amount of Improvement Security shall 
be in accordance with Section 12.36.080 of the Tracy Municipal Code (TMC), 
and the OIA. The Developer’s obligations in the OIA shall be deemed to be 
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satisfied upon City Council’s acceptance of the public improvements and 
release of the Improvement Security. 

C.2.5. Check payment for the applicable of engineering review fees which include 
plan checking, permit and agreement processing, testing, construction 
inspection, and other applicable fees as required by these Conditions of 
Approval. The engineering review fees will be calculated based on the fee 
rate adopted by the City Council on April 15, 2014, per Resolution 2014-059. 

C.2.6. Traffic Control Plan signed and stamped by a Registered Traffic Engineer 
and Tracy's Fire Marshall's signature on the Utility Improvement Plans 
indicating their approval for the Project's fire service connection and fire 
and emergency vehicle access. The written approval from the Fire 
Department required in this section shall be obtained by the Developer, 
prior to City Engineer's signature on the improvement plans. 

C.3. Improvement Plans  

Improvement Plans shall contain the design, construction details and specifications 
of public improvements that is/are necessary to serve the Project. The Improvement 
Plans shall be drawn on a 24” x 36” size 4-mil thick polyester film (Mylar) and shall 
be prepared under the supervision of, and stamped and signed by a Registered Civil, 
Traffic, Electrical, Mechanical Engineer, and Registered Landscape Architect for the 
relevant work. The Improvement Plans shall be completed to comply with City 
Regulations, these Conditions of Approval, and the following requirements: 

 C.3.1. Grading and Storm Drainage Plans 

C.3.1.a. Site Grading 

(i) Include all proposed erosion control methods and construction 
details to be employed and specify materials to be used. All 
grading work shall be performed and completed in accordance 
with the recommendation(s) of the Project’s Geotechnical 
Engineer. A copy of the Project’s Geotechnical Report must be 
submitted with the Grading and Storm Drainage Plans. 

(ii) When the grade differential between the Project Site and 
adjacent property(s) exceeds 12 inches, a reinforced or 
masonry block, or engineered retaining wall is required for 
retaining soil. The Grading Plan shall show construction 
detail(s) of the retaining wall or masonry wall. The entire 
retaining wall and footing shall be constructed within the 
Project Site. A structural calculation shall be submitted with the 
Grading and Storm Drainage Plans. 

(iii) An engineered fill may be accepted as a substitute of a 
retaining wall, if the grade differential is less than 2 feet and 
subject to approval by the City Engineer. The Grading and 
Storm Drainage Plans must show the extent of the slope 
easement(s). The Developer shall be responsible for obtaining 
permission from owner(s) of the adjacent and affected 
property(s). The slope easement must be recorded, prior to 
the issuance of the final building certificate of occupancy. 
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(iv) Site grading shall be designed such that the Project’s storm 
water can surface drain directly to a public street that has a 
functional storm drainage system with adequate capacity to 
drain storm water from the Project Site, in the event that the 
on-site storm drainage system fails or it is clogged. The storm 
drainage release point is recommended to be at least 0.70 foot 
lower than the building finish floor elevation and shall be 
improved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

C.3.1.b. Storm Drainage 

(i) The design and construction details of the Project’s  storm 
drainage connection shall meet City Regulations and shall 
comply with the applicable requirements of the City’s Storm 
Water Quality Control Standards and Storm Water Regulations 
that were adopted by the City Council in 2008 and any 
subsequent amendments.  

(ii) The Developer shall design appropriate treatment device to 
mitigate post development flows by using infiltration/treatment 
into underlying soil (bio-swales) and detention basins or water 
storage systems (underground vault/tanks) with metering 
drainage structure(s) to control release of post development 
flow for a limited period of time in accordance with the City 
Storm Water Quality Control Standards. 

(iii) The Developer shall be responsible for the yearly maintenance 
of the bio-swales, detention basin or water storage systems 
and the metering drainage structure(s).   

(iv) The Developer shall design and install the Project’s permanent 
drainage connection(s) to the City’s existing storm drainage 
facilities located on Eaton and Bessie Avenues per City 
Regulations and as approved by the City Engineer. Storm 
drainage calculations for the sizing of the on-site storm 
drainage system must be submitted with the Improvement 
Plans. 

(v) Prior to the final inspection of the first building to be 
constructed on the Property, the Developer shall submit a 
signed and notarized Stormwater Treatment Facilities 
Maintenance Agreement (STFMA) as a guarantee for the 
performance of Developer’s responsibility towards the repair 
and maintenance of on-site storm water treatment and storage 
facilities. 

C.3.2. Improvement Plans 

C.3.2.a All costs associated with the installation of the Project’s water and 
wastewater connection(s) including the cost of removing and 
replacing asphalt concrete pavement, pavement marking and 
striping, relocating existing utilities that may be in conflict with the 
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water and wastewater connection(s), and other improvements shall 
be paid by the Developer. 

 
C.3.2.b If water main shut down is necessary, the City will allow a maximum 

of 4 hours water supply shutdown. The Developer shall be 
responsible for notifying residents or business owner(s), regarding 
the water main shutdown. The written notice, as approved by the 
City Engineer, shall be delivered to the affected residents or 
business owner(s) at least 72 hours before the water main 
shutdown. Prior to starting the work described in this section, the 
Developer shall submit a Water Shutdown Plan and Traffic Control 
Plan to be used during the installation for approval by the City.  

C.3.2.c. Domestic and Irrigation Water Services: The Developer shall 
design and install domestic and irrigation water service connection, 
including a remote-read master water meter (the water meter to be 
located within City's right-of-way) and a Reduced Pressure Type 
back-flow protection device in accordance with City Regulations.  
The domestic and irrigation water service connection(s) must be 
completed before the final inspection of the building. The City shall 
maintain water lines from the water meter to the point of 
connection with the water distribution main (inclusive) only.  Repair 
and maintenance of all on-site water lines, laterals, sub-meters, 
valves, fittings, fire hydrant and appurtenances shall be the 
responsibility of the Developer. 

C.3.2.d. Fire Service Line: The Developer shall design and install fire 
hydrants at the locations approved by the City’s Fire Safety Officer 
and Chief Building Official.  Prior to the approval of the 
Improvement Plans, the Developer shall obtain written approval 
from the City’s Fire Safety Officer and Chief Building Official, for 
the design, location and construction details of the fire service 
connection to the Project, and for the location and spacing of fire 
hydrants that are to be installed to serve the Project. 

C.3.2.e. On-site Sewer Line: The Developer shall design and construct all 
on-site sewer improvements in accordance with the City’s Design 
Standards and Standard Specifications.  The on-site gravity sewer 
line shall terminate in a standard sanitary sewer manhole on 
existing 12” sewer line along Bessie Avenue or the existing 8” sewer 
line along Eaton Avenue with standard cleanout/manhole near the 
property line. The Developer is responsible for repairing and 
maintaining the on-site sewer system up to the sewer cleanout / 
manhole at the property line.    

C.3.2.d. Trash Enclosure: The Developer shall design and construct trash 
enclosure in accordance with the City Code requirements. The trash 
enclosure shall not be located within any drainage and utility 
easement area.   

C.3.3. Street Improvements 
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C.3.3.a. Improvements on Eaton and Bessie Avenues: The Developer shall 
design and install improvements on Eaton and Bessie Avenues 
which shall include re-construction of the Eaton and Bessie 
Avenues intersection, installation of new colored concrete pad as 
pedestrian crosswalks, replacement of damaged or disturbed curb, 
gutter and sidewalk, installation of driveways, storm drains, 
manholes and other improvements as determined by the City 
Engineer.  In addition, the Developer shall overlay street pavement 
for all utility trench cuts as required in Condition C.3.6 below. All 
cost of the intersection improvements shall be borne by the 
Developer. 

C.3.3.b. All roadway improvements described in these Conditions of 
Approval must be designed and constructed by the Developer to 
meet the applicable requirements of the latest edition of the 
California Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual 
(HDM) and the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD), all applicable City Regulations, and these 
Conditions of Approval, prior to final inspection of the first building 
to be constructed within the Property. 

C.3.3.c. Project Driveways:  To obtain project access from the existing 
roadways (Eaton Avenue and Bessie Avenue); the Project will 
construct three new driveways as indicated on the Project Site Plan. 

C.3.3.d The Bessie and Eaton Avenues intersection may be modified to 
include colored decorative concrete crosswalks, constructed per 
City standard, and the colored decorative concrete improvements 
shall be installed only for pedestrian crosswalks and not affect the 
center of the roadway intersection to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. 

C.3.4. Tree Relocation and Removal Plan 

The Developer must submit tree relocation and removal plan for City review 
and approval.  The plan shall identify the location of any existing and 
proposed drainage bio-swales, underground drainage structures, 
underground utilities (power, telephone, cable TV, sewer, water, storm 
drainage gas, etc.).  The plan shall include design details for protecting street 
improvements adjacent to the excavation areas, shoring and bracing, 
dewatering and relocation or modifications to existing facilities (if required).  
Any public improvements damaged or altered due to the operations involved 
in relocation of the tree(s) shall be replaced to original or better condition as 
directed by the City at Developer’s cost. 

C.3.5. Traffic Control Plan 

The Developer shall submit a Traffic Control Plan, to show the method and 
type of construction signs to be used for regulating traffic at the work areas 
along Eaton and Bessie Avenues, and/or Beverly Avenue. The Traffic Control 
Plan shall be prepared by a Civil Engineer or Traffic Engineer licensed to 
practice in the State of California.   
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C.3.6.  Joint Utility Trench Plans 
 Developer shall prepare joint trench plans in compliance with utility 

companies’ requirements and City regulations, and obtain approval of the 
plans.  All private utility services to serve Project such as electric, telephone 
and cable TV to the building must be installed underground, and to be 
installed at the location approved by the respective owner(s) of the utilities. 

C.3.7. Pavement cuts or utility trench(s) on existing street(s) for 
the installation of water distribution main, storm drain, 
sewer line, electric, gas, cable TV, and telephone will 
require the application of 2” asphalt concrete overlay and 
replacement of pavement striping and marking that are 
disturbed during construction. The limits of asphalt 
concrete overlay shall be 25 feet from both sides of the 
trench, and shall extend over the entire width of the 
adjacent travel lane(s) if pavement excavation encroaches 
to the adjacent travel lane or up to the street centerline or 
the median curb. If the utility trench extends beyond the 
street centerline, the asphalt concrete overlay shall be 
applied over the entire width of the street (to the lip of 
gutter or edge of pavement, whichever applies). 

C.4. Building Permit  

No building permit will be approved by the City until the Developer demonstrates, to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer, compliance with all required Conditions of 
Approval, including, but not limited to, the following: 

C.4.1 Payment of the Master Plan Fees for Citywide Roadway and Traffic, Water, 
Recycled Water, Wastewater, Storm Drainage, Public Safety, Public 
Facilities, and Park adopted by the City Council on January 7, 2014, per 
Resolution 2014-010, as required by these Conditions of Approval. 

C.4.2. Payment of the San Joaquin County Facilities Fees as required in Chapter 
13.24 of the TMC, and these Conditions of Approval. 

C.4.3. Payment of the Agricultural Conversion or Mitigation Fee as required in 
Chapter 13.28 of the TMC, and these Conditions of Approval. 

C.4.4. Payment of the Regional Transportation Impact Fees (RTIF) as required in 
Chapter 13.32 of the TMC, and these Conditions of Approval. 

C.5. Acceptance of Public Improvements  

Public improvements will not be accepted by the City Council until after the 
Developer completes construction of the relevant public improvements, and also 
demonstrates to the City Engineer satisfactory completion of the following: 

C.5.1. Correction of all items listed in the deficiency report prepared by the assigned 
Engineering Inspector relating to public improvements subject to City 
Council’s acceptance. 
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C.5.2. Certified “As-Built” Improvement Plans (or Record Drawings). Upon 
completion of the construction by the Developer, the City shall temporarily 
release the originals of the Improvement Plans to the Developer so that the 
Developer will be able to document revisions to show the "As Built" 
configuration of all improvements. 

C.6. Temporary or Final Building Certificate of Occupancy  

No Temporary or Final Building Certificate of Occupancy will be issued by the City 
until after the Developer provides reasonable documentation which demonstrates, to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer, that: 

C.6.1. The Developer has satisfied all the requirements set forth in Condition C.5, 
above. 

C.6.2. The Developer has completed construction of all required public facilities for 
the building for which a certificate of occupancy is requested and all the 
improvements required in these Conditions of Approval.  Unless specifically 
provided in these Conditions of Approval, or some other applicable City 
Regulations, the Developer shall use diligent and good faith efforts in taking 
all actions necessary to construct all public facilities required to serve the 
Project, and the Developer shall bear all costs related to construction of the 
public facilities (including all costs of design, construction, construction 
management, plan check, inspection, land acquisition, program 
implementation, and contingency). 

C.7. Improvement Security  

The Developer shall provide improvement security for all public facilities, as required 
by the OIA, DIA, and these Conditions of Approval. The form of the improvement 
security may be a surety bond, letter of credit or other form in accordance with 
section 12.36.080 of the TMC. The amount of improvement security shall be as 
follows: 

C.7.1. Faithful Performance (100% of the estimated cost of constructing the public 
facilities), 

C.7.2. Labor & Materials (100% of the estimated cost of constructing the public 
facilities), and 

C.7.3. Warranty (10% of the estimated cost of constructing the public facilities) 

C.8. Release of Improvement Security  

Improvement Security(s) described herein shall be released to the Developer after 
City Council’s acceptance of public improvements, and after the Developer 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, compliance of these 
Conditions of Approval, and completion of the following: 
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C.8.1. Improvement Security for Faithful Performance, Labor & Materials, and 
Warranty shall be released to the Developer in accordance with Section 
12.36.080 of the TMC. 

C.8.2. Written request from the Developer and a copy of the recorded Notice of 
Completion. 

C.9. Special Conditions 
 

C.9.1. All streets and utilities improvements within City’s right-of-way shall be 
designed and constructed in accordance with City Regulations, and City’s 
Design documents including the City’s Facilities Master Plan for storm 
drainage, roadway, wastewater and water adopted by the City, or as 
otherwise specifically approved by the City. 

C.9.2 All existing on-site wells, if any, shall be abandoned or removed in 
accordance with the City and San Joaquin County requirements.  The 
Developer shall be responsible for all costs associated with the 
abandonment or removal of the existing well(s) including the cost of 
permit(s) and inspection.  The Developer shall submit a copy of written 
approval(s) or permit(s) obtained from San Joaquin County regarding the 
removal and abandonment of any existing well(s), prior to the issuance of 
the Grading Permit. 

C.9.3 Nothing contained herein shall be construed to permit any violation of 
relevant ordinances and regulations of the City of Tracy, or other public 
agency having jurisdiction. This Condition of Approval does not preclude 
the City from requiring pertinent revisions and additional requirements to 
the Grading Permit, Encroachment Permit, Building Permit, Improvement 
Plans, and; OIA, if the City Engineer finds it necessary due to public health 
and safety reasons and it is in the best interest of the City. The Developer 
shall bear all the cost for the design, and implementations of such additions 
and requirements, without reimbursement or any payment from the City. 

 
D.  Development Services Department, Building and Fire Safety Division Conditions 
 
Contact: Kevin Jorgensen (209) 831-6415  kevin.jorgensen@ci.tracy.ca.us  

 
D.1. Accessibility.  

D.1.1. Prior to issuance of a building permit, applicant shall provide detailed plans that 
demonstrate that all site features are accessible and/or on an accessible path of 
travel per the 2013 California Building Code. 

D.1.2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, applicant shall provide detailed plans that 
demonstrate that ten percent minimum of both patient and visitor parking spaces 
provided to service buildings for outpatient clinical services of a hospital are 
accessible per the 2013 California Building Code. 

D.1.3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, applicant shall provide detailed plans that 
demonstrate that twenty percent minimum of both patient and visitor parking 
spaces provided to serve rehabilitation facilities specializing in treating conditions 

mailto:kevin.jorgensen@ci.tracy.ca.us
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that affect mobility and outpatient physical therapy facilities are accessible per 
the 2013 California Building Code. 
 

D.2. Radio Amplification. Before issuance of a building permit, applicant shall provide detailed 
plans and specifications that demonstrate the installation of a radio amplification system 
for both the Fire Department and the Police Department radio frequencies to provide 
radio coverage per the 2013 California Fire Code. 
 

D.3. Fire Prevention Systems. Before the issuance of a building permit, applicant shall 
provide detailed plans and specifications for both a fire alarm system and an automatic 
sprinkler system per the 2013 California Fire Code and Tracy Municipal Code. 
 

D.4. Fire hydrants. Before the issuance of a building permit, applicant shall provide detailed 
plans to ensure both aerial access to the building and a fire hydrant system for the 
building with hydrants located outside the collapse zone of the building per the 2013 
California Fire Code. 
 

D.5. Fire Lane Clearance. Before issuance of building permit, applicant shall provide detailed 
information that demonstrates that trees to be planted adjacent to fire lanes are the type 
that will not grow into the fire lane and obstruct both the necessary width and height of 
the fire apparatus access lane per the 2013 California Fire Code. 
 

E.  Utilities Department, Water Resources Division Conditions 
 
Contact: Stephanie Hiestand  (209) 831-4333  stephanie.hiestand@ci.tracy.ca.us  
 

E.1. Stormwater Quality. Before the approval of a grading or building permit, the applicant 
shall demonstrate compliance with the Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards 
adopted July 1, 2008, obtain approval of the Project Stormwater Quality Control Plan by 
the Water Resources Division, and sign a maintenance agreement in accordance with 
the Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards to the satisfaction of the Utilities 
Director. 

 
E.2. Compliance with Codes. Before the approval of a grading or building permit, the 

applicant shall demonstrate compliance with Tracy Municipal Code Chapter 11.28 Water 
Management and California Green Building Standards Code Chapter 5 for Non-
Residential occupancies. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and WDID 
number will be required prior to a grading permit issuance. 
 

E.3. Landscape plans. Before the approval of a building permit, the applicant shall submit 
detailed landscape and irrigation plans that demonstrate compliance with the 
Department of Water Resources’ Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance to the 
satisfaction of the Utilities Director.  

 
F.  Public Works Department, Parks, Sports Fields & Trees Division Conditions 
 
Contact: Don Scholl  (209) 831-6360  don.scholl@ci.tracy.ca.us   
 

mailto:stephanie.hiestand@ci.tracy.ca.us
mailto:don.scholl@ci.tracy.ca.us
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F.1. Street Trees. Before the approval of an improvement plan, the applicant shall submit 
detailed plans for the proposed street tree species for approval by the Public Works 
Director. Said plans shall also show all street trees that are proposed to be removed. 
Such tree wills shall be filled in with concrete to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Director. 
 

F.2. Chinese Hackberry Trees. Chinese Hackberry trees shall not be planted onsite or in the 
public right-of-way. 
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AGENDA ITEM 4  
 
REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN TO CONSTRUCT A 21,300 
SQUARE FOOT, AUTO BODY REPAIR FACILITY ON AN APPROXIMATELY 
1.66-ACRE SITE LOCATED ON THE NORTH SIDE OF AUTO PLAZA DRIVE (AT 
2705 AUTO PLAZA DRIVE) ADJACENT TO AND EAST OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF MOTOR VEHICLES BUILDING (APNS 212-270-15 AND A PORTION OF APN 
212-040-11.) APPLICANT IS SCHACK AND COMPANY, INC. FOR ARMIN AND 
LORI A. GHORBANI REVOCABLE TRUST 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The request is a Planned Unit Development (PUD) Preliminary and Final 
Development Plan to develop an auto body repair facility along Auto Plaza Drive.  
Staff and the Planning Commission recommend approval of the project. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 

Project Description 
 
The proposal is to construct a 21,300 square foot, single-story, auto body repair 
facility on approximately 1.66 acres. 
 
The site is located on the north side of Auto Plaza Drive (Attachment A) adjacent and 
to the east of the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) site.  The vicinity of the site is 
characterized as a consumer and business service neighborhood adjacent to the 
West Valley Mall and Tracy Pavilion regional retail area.  Other nearby businesses 
include auto body repair, a tire store, and numerous auto dealers with auto service.  
The Winco grocery store and 301-unit Aspire Apartments (under construction) are one 
block south of the subject property.  The City-owned storm drainage basin (Detention 
Basin 10 or DB10) is adjacent to the north of the site. 
 
Attachments B through E contain the site plan, preliminary grading and utility plan, 
preliminary landscape plan, and exterior building elevations for the proposed Tracy 
Collision project.  The rectangular-shaped building will be centrally located on the site, 
with two-way drive aisles and parking on all four sides of the building.  The rear two-
thirds of the approximately 430-foot long site will be enclosed with a decorative, 
wrought iron fence (with gates on both sides of the building) to match the quality of 
the fence at the adjacent DMV site. 
 
The building will be constructed of painted, tilt-up, concrete panels, with metal panels, 
glass store fronts, and metal-wrapped columns at the front of the building, near and 
facing Auto Plaza Drive.  As shown on the site plan (Attachment B), the front metal 
panel and column system contains a slight, convex curve, to add variety and visual 
appeal to the otherwise angular building.  The concrete panels are proposed in three 
complimentary tones of blue, highlighted with accent lighting; the metal panels are 
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proposed gray. 
 
Forty, off-street parking spaces are proposed, consistent with the number required by 
I-205 Corridor Specific Plan standards for this proposed use.  Similarly, the project 
meets City standards regarding the landscaping, site design, and other design 
elements. 
 
Land Use Compatibility 
 
Although not a requirement of City standards, Tracy Collision proposes operating 
hours of 8:00 a.m. through 5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday.  Vehicle repairs will be 
conducted inside the facility, thereby having reduced noise and visual impacts on 
surrounding businesses. 
 
The proposed Tracy Collision development shares many characteristics with the 
surrounding consumer-oriented businesses in terms of size and scale of the building, 
hours of operation, and nature of customers.  The project and proposed land use are 
anticipated to be well suited to the proposed location and its vicinity. 

 
  CEQA Documentation 
 
The project is Categorically Exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15332, In-Fill Development Projects.  The Section 15332 exemption pertains 
to projects that meet the following criteria: the project is consistent with the General 
Plan designation and zoning, the site is located within the City limits, the site is on 
less than five acres and is substantially surrounded by urban uses, the site has no 
value as habitat for protected species of plants or animals, the site can be served by 
required public utilities and services, and the project would not result in significant 
effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.  The project meets all of 
these criteria, and therefore, is categorically exempt from additional CEQA 
documentation. 
 
Planning Commission Consideration of the Project 
 
On December 17, 2014, the Tracy Planning Commission conducted a public hearing 
to review the project.  The applicant spoke in favor; no one else addressed the 
Commission or otherwise provided comments or input regarding the proposal.  By a 
vote of 5-0, the Planning Commission took the following actions: 
 
1. Recommended that the City Council approve the PUD Preliminary and Final 

Development Plan, and 
2. Approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the project, subject to the condition 

that the CUP will not take effect until and unless the City Council approves the 
PUD Preliminary and Final Development Plan. 

 
STRATEGIC PLANS 
 

The proposal supports the City Council’s Economic Development Strategy by supporting 
the creation of local employment and diversifying the local economic base. 
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FISCAL IMPACT 
 

This agenda item will not require any specific expenditure from the General Fund. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff and the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve the 
Tracy Collision Planned Unit Development Preliminary and Final Development Plan, as 
indicated in the attached Resolution. 

 
 
Prepared by: Alan Bell, Senior Planner 
 
Reviewed by: Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
 Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
 Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A – Location Map 
Attachment B – Site Plan 
Attachment C – Grading and Utility Plan 
Attachment D – Landscape Plan 
Attachment E – Building Elevations 
Attachment F – Developer’s Operation Description 
Attachment G – Perspective, Color Elevation and Oversized Plans (available for review at 

Development Services Department) 
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RESOLUTION 2015- 
 

APPROVING A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN (D14-0021) 

FOR TRACY COLLISION – A 21,300 SQUARE FOOT AUTO BODY REPAIR FACILITY 
LOCATED AT 2705 AUTO PLAZA DRIVE 

 
 WHEREAS, On October 14, 2014, Schack and Company, Inc. filed a 
development application for Tracy Collision, a 21,300 square foot auto body repair 
facility at 2705 Auto Plaza Drive, which includes an application for a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) Preliminary and Final Development Plan (D14-0021) (the “project”) 
and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP14-0011), and 
 
 WHEREAS, The subject property is located within the Service Commercial 
designation of the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan, which requires PUD Preliminary and 
Final Development Plan approval for a new building, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The project is consistent with the City of Tracy General Plan, in that 
the site is designated Commercial by the General Plan, and auto body repair and other 
vehicle services are among the allowed uses in the Commercial land use designation; 
the project will pay all applicable development impact fees to mitigate its proportionate 
impact on public facilities; and the project is consistent with goals and policies of the 
General Plan, including economic development, circulation, noise, and air quality, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The project is consistent with the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan and 
the City Design Goals and Standards, including public utilities, site design, architecture, 
off-street parking and circulation, land use, landscaping, and 
 
 WHEREAS, The project is categorically exempt from CEQA based on Guidelines 
Section 15332 which applies to infill projects which are consistent with the General Plan 
and zoning regulations, and other specified characteristics, all of which apply to this 
project, and 
 
 WHEREAS, On December 17, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a 
public hearing to consider the project, recommended the City Council approve the PUD 
Preliminary and Final Development Plan, and in accordance with Tracy Municipal Code 
Section 10.08.4250 et seq., approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP14-0011) for the 
project, subject to the condition that the CUP will not take effect until and unless the City 
Council approves the project’s PUD Preliminary and Final Development Plan, and 
 
 WHEREAS, On February 17, 2015, the City Council conducted a public hearing 
to consider the project; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, The City Council approves the PUD 
Preliminary and Final Development Plan (D14-0021) subject to the conditions contained 
in Exhibit 1. 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

 
 The foregoing Resolution 2015-_____ was adopted by the City Council on the 
17th day of February, 2015, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
 
 
                                                             __________________________________ 
                                                               MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________________ 
CITY CLERK 
 
 
 



Exhibit 1 
 

Tracy Collision Conditions of Approval 
Application Numbers D14-0021 and CUP14-0011 

February 17, 2015 
 
 
 
These Conditions of Approval shall apply to the real property described as the Tracy Collision 
Project, Planned Unit Development (PUD) Preliminary and Final Development Plan (Application 
Number D14-0021) and Conditional Use Permit (Application Number CUP14-0011).  The 
approximately 1.66-acre subject property is located on the north side of Auto Plaza Drive, 2705 
Auto Plaza Drive, Tracy; (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 212-270-15 and a portion of 212-040-11). 

 
A. The following definitions shall apply to these Conditions of Approval: 

 
1. “Applicant” means any person, or other legal entity, defined as a “Developer”. 
 

2. “City Engineer” means the City Engineer of the City of Tracy, or any other duly 
licensed engineer designated by the City Manager, or the Development Services 
Director, or the City Engineer to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
3.  “City Regulations” means all written laws, rules and policies established by the City, 

including those set forth in the City of Tracy General Plan, the Tracy Municipal Code, 
ordinances, resolutions, policies, procedures, and the City’s Design documents (the 
Streets and Utilities Standard Plans, Design Standards, Parks and Streetscape 
Standard Plans, Standard Specifications, and Manual of Storm Water Quality Control 
Standards for New Development and Redevelopment, and Relevant Public Facilities 
Master Plans). 

 
4.  “Conditions of Approval” shall mean the conditions of approval applicable to the real 

property described as the Tracy Collision Project at 2705 Auto Plaza Drive, Planned 
Unit Development (PUD) Preliminary and Final Development Plan (Application Number 
D14-0021) and Conditional Use Permit (Application Number CUP14-0011).  The 
approximately 1.66-acre subject property is located on the north side of Auto Plaza 
Drive (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 212-270-15 and a portion of 212-040-11). 

 
5.  “Development Services Director” means the Development Services Director of the 

City of Tracy, or any other person designated by the City Manager or the 
Development Services Director to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
6.  “Project” means the real property consisting of approximately 1.66 acres proposed for 

the Tracy Collision Project located at 2705 Auto Plaza Drive (Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers 212-270-15 and a portion of 212-040-11). 

 
7. “Property” means the real property located at 2705 Auto Plaza Drive 

(Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 212-270-15 and a portion of 212-040-11). 
 

8.  “Subdivider” means any person, or other legal entity, who applies to the City to divide 
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or cause to be divided real property within the Project boundaries, or who applies to 
the City to develop or improve any portion of the real property within the Project 
boundaries. “Subdivider” also means Developer.  The term “Developer” shall include 
all successors in interest. 

 
B. Planning Division Conditions of Approval: 

 
1.  The Developer shall comply with all laws (federal, state, and local) related to the 

development of real property within the Project, including, but not limited to:  the 
Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code sections 65000, et seq.), the 
Subdivision Map Act (Government Code sections 66410, et seq.), the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000, et seq., “CEQA”), 
and the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (California Administrative 
Code, title 
14, sections 15000, et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”). 
 

2. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Project shall 
comply with all City Regulations. 
 

3. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Developer shall 
comply with all mitigation measures identified in the General Plan Environmental 
Impact Report, dated February 1, 2011. 

 
4.  Pursuant to Government Code section 66020, including section 66020(d)(1), the City 

HEREBY NOTIFIES the Developer that the 90-day approval period (in which the 
Developer may protest the imposition of any fees, dedications, reservations, or other 
exactions imposed on this Project by these Conditions of Approval) has begun on the 
date of the conditional approval of this Project.  If the Developer fails to file a protest 
within this 90-day period, complying with all of the requirements of Government Code 
section 66020, the Developer will be legally barred from later challenging any such 
fees, dedications, reservations or other exactions. 

 
5.  Except as otherwise modified herein, all construction shall be consistent with the 

plans received by the Development Services Department (DR.01 through DR.04) on 
October 13, 2014. 
 

6.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide a detailed 
landscape and irrigation plan consistent with City landscape and irrigation standards, 
including, but not limited to Tracy Municipal Code Section 10.08.3560, the City’s 
Design Goals and Standards, and the applicable Department of Water Resources 
Model Efficient Landscape Ordinance on private property, and the Parks and 
Parkways Design Manual for public property, to the satisfaction of the Development 
Services Director. 

 
Said landscape plans shall include documentation which demonstrates there is no 
less than 20 percent of the parking area in landscaping, and 40 percent canopy tree 
coverage at tree maturity in accordance with City Regulations.  Newly planted, on-site 
trees shall be a minimum size of 24-inch box and shrubs shall be a minimum size of 
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five gallons. 
 

7.  Where landscape planters are parallel and adjacent to vehicular parking spaces, the 
planter areas shall incorporate a 12-inch wide concrete curb along their perimeter that 
is adjacent to the parking space in order to allow access to vehicles without stepping 
into landscape planters. 

 
8.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, an Agreement for Maintenance of 

Landscape and Irrigation Improvements shall be executed and financial security 
submitted to the Development Services Department.  The Agreement shall ensure 
maintenance of the on-site landscape and irrigation improvements for a period of two 
years.  Said security shall be equal to the actual material and labor costs for 
installation of the on-site landscape and irrigation improvements, or $2.50 per square 
foot of on-site landscape area. 

 
9.  No roof mounted equipment, including, but not limited to, HVAC units, fans, antennas, 

and dishes whether proposed as part of this application, potential future equipment, or 
any portion thereof, shall be visible from Auto Plaza Drive, Power Road, Naglee Road, 
or any other public right-of-way.  All roof-mounted equipment shall be screened from 
view from the public rights-of- way by the roof of the building, to the satisfaction of the 
Development Services Director. 

 
10. All vents, gutters, downspouts, flashing, electrical conduit, gas meters, electrical 

panels and doors, and other wall-mounted or building-attached utilities shall be 
painted to match the color of the adjacent surface or otherwise designed in harmony 
with the building exterior to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director. 

 
11. Prior to final inspection or certificate of occupancy, all exterior and parking area 

lighting shall be directed downward or shielded, to prevent glare or spray of light into 
the public rights-of-way, to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director. 

 
13. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, bicycle parking spaces shall be provided 

in accordance with Tracy Municipal Code Section 10.08.3510 to the satisfaction of 
the Development Services Director. 

 
14. All PG&E transformers, phone company boxes, Fire Department connections, 

backflow preventers, irrigation controllers, and other on-site utilities, shall be vaulted 
or screened from view from any public right-of-way, behind structures or landscaping, 
to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director. 

 
15. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the developer shall demonstrate that the 

trash enclosure contains sufficient space and access for recycled material in 
accordance with State law and local standards to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Director. 

 
16. Prior to the issuance of a building, grading, or other construction permit, the 

developer shall cause to be recorded the transfer of title of the approximately 42-foot-
wide strip of City-owned property at the north end of the site (portion of APN 212-
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040-11) or otherwise obtain written permission from the City to access and use the 
approximately 42-foot-wide strip of City-owned property. 

 
17. Prior to the issuance of a building, grading, or other construction permit, a lot line 

adjustment or other instrument shall be approved by the City and recorded to relocate 
the property line at the north end of APN 212-270-15 approximately 42 feet north, 
resulting in one lot for the approximately 1.66-acre site, in accordance with a purchase 
agreement or other written agreement with the City for the developer to any City-
owned property for this development application. 

 
18. Prior to the installation of any signs, the applicant shall submit a sign permit application 

and receive approval from the Development Services Director in accordance with City 
Regulations.  All signs shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the size, 
height, and other standards of the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan. 
 

19. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the developer shall document compliance 
with the City of Tracy Manual of Stormwater Quality Control Standards for New 
Development and Redevelopment (Manual) to the satisfaction of the Public Works 
Director, which includes the requirement for Site Design Control Measures, Source 
Control Measures and Treatment Control Measures under the guidelines in a project 
Stormwater Quality Control Plan (SWQCP).  Compliance with the Manual includes, 
but is not limited to, addressing outdoor storage areas, loading and unloading areas, 
trash enclosures, parking areas, any wash areas and maintenance areas.  The 
SWQCP must conform to the content and format requirements indicated in Appendix 
D of the Manual and must be approved by the Public Works Director prior to issuance 
of grading or building permits. 

 
20. The project shall comply with all applicable provisions of the San Joaquin County 

Multi- Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan, including Incidental Take 
Minimization Measures applicable at the time of permit and a pre-construction survey 
prior to ground disturbance, to the satisfaction of San Joaquin Council of 
Governments. 

 
21. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the developer shall provide emergency 

responder radio coverage system in accordance with section 510 of the 2013 
California Fire Code to the satisfaction of the  Chief Building and Fire Code Official. 

 
C. Engineering Division Conditions of Approval 

 
C.1. Grading Permit 

 
The City will not accept grading permit application for the Project as complete until 
the Developer has provided all relevant documents related to said grading permit 
required by the applicable City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, including, but not limited to, the following: 
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C.1.1. Grading and Drainage Plans prepared on a 24” x 36” size polyester film 
(mylar). Grading and Drainage Plans shall be prepared under the 
supervision of, and stamped and signed by a Registered Civil Engineer. 

C.1.2. Payment of the applicable Grading Permit fees which include grading plan 
checking and inspection fees, and other applicable fees as required by these 
Conditions of Approval. 

C.1.3. Three (3) sets of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the 
Project with a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water 
Quality Control Board (SWQCB) and any relevant documentation or written 
approvals from the SWQCB, including the Wastewater Discharge 
Identification Number (WDID#). 
C.1.3.a. After the completion of the Project, the Developer is responsible 

for filing the Notice of Termination (NOT) required by SWQCB.  
The Developer shall provide the City with a copy of the completed 
Notice of Termination. 

C.1.3.b. The cost of preparing the SWPPP, NOI and NOT, including the 
filing fee of the NOI and NOT, shall be paid by the Developer. 

C.1.3.c. The Developer shall comply with all the requirements of the 
SWPPP and applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 
the applicable provisions of the City’s Storm Water Management 
Program. 

C.1.4. Two (2) sets of the Project’s Geotechnical Report signed and stamped by a 
licensed Geotechnical Engineer licensed to practice in the State of 
California, as required in Condition C.3.1.a (i) below. The technical report 
must include relevant information related to soil types and characteristics, 
soil bearing capacity, percolation rate, and elevation of the highest observed 
groundwater level. 

C.1.5. A copy of the approved Fugitive Dust and Emissions Control Plan that meets 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) 

C.1.6. Documentation of any necessary authorizations from Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

C.1.7. Two (2) sets of Hydrologic and Storm Drainage Calculations for the design of 
the on-site storm drainage system and for determining the size of the 
project’s storm drainage connection, as required in Conditions C.3.1.b (i) 
below. 
 

C.2 Encroachment Permit 
No application for encroachment permit will be accepted by the City as complete 
until the Developer provides all relevant documents related to said encroachment 
permit required by the applicable City Regulations and these Conditions of Approval, 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, including, but not limited to, the following: 
 
C.2.1. Improvement Plans prepared on a 24” x 36” size 4-mil thick polyester film 

(Mylar) and these Conditions of Approval. Improvement Plans shall be 
prepared under the supervision of, and stamped and signed by a Registered 
Civil, Traffic, Electrical, Mechanical Engineer, and Registered Landscape 
Architect for the relevant work. 
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C.2.2 Two (2) sets of structural calculations signed and stamped by a Structural 
Engineer licensed in the State of California, as required in Condition C.3.1.a 
(ii), below. 

C.2.3. Signed and stamped Engineer’s Estimate that summarizes the cost of 
constructing all the public improvements shown on the Improvement Plans. 

C.2.4. If required, a signed and notarized Offsite Improvement Agreement (OIA) 
and Improvement Security, to guarantee completion of the identified public 
improvements that are necessary to serve the Project as required by these 
Conditions of Approval. The form and amount of Improvement Security shall 
be in accordance with Section 12.36.080 of the Tracy Municipal Code 
(TMC), and the OIA. The Developer’s obligations in the OIA shall be deemed 
to be satisfied upon City Council’s acceptance of the public improvements 
and release of the Improvement Security. 

C.2.5. Check payment for the applicable of engineering review fees which include 
plan checking, permit and agreement processing, testing, construction 
inspection, and other applicable fees as required by these Conditions of 
Approval. The engineering review fees will be calculated based on the fee 
rate adopted by the City Council on April 15, 2014, per Resolution 2014-059. 

C.2.6. Traffic Control Plan signed and stamped by a Registered Traffic Engineer 
and Tracy's Fire Marshall's signature on the Utility Improvement Plans 
indicating their approval for the Project's fire service connection and fire 
and emergency vehicle access. The written approval from the Fire 
Department required in this section shall be obtained by the Developer, 
prior to City Engineer's signature on the improvement plans. 

 
C.3. Improvement Plans  

Improvement Plans shall contain the design, construction details and specifications 
of public improvements that is/are necessary to serve the Project. The Improvement 
Plans shall be drawn on a 24” x 36” size 4-mil thick polyester film (Mylar) and shall 
be prepared under the supervision of, and stamped and signed by a Registered 
Civil, Traffic, Electrical, Mechanical Engineer, and Registered Landscape Architect 
for the relevant work. The Improvement Plans shall be completed to comply with 
City Regulations, these Conditions of Approval, and the following requirements: 

  
C.3.1. Grading and Storm Drainage Plans 

C.3.1.a. Site Grading 
(i) Include all proposed erosion control methods and construction 

details to be employed and specify materials to be used. All 
grading work shall be performed and completed in 
accordance with the recommendation(s) of the Project’s 
Geotechnical Engineer. A copy of the Project’s Geotechnical 
Report must be submitted with the Grading and Storm 
Drainage Plans. 

(ii) When the grade differential between the Project Site and 
adjacent property(s) exceeds 12 inches, a reinforced or 
masonry block, or engineered retaining wall is required for 
retaining soil. The Grading Plan shall show construction 
detail(s) of the retaining wall or masonry wall. The entire 
retaining wall and footing shall be constructed within the 
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Project Site. A structural calculation shall be submitted with 
the Grading and Storm Drainage Plans. 

(iii) An engineered fill may be accepted as a substitute of a 
retaining wall, if the grade differential is less than 2 feet and 
subject to approval by the City Engineer. The Grading and 
Storm Drainage Plans must show the extent of the slope 
easement(s). The Developer shall be responsible for 
obtaining permission from owner(s) of the adjacent and 
affected property(s). The slope easement must be recorded, 
prior to the issuance of the final building certificate of 
occupancy. 

(iv) Site grading shall be designed such that the Project’s storm 
water can surface drain directly to a public street that has a 
functional storm drainage system with adequate capacity to 
drain storm water from the Project Site, in the event that the 
on-site storm drainage system fails or it is clogged. The storm 
drainage release point is recommended to be at least 0.70 
foot lower than the building finish floor elevation and shall be 
improved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

C.3.1.b. Storm Drainage 
(i) The Developer shall design and install the Project’s 

permanent drainage connection(s) to the City’s existing storm 
drainage facility located on Auto Plaza Drive  per City 
Regulations and as approved by the City Engineer. Storm 
drainage calculations for the sizing of the on-site storm 
drainage system must be submitted with the Improvement 
Plans. 

(ii) The design and construction details of the Project’s  storm 
drainage connection shall meet City Regulations and shall 
comply with the applicable requirements of the City’s Storm 
Water Quality Control Standards and Storm Water 
Regulations that were adopted by the City Council in 2008 
and any subsequent amendments.  

(iii) Prior to the final inspection of the first building to be 
constructed on the Property, the Developer shall submit a 
signed and notarized Stormwater Treatment Facilities 
Maintenance Agreement (STFMA) as a guarantee for the 
performance of Developer’s responsibility towards the repair 
and maintenance of on-site storm water treatment facilities. 
Calculations related to the design and sizing of on-site storm 
water treatment facilities must be submitted with the STFMA 
and the Grading and Storm Drainage Plans. 

 
(iv) Developer shall install a 18” storm drain line within the 

existing 20’ wide private drainage easement for the benefit of 
the property to the east for future connection.  Developer may 
request establishment of a benefit district or other means 
acceptable to the City for reimbursement of cost of installation 
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of the storm drain line for the property to the east when it 
develops and connects to the said storm drain line. 

 
C.3.2. Improvement Plans 

All costs associated with the installation of the Project’s water connection(s) 
including the cost of removing and replacing asphalt concrete pavement, 
pavement marking and striping, relocating existing utilities that may be in 
conflict with the water connection(s), and other improvements shall be paid 
by the Developer. 

 
If water main shut down is necessary, the City will allow a maximum of 4 
hours water supply shutdown. The Developer shall be responsible for 
notifying residents or business owner(s), regarding the water main shutdown. 
The written notice, as approved by the City Engineer, shall be delivered to 
the affected residents or business owner(s) at least 72 hours before the 
water main shutdown. Prior to starting the work described in this section, the 
Developer shall submit a Water Shutdown Plan and Traffic Control Plan to 
be used during the installation for approval by the City.  

 
C.3.2.a. Domestic and Irrigation Water Services: The Developer shall 

design and install domestic and irrigation water service 
connection, including a remote-read master water meter (the 
water meter to be located within City's right-of-way) and a 
Reduced Pressure Type back-flow protection device in 
accordance with City Regulations.  The domestic and irrigation 
water service connection(s) must be completed before the final 
inspection of the building.  

 
The City shall maintain water lines from the water meter to the 
point of connection with the water distribution main (inclusive) 
only.  Repair and maintenance of all on-site water lines, laterals, 
sub-meters, valves, fittings, fire hydrant and appurtenances shall 
be the responsibility of the Developer. 

C.3.2.b. Fire Service Line: The Developer shall design and install fire 
hydrants at the locations approved by the City’s Fire Safety 
Officer and Chief Building Official.  Prior to the approval of the 
Improvement Plans, the Developer shall obtain written approval 
from the City’s Fire Safety Officer and Chief Building Official, for 
the design, location and construction details of the fire service 
connection to the Project, and for the location and spacing of fire 
hydrants that are to be installed to serve the Project. 

 
C.3.3. Street Improvements 

C.3.3.a. Frontage Improvements on Auto Plaza Drive: The Developer 
shall design and install improvements on Auto Plaza Drive which 
shall include replacement of damaged or disturbed curb, gutter 
and sidewalk, installation of driveways, storm drains, manholes 
and other improvements as determined by the City Engineer.  In 
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addition, the Developer shall overlay street pavement for all utility 
trench cuts as required in Condition C.3.6 below. 

C.3.3.b. All roadway improvements described in these Conditions of 
Approval must be designed and constructed by the Developer to 
meet the applicable requirements of the latest edition of the 
California Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual 
(HDM) and the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD), all applicable City Regulations, and these 
Conditions of Approval, prior to final inspection of the first 
building to be constructed within the Property. 

 
C.3.4. Traffic Control Plan 

The Developer shall submit a Traffic Control Plan, to show the method and 
type of construction signs to be used for regulating traffic at the work areas 
within Auto Plaza Drive. The Traffic Control Plan shall be prepared by a Civil 
Engineer or Traffic Engineer licensed to practice in the State of California.  
  

C.3.5  Joint Utility Trench Plans 
 Developer shall prepare joint trench plans in compliance with utility 

companies’ requirements and City regulations, and obtain approval of the 
plans.  All private utility services to serve Project such as electric, telephone 
and cable TV to the building must be installed underground, and to be 
installed at the location approved by the respective owner(s) of the utilities. 

 
C.3.6. Pavement cuts or utility trench(s) on existing street(s) for the installation of 

water distribution main, storm drain, sewer line, electric, gas, cable TV, and 
telephone will require the application of 2” asphalt concrete overlay and 
replacement of pavement striping and marking that are disturbed during 
construction. The limits of asphalt concrete overlay shall be 25 feet from both 
sides of the trench, and shall extend over the entire width of the adjacent 
travel lane(s) if pavement excavation encroaches to the adjacent travel lane 
or up to the street centerline or the median curb. If the utility trench extends 
beyond the street centerline, the asphalt concrete overlay shall be applied 
over the entire width of the street (to the lip of gutter or edge of pavement, 
whichever applies). 

 
       C.4. Building Permit  

No building permit will be approved by the City until the Developer 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, compliance with all 
required Conditions of Approval, including, but not limited to, the following: 

 
C.4.1. Payment of the San Joaquin County Facilities Fees as required in Chapter 

13.24 of the TMC, and these Conditions of Approval. 
 

C.4.2. Payment of the Agricultural Conversion or Mitigation Fee as required in 
Chapter 13.28 of the TMC, and these Conditions of Approval. 

 
C.4.3. Payment of the Regional Transportation Impact Fees (RTIF) as required in 

Chapter 13.32 of the TMC, and these Conditions of Approval. 
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C.4.4 The Project is within 1-205 Specific Plan Parcel GL-2A. Payment of 

applicable development impact fees (a.k.a. capital in-lieu fees) as specified 
in the Project's Finance Plan and all fees as required in the 1-205 
Infrastructure Cost Allocation Spreadsheet (recent version), and the 1-205 
Corridor Specific Plan Finance & Implementation Plan (1-205 FIP) update 
and these Conditions of Approval. The Developer shall also pay to the City 
the Project's fair share of the cost of the Non-program Streets and Non-
program Traffic Signals within the 1-205 Specific Plan Area in accordance 
with 1-205 North Roadway Funding Study approved by the City, and as 
shown on the Project's Finance Plan, 1-205 Infrastructure Cost Allocation 
Spreadsheet (recent version) and the 1-205 FIP update. 

 
C.4.5 All fees shall be calculated based on the total site area (shown as 1.66 acres 

on the Preliminary/Final Development Plan dated 8/26/2014) which includes 
the public property acquisition outlined in Condition C.4.6 below. 

 
C.4.6  Submit documentation such as recorded Grant Deed(s) demonstrating 

completion of acquisition of the approximately 42’ wide strip of land adjacent 
to the northerly property boundary from the City, or demonstrate compliance 
with the Planning Division Condition of Approval for acquisition of the 
property. 

 
C.5. Acceptance of Public Improvements  

Public improvements will not be accepted by the City Council until after the Developer 
completes construction of the relevant public improvements, and also demonstrates to the 
City Engineer satisfactory completion of the following: 
 
C.5.1. Correction of all items listed in the deficiency report prepared by the assigned 

Engineering Inspector relating to public improvements subject to City Council’s 
acceptance. 

 
C.5.2. Certified “As-Built” Improvement Plans (or Record Drawings). Upon completion of 

the construction by the Developer, the City shall temporarily release the originals of 
the Improvement Plans to the Developer so that the Developer will be able to 
document revisions to show the "As Built" configuration of all improvements. 

 
C.6.    Temporary or Final Building Certificate of Occupancy  

No Temporary or Final Building Certificate of Occupancy will be issued by the City until after 
the Developer provides reasonable documentation which demonstrates, to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer, that: 
 
C.6.1. The Developer has satisfied all the requirements set forth in Condition C.5, above. 
 
C.6.2. The Developer has completed construction of all required public facilities for the 

building for which a certificate of occupancy is requested and all the improvements 
required in these Conditions of Approval.  Unless specifically provided in these 
Conditions of Approval, or some other applicable City Regulations, the Developer 
shall use diligent and good faith efforts in taking all actions necessary to construct all 
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public facilities required to serve the Project, and the Developer shall bear all costs 
related to construction of the public facilities (including all costs of design, 
construction, construction management, plan check, inspection, land acquisition, 
program implementation, and contingency). 

C.7. Improvement Security  
The Developer shall provide improvement security for all public facilities, as required 
by the OIA and these Conditions of Approval. The form of the improvement security 
may be a surety bond, letter of credit or other form in accordance with section 
12.36.080 of the TMC. The amount of improvement security shall be as follows: 

 
C.7.1. Faithful Performance (100% of the estimated cost of constructing the public 

facilities), 
C.7.2. Labor & Materials (100% of the estimated cost of constructing the public 

facilities), and 
C.7.3. Warranty (10% of the estimated cost of constructing the public facilities) 
 

C.8. Release of Improvement Security  
Improvement Security(s) described herein shall be released to the Developer after 
City Council’s acceptance of public improvements, and after the Developer 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, compliance of these 
Conditions of Approval, and completion of the following: 
 
C.8.1. Improvement Security for Faithful Performance, Labor & Materials, and 

Warranty shall be released to the Developer in accordance with Section 
12.36.080 of the TMC. 

C.8.2. Written request from the Developer and a copy of the recorded Notice of 
Completion. 

 
C.9. Benefit District  

The Developer may make a written request to the City for the formation of a Benefit 
District, prior to the approval of improvement plans for the public facility(s) 
considered to be oversized that benefits other property(s) or development(s).  
Reimbursement request(s) will be processed in accordance with Chapter 12.60 of 
the TMC. 
  

C.10. Special Conditions 
C.10.1. The Developer shall comply with all applicable requirements of the I-205 

Corridor Specific Plan, approved by the City Council on August 21, 1990, 
pursuant to Resolution No. 90-328, and the I-205 Corridor Specific Plan 
Amendment, approved by the City Council on July 6, 1999, pursuant to 
Resolution No. 99-240.   

 
C.10.2. All streets and utilities improvements within City’s right-of-way shall be 

designed and constructed in accordance with City Regulations, and City’s 
Design documents including the City’s Facilities Master Plan for storm 
drainage, roadway, wastewater and water adopted by the City, or as 
otherwise specifically approved by the City. 

C.10.3. All existing on-site wells, if any, shall be abandoned or removed in 
accordance with the City and San Joaquin County requirements.  The 
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Developer shall be responsible for all costs associated with the 
abandonment or removal of the existing well(s) including the cost of permit(s) 
and inspection.  The Developer shall submit a copy of written approval(s) or 
permit(s) obtained from San Joaquin County regarding the removal and 
abandonment of any existing well(s), prior to the issuance of the Grading 
Permit. 

C.10.4. The Developer shall accomplish acquisition of the approximately 42’ wide 
strip of land adjacent to the northerly property boundary from the City, and 
record Grant Deeds with the County Recorder’s Office. 

C.10.5. The Developer shall abandon or remove all existing irrigation structures, 
channels and pipes, if any, as directed by the City after coordination with the 
irrigation district, if the facilities are no longer required for irrigation purposes.  
If irrigation facilities including tile drains, if any, are required to remain to 
serve existing adjacent agricultural uses, the Developer will design, 
coordinate and construct required modifications to the facilities to the 
satisfaction of the affected agency and the City.  Written permission from 
irrigation district or affected owner(s) will be required to be submitted to the 
City prior to the issuance of the Grading Permit.  The cost of relocating 
and/or removing irrigation facilities and/or tile drains is the sole responsibility 
of the Developer. 

C.10.6. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to permit any violation of 
relevant ordinances and regulations of the City of Tracy, or other public 
agency having jurisdiction. This Condition of Approval does not preclude the 
City from requiring pertinent revisions and additional requirements to the 
Grading Permit, Encroachment Permit, Building Permit, Improvement Plans, 
OIA, and DIA, if the City Engineer finds it necessary due to public health and 
safety reasons, and it is in the best interest of the City. The Developer shall 
bear all the cost for the design, and implementations of such additions and 
requirements, without reimbursement or any payment from the City. 

  



February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 5 
 

REQUEST 
 
 CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO HEAR OBJECTIONS TO AND APPROVE THE 

FINAL COSTS OF WEED ABATEMENT AND AUTHORIZE A LIEN ON THE LISTED 

PROPERTIES IN THE COSTS OF ABATEMENT AMOUNT PLUS 25 PERCENT 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 The Fire Department’s weed abatement contractor has completed the abatement of all 

fire hazards on the two parcels listed in Exhibit A. The contractor has submitted invoices 
to be paid. This agenda item is a request for City Council to conduct a public hearing to 
consider a report of the costs for abatement, to hear any objections by the property 
owners liable to be assessed, and to modify or confirm the report by resolution.  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
 Tracy Municipal Code Title 4, Chapter 4.12, Article 6 defines the process of abating 

weeds, rubbish, refuse, and flammable materials.  The Fire Department enforces Weed 
Abatement. 

 
The Fire Department conducts an annual weed survey in the spring of each year and 
receives complaints of weeds throughout the year.  When a complaint is received, the 
Fire Department inspects the property.   
 
If weeds are found by the Fire Department, a courtesy letter is usually mailed to the 
property owner asking them to remove the weeds within 20 days.   
 
After 20 days a re-inspection is conducted.  If weeds still exist, the Fire Department 
mails a certified letter to the property owner ordering them to abate the nuisance within 
20 days or a contractor will do the work at their expense.  That letter also advises the 
property owner of a date and time where a public hearing will be conducted to hear any 
objections to the proposed abatement. 
 
The two property owners in Exhibit A were given notice to abate in July 2015 and a 
public hearing was conducted on August 19, 2014 to hear any objections to abatement.  
At that public hearing there were no objections to the abatement, the City Council 
declared the existence of weeds and authorized the Fire Department to order the 
contractor to abate. 
 
The City’s Contractor, Baylor Services of Lockford, California, abated the two parcels in 
Exhibit A at a cost to the City of $1,638.00. 
 
The Fire Department mailed a second certified letter to the property owners in Exhibit A 
on January 20, 2015.  That letter notified the property owners that the City of Tracy 
would conduct a public hearing on February 17, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. to consider the costs 
for abatement and any objections of the property owners liable to be assessed for the 
abatement.  That letter also included an invoice showing the cost breakdown for the  
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abatement performed.  The cost to the owner is the actual cost of the City contractor 
plus a 25% overhead charge, per Resolution 2013-086.  The total cost to abate the two 
parcels in Exhibit A, including the 25% administrative fee of $409.51, is $2,047.51.     
 
If City Council approves these costs, the City of Tracy Finance Department will mail a bill 
to the property owners giving them thirty days to pay.   
 
If the bill is still unpaid, in August the Finance Department provides the County Tax 
Collector and Auditor a report of any unpaid assessments from abatement.  If an 
assessment becomes delinquent, a lien is placed on the property. 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
 This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to the Council’s 

strategic priorities. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT 
 

Approximately $12,100 was allocated for weed abatement services in the FY 2014/15 
adopted operating budget. The abatement performed by Baylor Services was below 
budget at a cost of $1,638.00.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
That the City Council conduct a public hearing to hear objections to the costs of 
abatement and authorize, by resolution, approval of the final abatement costs, and 
authorization of a lien on the listed properties in the cost of abatement amount plus 25 
percent. 
 

 
Prepared by: Gina Rodriguez, Administrative Assistant II 
 
Reviewed by: Steve Hanlon, Fire Division Chief 
Reviewed by:  David Bramell, Interim Fire Chief 
Reviewed by:  Maria A Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
   
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
 
 
Attachment:   Exhibit A – 2014 Final Cost  



TRACY FIRE DEPARTMENT

WEED ABATEMENT FINAL COST 2-17-2015

 

APN Property Owner Site Address

ABATEMENT 

COST

ADMIN FEE 

25% TOTAL COST

242-040-49 Meritage Homes of Calif. Inc. Vacant Lot Dove & Mits Way  $                  915.50  $               228.88  $            1,144.38 

235-280-38 Douglas Bates 341 Accipiter Court  $                  722.50  $               180.63  $               903.13 

                            TOTAL 1,638.00$         409.51$          2,047.51$       

Exhibit A



RESOLUTION________  
 

APPROVING THE FINAL COSTS OF WEED ABATEMENT AND AUTHORIZING A LIEN ON 
THE PROPERTIES FOR WHICH THE CITY CONDUCTED WEED ABATEMENT 

 
 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Tracy Municipal Code, Title 4, Article 6, Section 4.12.260, 
property was identified that required weed abatement, and 

 
 WHEREAS, The property owners were given notice to abate and a public hearing was 
conducted on August 19, 2014, and  

 
 WHEREAS, The Tracy Municipal Code provides that upon failure of the owner, or 
authorized agent, to abate within 20 days from the date of notice, the City will perform the 
necessary work by private contractor and the cost of such work will be made a personal 
obligation of the owner, or become a tax lien against the property, and 

 
 WHEREAS, The City Council authorized the abatement by resolution and the Fire 
Department designated 2 parcels that would require the City contractor Baylor Services, to 
abate, and 

 
WHEREAS, The abatement was completed at a cost to the City of $1,638.00 and 
 
WHEREAS, Fire Department staff notified property owners of this public hearing where 

Council considered the reports of costs for abatement and any objections of the property 
owners liable for the cost of abatement, and 

 
WHEREAS, The cost of abatement assessed to the property owner is the actual cost of 

the City contractor plus a 25% administrative charge, per the Tracy Municipal Code;   
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council approves the final abatement 
costs in the amounts set forth in Attachment A to the staff report accompanying this item and 
authorizes a lien on each of the properties shown on said Attachment A in those amounts.  

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

The foregoing Resolution     was passed and adopted by the Tracy City Council 
on the 17TH day of February 2015, by the following vote: 

 
  

AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS:  

NOES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 

  _____________________________  
        MAYOR     
ATTEST: 
 
     
 
_____________________________ 
CITY CLERK 



 

February 17, 2015 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 6 
 
 

REQUEST 

ACCEPT RESULTS OF 2015 RESIDENT SURVEY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Over the years, the City of Tracy has used various means to practice open government and 
encourage public participation, elicit community input, provide information or assess public 
perception on City services.  Some of these methods include Resident Surveys, conducting 
Community Conversations, implementing a Speakers Bureau, scheduling workshops, using 
available technology to inform the public, and establishing Resident Advisory Boards.  In 
the fall of 2009 and 2012, the City conducted a resident survey to obtain feedback from 
Tracy residents on various City service areas.  This staff report presents the 2015 resident 
survey results. 

The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) report is about the “livability” of Tracy. The 
phrase “livable community” is used to evoke a place that is not simply habitable, but that is 
desirable. It is not only where people do live, but where they want to live. Great 
communities are partnerships of the government, private sector, community-based 
organizations and residents, all geographically connected. The NCS captures residents’ 
opinions within the three pillars of a community (Community Characteristics, Governance 
and Participation) across eight central facets of community (Safety, Mobility, Natural 
Environment, Built Environment, Economy, Recreation and Wellness, Education and 
Enrichment and Community Engagement).  
 
The methods in which the survey is administered are standardized to assure high quality 
research methods and directly comparable results across The National Citizen Survey™ 
benchmarks. Participating households are selected at random and the household member 
who responds is selected without bias. Results are statistically weighted to reflect the 
proper demographic composition of the entire community.  The surveying methodology 
includes: 

 Providing a pre-addressed, postage-paid return envelope for survey recipients, which 
typically generates greater response than a phone outreach method at a comparable 
cost. A higher response rate lessens the concern that those who did not respond 
are different than those who did respond. 

 Surveying households at random within the community to ensure that the responses 
received are representative of the larger community. 

 Over-sampling multi-family housing units to improve response from hard-to-reach, 
low-income or younger apartment dwellers. 

 Selecting the respondent within the household using an unbiased sampling 
procedure; in this case, the “birthday method.” The cover letter included an 
instruction requesting that the respondent in the household be the adult (18 years-old 
or older) who most recently had a birthday, irrespective of year of birth. 
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 Contacting potential respondents three times to encourage response from people 
who may have different opinions or habits than those who would respond with only a 
single prompt. 

 Inviting response in a compelling manner (using appropriate letterhead/logos and a 
signature of a visible leader) to appeal to recipients’ sense of civic responsibility. 

 Offering the survey in Spanish or other language when requested. 
 Weighing the results to reflect the demographics of the population. 

The NCS reports provide the opinions of a representative sample of 251 residents of the 
City of Tracy. The margin of error around any reported percentage is 6% for the entire 
sample. The full description of methods used to garner these opinions can be found in the 
Technical Appendices report. 
 
The overall quality of life in Tracy was generally seen as excellent or good by about 75% of 
the survey respondents. Roughly 80% of participants rated the City as a good place to live 
and raise children, 62% believed it was a good community to retire in, and the majority 
expressed the overall appearance of their neighborhood as excellent or good. Roughly 8 in 
10 residents indicated that they would recommend living in Tracy and planned to remain in 
Tracy for the next five years. Survey participants indicated that Economy and Safety are 
the most important areas for the City to focus on over the next two years.  Many of the 
Economy ratings tended to be either similar to or lower than ratings seen in other 
communities. However, close to four in ten residents reported that the economy will have a 
positive impact on income, which was higher than communities across the nation. Nearly all 
residents reported that maintaining a safe community was a priority in the future. Most 
Safety ratings were similar to ratings in comparison communities. However, ratings for the 
overall feeling of safety, crime prevention and emergency preparedness were lower than 
those in communities across the nation. This again points to a need to consider avenues to 
create funding to maintain and increase crime prevention and public safety programs and 
the accompanying law enforcement personnel, in light of the anticipated multi-million dollar 
hole which will be left when Measure E expires. 

 
This was the first time National Research Center conducted The NCS for Tracy. Future 
survey iterations will include Tracy’s trends over time to track the City’s progress. 

STRATEGIC PLAN 

This agenda item is a routine operational item and does not relate to the Council’s 
Strategic Plans. 

 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 

There is no fiscal impact. 
  
RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff Recommends that Council accept the results of the 2015 Resident Survey. 
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Prepared by: Vanessa Carrera, Management Analyst 

Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Reviewed by: Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager 
 
Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Dashboard Summary of Findings 2015; 
Attachment B: Community Livability Report 2015; 
Attachment C: Comparison by Demographic Subgroups 2015; 
Attachment D:   Technical Appendices 2015; 
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Summary 
The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS™) is a collaborative effort between National Research Center, Inc. (NRC) 
and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). The survey and its administration are 
standardized to assure high quality research methods and directly comparable results across The NCS 
communities. The NCS captures residents’ opinions within the three pillars of a community (Community 
Characteristics, Governance and Participation) across eight central facets of community (Safety, Mobility, Natural 
Environment, Built Environment, Economy, Recreation and Wellness, Education and Enrichment and 
Community Engagement). This report summarizes Tracy’s performance in the eight facets of community livability 
with the “General” rating as a summary of results from the overarching questions not shown within any of the 
eight facets. The “Overall” represents the community pillar in its entirety (the eight facets and general). 

By summarizing resident ratings across the eight facets and three pillars of a livable community, a picture of 
Tracy’s community livability emerges. Below, the color of each community facet summarizes how residents rated 
each of the pillars that support it – Community Characteristics, Governance and Participation. When most ratings 
were higher than the benchmark, the color is the darkest shade; when most ratings were lower than the 
benchmark, the color is the lightest shade. A mix of ratings (higher and lower than the benchmark) results in a 
color between the extremes. 

Overall, the ratings of the dimensions of community livability were strong and similar to communities across the 
nation. Within Community Characteristics, Natural Environment, Economy and Education and Wellness were 
lower than the benchmark. Recreation and Wellness and Education and Enrichment within the pillar of 
Governance were also lower than the ratings in comparison communities. The pillar of Participation received 
mixed ratings, with seven of the facets reflecting similar ratings to other communities, two facets that were lower 
than the benchmark, and the facet of Natural Environment reflecting higher ratings. This information can be 
helpful in identifying the areas that merit more attention. 

Figure 1: Dashboard Summary 

 
Community Characteristics Governance Participation 

Higher Similar Lower Higher Similar Lower Higher Similar Lower 

Overall 0 29 18 0 32 12 5 21 9 

General 0 6 1 0 2 1 0 3 0 

Safety 0 2 1 0 5 2 0 3 0 

Mobility 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 3 0 

Natural Environment 0 0 3 0 3 3 3 0 0 

Built Environment 0 4 1 0 6 1 0 0 2 

Economy 0 2 6 0 1 0 1 1 1 

Recreation and Wellness 0 3 3 0 0 3 1 3 1 

Education and Enrichment 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 

Community Engagement 0 4 1 0 8 0 0 8 3 

 

 

Legend 

 Higher 

 Similar 

 Lower 
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Figure 2: Detailed Dashboard 

 

  

  Community Characteristics Benchmark 
Percent 
positive 

Governance Benchmark 
Percent 
positive 

Participation Benchmark 
Percent 
positive 

G
e
n
e
ra

l 

Overall appearance ↔ 54% Customer service ↓ 58% Recommend Tracy ↔ 82% 

Overall quality of life ↔ 68% Services provided by Tracy ↔ 67% Remain in Tracy ↔ 86% 

Place to retire ↔ 62% Services provided by the Federal 

Government 

↔ 46% Contacted Tracy employees ↔ 52% 

Place to raise children ↔ 78%       

Place to live ↔ 80%       

Neighborhood ↔ 77%       

Overall image ↓ 50%       

S
a
fe

ty
 

Overall feeling of safety ↓ 62% Police ↔ 70% Was NOT the victim of a crime ↔ 85% 

Safe in neighborhood ↔ 82% Crime prevention ↓ 48% Did NOT report a crime ↔ 73% 

Safe downtown/commercial area ↔ 82% Fire ↔ 90% Stocked supplies for an 
emergency 

↔ 31% 

   Fire prevention ↔ 66%    

   Ambulance/EMS ↔ 83%    

   Emergency preparedness ↓ 31%    

   Animal control ↔ 43%    

M
o
b
ili

ty
 

Traffic flow ↔ 61% Traffic enforcement ↔ 59% Carpooled instead of driving alone ↔ 45% 

Travel by car ↔ 73% Street repair ↔ 44% Walked or biked instead of driving ↔ 56% 

Travel by bicycle ↔ 51% Street cleaning ↔ 57% Used public transportation instead 
of driving 

↔ 20% 

Ease of walking ↔ 66% Street lighting ↔ 52%    

Travel by public transportation ↔ 47% Sidewalk maintenance ↔ 51%    

Overall ease of travel ↔ 72% Traffic signal timing ↔ 56%    

Paths and walking trails ↔ 53% Bus or transit services ↔ 56%    

         

N
a
tu

ra
l 

E
n
v
ir
o
n
m

e
n
t Overall natural environment ↓ 57% Garbage collection ↔ 78% Recycled at home ↑ 96% 

Air quality ↓ 45% Recycling ↔ 83% Conserved water ↑ 98% 

Cleanliness ↓ 50% Yard waste pick-up ↔ 81% Made home more energy efficient ↑ 88% 

   Drinking water ↓ 44%    

   Open space ↓ 36%    

   Natural areas preservation ↓ 36%    

B
u
ilt

 E
n
v
ir
o
n
m

e
n
t 

New development in Tracy ↔ 42% Sewer services ↔ 64% NOT experiencing housing cost 
stress 

↓ 48% 

Affordable quality housing ↔ 37% Storm drainage ↔ 68% Did NOT observe a code violation ↓ 44% 

Housing options ↔ 43% Power utility ↔ 74%    

Overall built environment ↔ 56% Utility billing ↔ 67%    

Public places ↓ 43% Land use, planning and zoning ↔ 35%    

   Code enforcement ↓ 29%    

   Cable television ↔ 53%    
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Community Characteristics Benchmark 
Percent 
positive 

Governance Benchmark 
Percent 
positive 

Participation Benchmark 
Percent 
positive 

E
co

n
o
m

y
 

Overall economic health ↓ 39% Economic development ↔ 31% Economy will have positive impact on 
income 

↑ 38% 

Shopping opportunities ↓ 33%    Purchased goods or services in Tracy ↔ 99% 

Employment opportunities ↔ 18%    Work in Tracy ↓ 32% 

Place to visit ↓↓ 33%       

Cost of living ↔ 36%       

Vibrant downtown/commercial area ↓ 22%       

Place to work ↓ 38%       

Business and services ↓ 41%       

R
e
cr

e
a
ti
o
n
 a

n
d
 W

e
lln

e
ss

 

Fitness opportunities ↓ 51% City parks ↓ 65% In very good to excellent health ↔ 58% 

Recreational opportunities ↓ 31% Recreation centers ↓ 48% Used Tracy recreation centers ↓ 42% 

Health care ↔ 47% Recreation programs ↓ 49% Visited a City park ↔ 85% 

Food ↔ 53% 
   

Ate 5 portions of fruits and 
vegetables 

↑ 94% 

Health and wellness ↓ 53% 
   

Participated in moderate or vigorous 
physical activity 

↔ 83% 

Preventive health services ↔ 51%       

         

E
d
u
ca

ti
o
n
 a

n
d
 

E
n
ri
ch

m
e
n
t 

Cultural/arts/music activities ↔ 36% Public libraries ↓ 63% Used Tracy public libraries ↓ 55% 

Adult education ↓ 37% Special events ↓ 43% Attended a City-sponsored event ↓ 41% 

Overall education and enrichment ↓↓ 36%       

         

         

         

C
o
m

m
u
n
it
y
 E

n
g
a
g
e
m

e
n
t 

Opportunities to participate in 
community matters 

↔ 44% Public information ↔ 52% Sense of community ↔ 49% 

Opportunities to volunteer ↓ 48% Overall direction ↔ 43% Voted in local elections ↔ 79% 

Openness and acceptance ↔ 61% Value of services for taxes paid ↔ 39% Talked to or visited with neighbors ↔ 86% 

Social events and activities ↔ 41% Welcoming citizen involvement ↔ 49% Attended a local public meeting ↓ 14% 

Neighborliness ↔ 51% Confidence in City government ↔ 41% Watched a local public meeting ↓ 23% 

   
Acting in the best interest of 

Tracy 

↔ 39% Volunteered ↔ 33% 

   Being honest ↔ 43% Participated in a club ↔ 20% 

   
Treating all residents fairly ↔ 43% Campaigned for an issue, cause or 

candidate 

↓ 12% 

      Contacted Tracy elected officials ↔ 8% 

      Read or watched local news ↔ 84% 

      Done a favor for a neighbor ↔ 81% 
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About 
The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS) report is about the “livability” of Tracy. The phrase “livable community” 
is used here to evoke a place that is not simply habitable, but that is desirable. It is not only where people do live, 
but where they want to live. 

Great communities are partnerships of the 
government, private sector, community-based 
organizations and residents, all geographically 
connected. The NCS captures residents’ opinions 
within the three pillars of a community 
(Community Characteristics, Governance and 
Participation) across eight central facets of 
community (Safety, Mobility, Natural 
Environment, Built Environment, Economy, 
Recreation and Wellness, Education and 
Enrichment and Community Engagement).   

The Community Livability Report provides the 
opinions of a representative sample of 251 
residents of the City of Tracy. The margin of error 
around any reported percentage is 6% for the 
entire sample. The full description of methods used 
to garner these opinions can be found in the 
Technical Appendices provided under separate 
cover. 

 

 

Communities 
are 

partnerships 
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Community-
based 
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Government 

Private 
sector 
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Quality of Life in Tracy 
A majority of residents rated the quality of life in Tracy as excellent or 
good.  This was similar in comparison to the national benchmark (see 
Appendix B of the Technical Appendices provided under separate 
cover). 

Shown below are the eight facets of community. The color of each 
community facet summarizes how residents rated it across the three 
sections of the survey that represent the pillars of a community – 
Community Characteristics, Governance and Participation. When most 
ratings across the three pillars were higher than the benchmark, the 
color for that facet is the darkest shade; when most ratings were lower 
than the benchmark, the color is the lightest shade. A mix of ratings 
(higher and lower than the benchmark) results in a color between the extremes. 

In addition to a summary of ratings, the image below includes one or more stars to indicate which community 
facets were the most important focus areas for the community. Residents identified Safety and Economy as 
priorities for the Tracy community in the coming two years. It is noteworthy that Tracy residents gave favorable 
ratings to both of these facets of community. In fact, ratings for most facets, including Mobility, Natural 
Environment, Built Environment, Recreation and Wellness and Community Engagement were positive and 
similar to other communities. This overview of the key aspects of community quality provides a quick summary of 
where residents see exceptionally strong performance and where performance offers the greatest opportunity for 
improvement. Linking quality to importance offers community members and leaders a view into the 
characteristics of the community that matter most and that seem to be working best. 

Details that support these findings are contained in the remainder of this Livability Report, starting with the 
ratings for Community Characteristics, Governance and Participation and ending with results for Tracy’s unique 
questions. 

  

Education 

and 
Enrichment  

Community 
Engagement 

Mobility 

Natural 
Environment 

Recreation 

and Wellness 
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Legend 

 Higher than national benchmark 

 Similar to national benchmark 
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Overall Quality of Life 
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Community Characteristics 
What makes a community livable, attractive and a place where people want to be?  

Overall quality of community life represents the natural ambience, services and amenities that make for an 
attractive community. How residents rate their overall quality of life is an indicator of the overall health of a 
community. In the case of Tracy, 80% rated the City as an excellent or good place to live. Respondents’ ratings of 
Tracy as a place to live were similar to ratings in other communities across the nation. 

In addition to rating the City as a place to live, respondents rated several aspects of community quality including 
Tracy as a place to raise children and to retire, their neighborhood as a place to live, the overall image or 
reputation of Tracy and its overall appearance. A majority of residents gave positive ratings to their 
neighborhoods, the overall appearance of Tracy and Tracy as a place to retire and to raise children. These ratings 
were all similar to ratings in other communities. Ratings for the overall image of Tracy were less positive and were 
lower than the benchmark comparison. 

Delving deeper into Community Characteristics, survey respondents rated 40 features of the community within 
the eight facets of Community Livability. Ratings within the facet of Mobility tended to be rated positively by a 
majority of residents and were similar to the benchmark comparisons.  All facets of Economy and Education and 
Enrichment received positive ratings by fewer than half of the survey respondents. These ratings were lower than 
or similar to ratings in comparison communities. Ratings were a mix of negative and positive for Built 
Environment, Natural Environment, Recreation and Wellness and Community Engagement. 

  

77% 78% 

62% 
54% 50% 

Overall image Neighborhood Place to raise children Place to retire Overall appearance

Higher Similar Lower

Comparison to national benchmark  Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Excellent 

28% 

Good 

52% 

Fair 

18% 

Poor 

2% 

Place to Live 
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Figure 1: Aspects of Community Characteristics 
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Governance 
How well does the government of Tracy meet the needs and expectations of its residents?  

The overall quality of the services provided by Tracy as well as the manner in which these services are provided 
are a key component of how residents rate their quality of life. About three quarters of respondents rated the 
quality of city services as excellent or good. This was much higher than the proportion of positive ratings received 
for services provided by the Federal Government (46% excellent or good). Both of these ratings were similar to 
ratings in communities across the nation. 

Survey respondents also rated various aspects of Tracy’s leadership and governance. All of these ratings were 
similar to comparison communities except customer service, which was lower than other communities.  

Respondents evaluated over 30 individual services and amenities available in Tracy. Services with the highest 
ratings were concentrated in the facets of Safety (fire services, ambulance/EMS and police) and Natural 
Environment (recycling, yard waste pick-up and garbage collection) and were similar to benchmark communities. 
The lowest rated services were code enforcement, emergency preparedness, natural areas preservation and open 
space. 

 

  

39% 43% 
49% 

41% 39% 43% 43% 46% 

58% 

Value of
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Figure 2: Aspects of Governance  
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Participation 
Are the residents of Tracy connected to the community and each other?  

An engaged community harnesses its most valuable resource, its residents. The connections and trust among 
residents, government, businesses and other organizations help to create a sense of community; a shared sense of 
membership, belonging and history. Nearly half of residents gave a positive rating to the sense of community in 
Tracy and this level was similar to ratings in other communities. About 8 in 10 residents were likely to remain in 
Tracy for the next five years and were likely to recommend living in Tracy. 

The survey included over 30 activities and behaviors for which respondents indicated how often they participated 
in or performed each, if at all. In Natural Environment, almost all resident reported that they had conserved 
water, made efforts to make their homes more energy efficient and recycled at home. These reported rates of 
participation were higher than in comparison communities. . Participation rates within the facet of Economy were 
mixed, almost all residents reported that they had purchased goods or services in Tracy, but only 32% worked in 
the City. Participation within Community Engagement measurements were also very diverse, 8 in 10 residents 
reported they voted in local elections, talked to or visited with neighbors and that they had done a favor for their 
neighbor. However, only1 in 10 residents reported that they had campaigned for an issue, cause or candidate or 
attended a local public meeting in Tracy. 
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Figure 3: Aspects of Participation 
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Special Topics 
The City of Tracy included three questions of special interest on The NCS, related to availability of City facilities 
and priorities for the City of Tracy for project funding and areas of focus for the future. 

The first question asked residents to rate the availabilities of City facilities for their rental needs. A large majority 
of resident responded that they had not ever rented the facilities or that they felt the question was not applicable 
to them. Of the 25% of residents that had used the rental facilities available, only 5% indicated that the facilities 
were almost never available. 

Figure 4: Availability of City Rental Facilities 
The City of Tracy has several facilities available to rent for special events such as meetings, parties and weddings. 
City rental facilities include parks and picnic areas, sports fields, the Civic Center, Community Center, Transit 
Station and the Aquatic Center. Please rate the availability of these City facilities for your rental needs:

 
 
The second question inquired about the importance of funding for City projects. Renovating the senior center was 
chosen as the highest priority, with 71% of respondents deeming the project essential or very important.  At least 6 
in 10 residents indicated that it was important for the City to fund building a family aquatics center and 
renovating the community center .The lowest levels of importance were given to building a competition swimming 
pool (42%) and constructing a field sports complex (45%). 
 

Figure 5: Funding Priorities 
Please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following projects will be for the City to fund: 
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The final special interest questions asked residents for their opinions about overall funding priorities from a list of 
different potential areas of focus. All residents (100%) responded that it was a high or medium priority for the City 
of Tracy to maintain a safe community and encourage job growth. All of the listed items were deemed a priority by 
at least 3 out of 4 residents, with the item “redevelop downtown” receiving the lowest ratings at 78%. 

 
Figure 6: Future City Priorities 

How much of a priority, if any, should each of the following be for the City to address in the next two to three 
years?
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Conclusions 
A majority of residents experience a positive quality of life in Tracy. 

The overall quality of life in Tracy was generally seen as excellent or good by about three-quarters of the survey 
respondents. A majority rated the City as a place to live, to raise children, to retire, the overall appearance and 
their neighborhood as a place to live as excellent or good. Most residents indicated that they would recommend 
living in Tracy and planned to remain in Tracy for the next five years. 

Residents identified Economy and Safety as main focus areas. 

Survey participants indicated that Economy and Safety are important areas for the City to focus on over the next 
two years.  Many of the Economy ratings tended to be either similar to or lower than ratings seen in other 
communities. However, close to four in ten residents reported that the economy will have a positive impact on 
income, which was higher than communities across the nation.  

Nearly all residents reported that maintaining a safe community was a priority in the future. Most Safety ratings 
were similar to ratings in comparison communities. However, ratings for the overall feeling of safety, crime 
prevention and emergency preparedness were lower than those in communities across the nation. All residents 
identified this as a high or medium priority for the City of Tracy in the next two to three years. 

Participation in conservation is high, but ratings for Natural Environment show room for 
improvement. 

Nearly all residents indicated that they had conserved water, made their home more energy efficient and recycled 
at home. These ratings were higher than ratings given in comparison communities. However, within the pillars of 
Governance and Community Characteristics, Natural Environment measures were less favorably rated, including 
overall natural environment, cleanliness, air quality, drinking water, natural areas preservation and open space, 
all of which were lower than the benchmarks.  
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Summary 
The National Citizen Survey™ (The NCS™) is a collaborative effort between National Research Center, Inc. (NRC) 
and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). The survey and its administration are 
standardized to assure high quality research methods and directly comparable results across The NCS 
communities. This report discusses differences in opinion of survey respondents by whether or not they work in 
Tracy, length of residency in Tracy, race and age. 

Responses in the following tables show only the proportion of respondents giving a certain answer; for example, 
the percent of respondents who rated the quality of life as “excellent” or “good,” or the percent of respondents who 
attended a public meeting more than once a month. ANOVA and chi-square tests of significance were applied to 
these comparisons of survey questions. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less than a 5% probability 
that differences observed between subgroups are due to chance; or in other words, a greater than 95% probability 
that the differences observed are “real.” Where differences were statistically significant, they have been shaded 
grey. 

The margin of error for this report is generally no greater than plus or minus six percentage points around any 
given percent reported for the entire sample (251 completed surveys). For subgroups of responses, the margin of 
error increases because the sample size for the subgroup is smaller. For subgroups of approximately 100 
respondents, the margin of error is plus or minus 10 percentage points. 

Notable differences between demographic subgroups included the following: 

 Residents aged 18-34 years old, those who lived in Tracy for ten years or less and identified as non-white rated 
the overall quality of life in Tracy, Tracy as a place to raise children and Tracy as a place to retire higher than 
their counterparts.  

 Within Community Characteristics some difference within the facet of Economy were observed. The overall 
economic health of Tracy was given higher ratings by residents over the age of 55 than younger residents; 
however older adults gave lower ratings to employment opportunities in Tracy than their counterparts.  

 Differences were also noted in Governance within the facets of Safety and Mobility. In many aspects for both 
of these facets, non-white residents were more likely to give excellent or good ratings than white respondents, 
including police/sheriff services, crime prevention, and fire prevention and education (Safety), as well as 
traffic enforcement, street repair, street cleaning, and sidewalk maintenance (Mobility). 

 Participation in Community Engagement activities tended to be highest for longer term residents (those that 
have lived in the community 11 years or longer) and respondents over the age of 35.  

 Younger residents (ages 18-34) tended to rate constructing a field sports complex lower than older residents, 
but gave more support for funding a new family aquatics center and the renovation of the senior center than 
older residents. 
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Table 1: Community Characteristics - General 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

The overall quality of life in Tracy 72% 62% 75% 62% 63% 76% 81% 62% 70% 68% 

Overall image or reputation of Tracy 50% 52% 49% 51% 48% 53% 48% 47% 60% 50% 

Tracy as a place to live 82% 76% 82% 78% 76% 84% 91% 72% 83% 80% 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 81% 70% 80% 74% 71% 83% 77% 75% 81% 77% 

Tracy as a place to raise children 78% 78% 87% 70% 70% 85% 84% 73% 79% 78% 

Tracy as a place to retire 65% 57% 73% 53% 53% 71% 82% 52% 63% 62% 

Overall appearance of Tracy 54% 54% 55% 53% 47% 64% 52% 52% 61% 54% 

 

Table 2: Community Characteristics - Safety 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 63% 61% 64% 60% 53% 73% 56% 61% 72% 62% 

In your neighborhood during the day 80% 85% 84% 81% 84% 81% 68% 86% 88% 82% 

In Tracy's downtown/commercial area during the day 83% 79% 83% 82% 78% 86% 72% 85% 86% 82% 

 

Table 3: Community Characteristics - Mobility 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit 74% 67% 80% 64% 68% 76% 80% 67% 74% 72% 

Traffic flow on major streets 62% 60% 67% 55% 50% 74% 60% 61% 62% 61% 

Ease of travel by car in Tracy 74% 73% 80% 67% 66% 81% 80% 70% 72% 73% 

Ease of travel by public transportation in Tracy 52% 39% 45% 47% 50% 45% 48% 42% 53% 47% 

Ease of travel by bicycle in Tracy 53% 46% 51% 50% 37% 68% 46% 52% 52% 51% 

Ease of walking in Tracy 71% 61% 67% 65% 60% 73% 68% 62% 73% 66% 

Availability of paths and walking trails 58% 43% 55% 51% 41% 68% 54% 54% 53% 53% 

 

Table 4: Community Characteristics - Natural Environment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 59% 54% 64% 50% 50% 66% 71% 47% 62% 57% 

Air quality 48% 36% 41% 48% 39% 52% 48% 41% 48% 45% 

Cleanliness of Tracy 49% 51% 53% 47% 43% 59% 49% 49% 54% 50% 
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Table 5: Community Characteristics - Built Environment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including overall design, buildings, parks and 
transportation systems) 57% 56% 64% 49% 49% 65% 80% 45% 56% 56% 

Public places where people want to spend time 47% 34% 50% 37% 41% 46% 53% 34% 52% 43% 

Variety of housing options 43% 43% 41% 44% 41% 43% 41% 39% 54% 43% 

Availability of affordable quality housing 35% 42% 39% 35% 35% 40% 32% 39% 40% 37% 

Overall quality of new development in Tracy 43% 40% 56% 30% 39% 46% 59% 34% 41% 42% 

 

Table 6: Community Characteristics - Economy 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Overall economic health of Tracy 40% 36% 35% 42% 43% 34% 29% 34% 61% 39% 

Tracy as a place to work 30% 51% 48% 31% 35% 38% 46% 31% 44% 38% 

Tracy as a place to visit 32% 33% 35% 30% 29% 38% 17% 34% 47% 33% 

Employment opportunities 14% 25% 28% 9% 18% 19% 36% 8% 17% 18% 

Shopping opportunities 35% 28% 38% 28% 34% 31% 35% 26% 44% 33% 

Cost of living in Tracy 36% 38% 37% 34% 36% 35% 33% 35% 41% 36% 

Overall quality of business and service establishments in Tracy 44% 36% 40% 41% 39% 42% 44% 37% 44% 41% 

Vibrant downtown/commercial area 18% 29% 22% 21% 20% 23% 7% 23% 35% 22% 

 

Table 7: Community Characteristics - Recreation and Wellness 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 51% 55% 52% 53% 53% 53% 55% 46% 66% 53% 

Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes and paths or trails, etc.) 55% 42% 56% 46% 40% 64% 51% 51% 53% 51% 

Recreational opportunities 29% 37% 29% 32% 28% 35% 23% 30% 40% 31% 

Availability of affordable quality food 53% 55% 55% 51% 57% 50% 55% 50% 59% 53% 

Availability of affordable quality health care 42% 57% 53% 42% 48% 47% 42% 42% 64% 47% 

Availability of preventive health services 52% 50% 52% 51% 54% 47% 45% 48% 67% 51% 

 

Table 8: Community Characteristics - Education and Enrichment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 36% 37% 33% 39% 36% 36% 41% 29% 48% 36% 

Adult educational opportunities 37% 34% 32% 39% 32% 41% 23% 36% 49% 37% 

Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music activities 39% 30% 32% 38% 42% 27% 30% 31% 51% 36% 
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Table 9: Community Characteristics - Community Engagement 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good, very/somewhat safe) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 40% 42% 37% 43% 44% 35% 40% 35% 53% 41% 

Opportunities to volunteer 38% 62% 48% 48% 53% 40% 26% 48% 68% 48% 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 32% 61% 40% 45% 46% 38% 35% 40% 57% 44% 

Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of diverse 
backgrounds 59% 64% 58% 62% 63% 56% 66% 54% 68% 61% 

Neighborliness of residents in Tracy 55% 42% 53% 48% 45% 55% 51% 43% 62% 51% 

 

Table 10: Governance - General 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

The City of Tracy 68% 64% 77% 58% 50% 84% 73% 65% 64% 67% 

The value of services for the taxes paid to Tracy 38% 44% 42% 37% 36% 44% 37% 39% 45% 39% 

The overall direction that Tracy is taking 45% 42% 48% 39% 39% 49% 35% 42% 54% 43% 

The job Tracy government does at welcoming citizen involvement 52% 47% 50% 48% 47% 52% 55% 50% 42% 49% 

Overall confidence in Tracy government 43% 40% 42% 41% 40% 43% 29% 47% 45% 41% 

Generally acting in the best interest of the community 38% 43% 35% 43% 41% 38% 20% 47% 46% 39% 

Being honest 40% 47% 44% 42% 41% 43% 33% 43% 54% 43% 

Treating all residents fairly 40% 54% 44% 42% 46% 40% 40% 41% 53% 43% 

Overall customer service by Tracy employees (police, receptionists, planners, 
etc.) 55% 58% 51% 63% 58% 56% 49% 58% 67% 58% 

The Federal Government 45% 49% 53% 38% 36% 55% 41% 46% 50% 46% 

 

Table 11: Governance - Safety 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Police/Sheriff services 70% 69% 69% 70% 62% 79% 63% 70% 76% 70% 

Fire services 88% 92% 89% 91% 93% 87% 89% 88% 96% 90% 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 77% 92% 81% 84% 84% 80% 75% 85% 87% 83% 

Crime prevention 45% 55% 49% 48% 39% 57% 23% 57% 63% 48% 

Fire prevention and education 62% 73% 67% 64% 57% 74% 61% 65% 72% 66% 

Animal control 42% 46% 34% 50% 39% 47% 39% 41% 53% 43% 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for natural disasters or 
other emergency situations) 25% 44% 21% 39% 25% 35% 0% 32% 45% 31% 
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Table 12: Governance - Mobility 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Traffic enforcement 57% 65% 65% 54% 50% 69% 62% 59% 57% 59% 

Street repair 42% 51% 49% 39% 33% 57% 57% 44% 33% 44% 

Street cleaning 55% 60% 60% 53% 49% 65% 66% 56% 50% 57% 

Street lighting 53% 54% 55% 49% 49% 56% 55% 51% 53% 52% 

Sidewalk maintenance 52% 51% 60% 42% 41% 62% 64% 51% 38% 51% 

Traffic signal timing 56% 57% 58% 53% 52% 60% 56% 58% 51% 56% 

Bus or transit services 56% 57% 54% 57% 54% 58% 38% 60% 61% 56% 

 

Table 13: Governance - Natural Environment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Garbage collection 74% 87% 75% 81% 79% 77% 59% 86% 83% 78% 

Recycling 81% 88% 79% 86% 84% 81% 76% 87% 84% 83% 

Yard waste pick-up 81% 82% 76% 85% 78% 84% 74% 85% 79% 81% 

Drinking water 47% 35% 35% 51% 38% 50% 32% 48% 50% 44% 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts 35% 41% 37% 35% 35% 37% 35% 32% 45% 36% 

Tracy open space 36% 35% 44% 30% 31% 42% 35% 29% 50% 36% 

 

Table 14: Governance - Built Environment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Storm drainage 67% 71% 72% 65% 60% 77% 72% 71% 62% 68% 

Sewer services 60% 70% 61% 66% 62% 65% 43% 70% 64% 64% 

Power (electric and/or gas) utility 72% 79% 71% 76% 69% 78% 68% 76% 77% 74% 

Utility billing 64% 71% 64% 69% 68% 65% 56% 71% 71% 67% 

Land use, planning and zoning 36% 35% 31% 37% 30% 39% 39% 27% 51% 35% 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 29% 30% 28% 30% 23% 36% 24% 30% 33% 29% 

Cable television 50% 58% 57% 49% 49% 58% 54% 51% 58% 53% 

 

Table 15: Governance - Economy 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Economic development 31% 30% 28% 33% 25% 34% 27% 26% 40% 31% 
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Table 16: Governance - Recreation and Wellness 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

City parks 59% 76% 66% 64% 62% 68% 55% 66% 74% 65% 

Recreation programs or classes 40% 62% 49% 48% 46% 50% 44% 41% 71% 49% 

Recreation centers or facilities 42% 57% 49% 47% 43% 53% 44% 41% 67% 48% 

 

Table 17: Governance - Education and Enrichment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Public library services 61% 68% 56% 68% 54% 71% 62% 58% 71% 63% 

City-sponsored special events 43% 39% 39% 46% 45% 39% 27% 41% 58% 43% 

 

Table 18: Governance - Community Engagement 

Percent rating positively (e.g., excellent/good) 

Work in Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 10 year or less 11 years or more White Not white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Public information services 49% 61% 52% 53% 46% 59% 50% 51% 58% 52% 

 

Table 19: Participation General 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Sense of community 51% 44% 49% 49% 51% 47% 44% 47% 58% 49% 

Recommend living in Tracy to someone who asks 82% 82% 86% 79% 75% 91% 92% 78% 82% 82% 

Remain in Tracy for the next five years 87% 84% 86% 86% 82% 93% 95% 81% 90% 86% 

Contacted the City of Tracy (in-person, phone, email or web) for help or 
information 51% 58% 60% 45% 57% 47% 57% 50% 51% 52% 

 

Table 20: Participation - Safety 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Was NOT the victim of a crime 85% 85% 90% 81% 82% 90% 87% 83% 88% 85% 

Did NOT report a crime 74% 69% 77% 70% 66% 81% 78% 72% 72% 73% 

Stocked supplies in preparation for an emergency 26% 39% 25% 36% 36% 23% 11% 34% 43% 31% 
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Table 21: Participation - Mobility 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Walked or biked instead of driving 55% 61% 54% 59% 54% 60% 54% 63% 48% 56% 

Carpooled with other adults or children instead of driving alone 49% 41% 42% 47% 45% 45% 61% 41% 37% 45% 

Used bus, rail, subway or other public transportation instead of driving 18% 27% 18% 21% 14% 27% 8% 26% 20% 20% 

 

Table 22: Participation - Natural Environment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 18-34 
35-
54 55+ 

Recycle at home 95% 98% 94% 98% 98% 94% 91% 99% 95% 96% 

Made efforts to make your home more energy efficient 87% 91% 87% 88% 90% 84% 92% 88% 83% 88% 

Made efforts to conserve water 98% 100% 99% 97% 100% 96% 100% 97% 98% 98% 

 

Table 23: Participation - Built Environment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

NOT under housing cost stress 50% 45% 41% 54% 53% 43% 40% 53% 46% 48% 

Did NOT observe a code violation 44% 45% 48% 40% 42% 45% 51% 42% 39% 44% 

 

Table 24: Participation - Economy 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 18-34 
35-
54 55+ 

Purchase goods or services from a business located in Tracy 99% 99% 99% 99% 98% 100% 100% 98% 99% 99% 

Economy will have positive impact on income 40% 36% 38% 38% 38% 38% 41% 39% 34% 38% 

Work in Tracy NA NA 30% 34% 35% 27% 23% 35% 35% 32% 

 

Table 25: Participation - Recreation and Wellness 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 18-34 
35-
54 55+ 

Used Tracy recreation centers or their services 41% 43% 44% 39% 40% 45% 37% 49% 34% 42% 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 85% 89% 90% 81% 83% 88% 100% 83% 75% 85% 
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Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 18-34 
35-
54 55+ 

Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables a day 93% 97% 94% 93% 91% 97% 100% 93% 89% 94% 

Participate in moderate or vigorous physical activity 79% 94% 83% 82% 81% 83% 85% 85% 76% 83% 

Reported being in "very good" or "excellent" health 62% 55% 67% 50% 61% 54% 80% 50% 51% 58% 

 

Table 26: Participation - Education and Enrichment 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, 
yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Used Tracy public libraries or their services 48% 69% 52% 58% 54% 56% 63% 55% 47% 55% 

Attended a City-sponsored event 41% 43% 37% 45% 47% 35% 32% 47% 38% 41% 

 

Table 27: Participation - Community Engagement 

Percent rating positively (e.g., always/sometimes, more than once a month, yes) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause or candidate 10% 17% 4% 19% 12% 10% 0% 14% 21% 12% 

Contacted Tracy elected officials (in-person, phone, email or web) to express your 
opinion 7% 8% 3% 12% 9% 7% 0% 7% 19% 8% 

Volunteered your time to some group/activity in Tracy 24% 53% 31% 35% 40% 25% 35% 29% 39% 33% 

Participated in a club 19% 22% 12% 27% 24% 16% 0% 26% 29% 20% 

Talked to or visited with your immediate neighbors 79% 98% 79% 92% 88% 82% 71% 89% 93% 86% 

Done a favor for a neighbor 79% 83% 72% 89% 78% 83% 67% 85% 86% 81% 

Attended a local public meeting  12% 19% 8% 20% 16% 12% 0% 19% 20% 14% 

Watched (online or on television) a local public meeting 20% 29% 20% 26% 21% 25% 13% 24% 34% 23% 

Read or watch local news (via television, paper, computer, etc.) 83% 85% 77% 91% 82% 87% 64% 92% 90% 84% 

Vote in local elections 79% 78% 71% 86% 84% 72% 65% 79% 91% 79% 

 

Table 28: Community Focus Areas 

Percent rating positively (e.g., essential/very important) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 18-34 
35-
54 55+ 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 98% 94% 99% 96% 97% 97% 100% 95% 97% 97% 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit 75% 74% 73% 77% 80% 70% 68% 77% 78% 75% 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 85% 71% 77% 83% 77% 84% 77% 82% 82% 81% 
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Percent rating positively (e.g., essential/very important) 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 18-34 
35-
54 55+ 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including overall design, buildings, parks and 
transportation systems) 80% 72% 77% 76% 76% 79% 72% 84% 72% 77% 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 88% 81% 91% 81% 87% 86% 91% 84% 85% 85% 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 93% 86% 94% 86% 87% 94% 96% 90% 84% 90% 

Overall economic health of Tracy 97% 93% 97% 94% 96% 96% 100% 96% 92% 96% 

Sense of community 83% 79% 82% 82% 85% 81% 80% 82% 88% 82% 

 

Table 29: Availability of City Rental Facilities 

 

Work in 
Tracy 

Number of years 
in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 

10 
year 

or less 

11 
years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

The City of Tracy has several facilities available to rent for special events such as meetings, parties and 
weddings. City rental facilities include parks and picnic areas, sports fields, the Civic Center, 
Community Center, Transit Station and the Aquatic Center. Please rate the availability of these City 
facilities for your rental needs: (Percent rating as “always available” and “sometimes available”). 11% 23% 9% 20% 11% 17% 0% 20% 18% 15% 

 

Table 30: Funding Priorities 

Please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following projects will be for the City to 
fund: (Percent rating as "essential" or "very important"). 

Work in 
Tracy Number of years in Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years or 

more White 
Not 

white 
18-
34 

35-
54 55+ 

Construct a field sports complex (baseball, softball, football, soccer, etc.)  46% 44% 41% 48% 42% 50% 29% 52% 49% 45% 

Build a competition swimming pool 39% 46% 46% 38% 37% 47% 42% 42% 41% 42% 

Build a family aquatics center 63% 69% 64% 63% 65% 62% 78% 65% 46% 64% 

Renovate the senior center 73% 69% 68% 74% 68% 76% 83% 65% 73% 71% 

Renovate the community center 68% 55% 56% 70% 61% 68% 64% 63% 65% 64% 

 

Table 31: Future City Priorities 

How much of a priority, if any, should each of the following be for the City to address in 
the next two to three years? (Percent rating as "high priority" or "medium priority"). 

Work in 
Tracy 

Number of years in 
Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years 
or more White 

Not 
white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Encourage job growth 99% 99% 99% 98% 98% 99% 100% 99% 96% 99% 

Redevelop downtown 80% 72% 73% 82% 78% 78% 65% 83% 80% 78% 

Maintain and improve streets and roads 92% 91% 86% 96% 95% 88% 79% 94% 98% 92% 

Maintain a safe community 100% 99% 100% 99% 100% 99% 100% 100% 99% 100% 
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How much of a priority, if any, should each of the following be for the City to address in 
the next two to three years? (Percent rating as "high priority" or "medium priority"). 

Work in 
Tracy 

Number of years in 
Tracy Race Age 

Overall No Yes 
10 year or 

less 
11 years 
or more White 

Not 
white 18-34 35-54 55+ 

Provide recreational and cultural opportunities 92% 81% 88% 87% 87% 89% 88% 88% 85% 87% 

Create regional education opportunities 89% 90% 90% 87% 86% 92% 92% 89% 85% 89% 
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Appendix A: Complete Survey Responses 

Responses excluding “don’t know” 

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey, excluding the “don’t know” responses. The percent of respondents 
giving a particular response is shown followed by the number of respondents (denoted with “N=”). 

Table 1: Question 1 
Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in Tracy: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Tracy as a place to live 28% N=70 52% N=131 18% N=46 2% N=5 100% N=251 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 22% N=55 55% N=138 18% N=46 5% N=12 100% N=251 

Tracy as a place to raise children 23% N=54 55% N=131 20% N=47 3% N=6 100% N=237 

Tracy as a place to work 11% N=20 27% N=53 28% N=54 34% N=66 100% N=192 

Tracy as a place to visit 9% N=21 24% N=58 36% N=87 31% N=74 100% N=239 

Tracy as a place to retire 24% N=57 38% N=87 19% N=44 19% N=44 100% N=231 

The overall quality of life in Tracy 18% N=43 51% N=126 30% N=73 2% N=5 100% N=248 

 

Table 2: Question 2 
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 15% N=37 47% N=117 33% N=83 5% N=11 100% N=249 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit 25% N=62 47% N=119 24% N=60 4% N=10 100% N=251 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 14% N=36 42% N=105 34% N=84 9% N=23 100% N=248 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including overall design, buildings, parks and transportation 
systems) 10% N=24 47% N=115 35% N=86 9% N=21 100% N=246 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 12% N=29 41% N=99 36% N=86 11% N=27 100% N=241 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 4% N=10 32% N=73 43% N=98 21% N=47 100% N=228 

Overall economic health of Tracy 8% N=18 31% N=72 46% N=107 15% N=34 100% N=231 

Sense of community 10% N=24 39% N=95 41% N=100 10% N=26 100% N=244 

Overall image or reputation of Tracy 12% N=30 38% N=94 36% N=89 14% N=34 100% N=247 

 

Table 3: Question 3 
Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following: Very likely Somewhat likely Somewhat unlikely Very unlikely Total 

Recommend living in Tracy to someone who asks 40% N=98 43% N=106 10% N=26 7% N=18 100% N=248 

Remain in Tracy for the next five years 62% N=142 24% N=56 7% N=16 7% N=16 100% N=229 

 

Table 4: Question 4 
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel: Very safe Somewhat safe Neither safe nor unsafe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Total 

In your neighborhood during the day 53% N=133 29% N=74 8% N=19 8% N=20 2% N=5 100% N=251 

In Tracy's downtown/commercial area during the day 41% N=100 42% N=102 12% N=30 4% N=9 2% N=4 100% N=246 

 

Table 5: Question 5 
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to ABC as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Traffic flow on major streets 19% N=48 42% N=105 30% N=75 9% N=23 100% N=251 
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Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to ABC as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Ease of travel by car in Tracy 26% N=65 47% N=117 22% N=56 5% N=12 100% N=250 

Ease of travel by public transportation in Tracy 8% N=10 39% N=50 28% N=36 26% N=33 100% N=130 

Ease of travel by bicycle in Tracy 12% N=21 38% N=68 30% N=53 20% N=35 100% N=177 

Ease of walking in Tracy 22% N=52 44% N=103 26% N=61 8% N=19 100% N=235 

Availability of paths and walking trails 16% N=35 37% N=82 25% N=56 22% N=48 100% N=220 

Air quality 8% N=19 37% N=91 39% N=96 16% N=40 100% N=247 

Cleanliness of Tracy 10% N=26 40% N=101 40% N=101 10% N=24 100% N=251 

Overall appearance of Tracy 12% N=29 42% N=104 37% N=92 8% N=20 100% N=245 

Public places where people want to spend time 3% N=8 40% N=95 42% N=100 15% N=36 100% N=240 

Variety of housing options 5% N=12 38% N=86 43% N=98 14% N=32 100% N=229 

Availability of affordable quality housing 5% N=11 32% N=71 44% N=99 19% N=42 100% N=223 

Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes and paths or trails, etc.) 9% N=21 41% N=94 37% N=85 12% N=27 100% N=228 

Recreational opportunities 6% N=14 25% N=54 47% N=102 22% N=47 100% N=216 

Availability of affordable quality food 15% N=38 38% N=95 39% N=96 8% N=20 100% N=249 

Availability of affordable quality health care 11% N=27 36% N=84 44% N=103 9% N=21 100% N=235 

Availability of preventive health services 11% N=24 41% N=91 40% N=90 8% N=19 100% N=224 

 

Table 6: Question 6 
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Adult educational opportunities 3% N=4 34% N=54 44% N=70 20% N=31 100% N=160 

Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music activities 6% N=12 30% N=61 51% N=103 13% N=27 100% N=204 

Employment opportunities 6% N=14 12% N=26 39% N=85 43% N=94 100% N=218 

Shopping opportunities 8% N=21 24% N=61 44% N=110 23% N=56 100% N=248 

Cost of living in Tracy 5% N=11 31% N=77 44% N=108 20% N=50 100% N=246 

Overall quality of business and service establishments in Tracy 6% N=13 35% N=81 44% N=102 15% N=33 100% N=230 

Vibrant downtown/commercial area 3% N=8 19% N=45 51% N=120 27% N=64 100% N=237 

Overall quality of new development in Tracy 9% N=19 33% N=71 46% N=99 13% N=28 100% N=217 

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 10% N=20 31% N=63 49% N=99 10% N=20 100% N=202 

Opportunities to volunteer 11% N=21 37% N=70 45% N=85 6% N=12 100% N=188 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 10% N=18 34% N=63 47% N=88 9% N=18 100% N=188 

Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of diverse backgrounds 16% N=34 45% N=97 31% N=68 8% N=17 100% N=216 

Neighborliness of residents in Tracy 12% N=28 39% N=89 41% N=94 8% N=19 100% N=230 

 

Table 7: Question 7 
Please indicate whether or not you have done each of the following in the last 12 months. No Yes Total 

Made efforts to conserve water 2% N=5 98% N=247 100% N=251 

Made efforts to make your home more energy efficient 12% N=31 88% N=220 100% N=251 

Observed a code violation or other hazard in Tracy 44% N=109 56% N=141 100% N=250 

Household member was a victim of a crime in Tracy 85% N=210 15% N=36 100% N=246 

Reported a crime to the police in Tracy 73% N=180 27% N=66 100% N=246 

Stocked supplies in preparation for an emergency 69% N=172 31% N=77 100% N=249 

Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause or candidate 88% N=220 12% N=30 100% N=250 
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Please indicate whether or not you have done each of the following in the last 12 months. No Yes Total 

Contacted the City of Tracy (in-person, phone, email or web) for help or information 48% N=119 52% N=130 100% N=249 

Contacted Tracy elected officials (in-person, phone, email or web) to express your opinion 92% N=230 8% N=20 100% N=250 

 

Table 8: Question 8 
In the last 12 months, about how many times, if at all, have you or other household 
members done each of the following in Tracy? 

2 times a week or 
more 

2-4 times a 
month 

Once a month or 
less Not at all Total 

Used Tracy recreation centers or their services 5% N=11 12% N=31 25% N=63 58% N=145 100% N=250 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 18% N=45 30% N=74 37% N=93 15% N=37 100% N=249 

Used Tracy public libraries or their services 7% N=17 18% N=45 31% N=77 45% N=112 100% N=251 

Attended a City-sponsored event 0% N=1 10% N=25 31% N=77 59% N=146 100% N=248 

Used bus, rail, subway or other public transportation instead of driving 5% N=13 2% N=6 13% N=31 80% N=200 100% N=251 

Carpooled with other adults or children instead of driving alone 17% N=42 17% N=42 11% N=27 55% N=137 100% N=248 

Walked or biked instead of driving 17% N=43 14% N=35 25% N=64 44% N=109 100% N=250 

Volunteered your time to some group/activity in Tracy 5% N=13 12% N=30 16% N=39 67% N=165 100% N=247 

Participated in a club 6% N=14 5% N=14 9% N=22 80% N=198 100% N=248 

Talked to or visited with your immediate neighbors 35% N=86 32% N=79 20% N=49 14% N=35 100% N=249 

Done a favor for a neighbor 23% N=58 22% N=55 36% N=90 19% N=47 100% N=250 

 

Table 9: Question 9 
Thinking about local public meetings (of local elected officials like City Council or County 
Commissioners, advisory boards, town halls, HOA, neighborhood watch, etc.), in the last 12 months, 
about how many times, if at all, have you or other household members attended or watched a local 
public meeting? 

2 times a 
week or more 

2-4 times a 
month 

Once a month 
or less Not at all Total 

Attended a local public meeting  1% N=2 1% N=2 13% N=32 86% N=214 100% N=250 

Watched (online or on television) a local public meeting 1% N=4 4% N=9 18% N=46 77% N=191 100% N=250 

 

Table 10: Question 10 
Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Tracy: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Police/Sheriff services 21% N=44 49% N=103 22% N=47 8% N=17 100% N=212 

Fire services 32% N=60 58% N=109 10% N=19 0% N=0 100% N=187 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 23% N=41 59% N=106 16% N=28 2% N=3 100% N=178 

Crime prevention 11% N=21 38% N=71 37% N=70 14% N=27 100% N=188 

Fire prevention and education 18% N=29 48% N=76 30% N=49 4% N=6 100% N=160 

Traffic enforcement 9% N=19 50% N=100 32% N=65 9% N=18 100% N=202 

Street repair 7% N=15 37% N=85 37% N=84 19% N=43 100% N=228 

Street cleaning 13% N=32 43% N=103 35% N=84 8% N=19 100% N=238 

Street lighting 11% N=26 41% N=99 35% N=84 13% N=31 100% N=239 

Sidewalk maintenance 8% N=19 43% N=101 35% N=83 14% N=34 100% N=236 

Traffic signal timing 9% N=21 47% N=111 34% N=80 11% N=26 100% N=238 

Bus or transit services 10% N=11 46% N=54 33% N=38 11% N=13 100% N=116 

Garbage collection 29% N=71 49% N=118 17% N=42 5% N=11 100% N=243 

Recycling 31% N=75 52% N=125 15% N=35 2% N=5 100% N=241 

Yard waste pick-up 29% N=65 52% N=118 16% N=35 3% N=8 100% N=226 
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Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Tracy: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

Storm drainage 15% N=32 53% N=111 23% N=49 8% N=17 100% N=209 

Drinking water 10% N=23 34% N=78 28% N=64 28% N=64 100% N=228 

Sewer services 12% N=22 52% N=100 32% N=60 5% N=9 100% N=191 

Power (electric and/or gas) utility 13% N=31 61% N=148 25% N=60 2% N=4 100% N=243 

Utility billing 11% N=27 56% N=133 28% N=67 5% N=12 100% N=239 

City parks 14% N=31 52% N=118 29% N=67 6% N=13 100% N=229 

Recreation programs or classes 14% N=20 35% N=52 38% N=57 12% N=18 100% N=147 

Recreation centers or facilities 9% N=14 39% N=59 42% N=63 10% N=15 100% N=150 

Land use, planning and zoning 5% N=8 29% N=42 47% N=68 18% N=27 100% N=144 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 5% N=8 24% N=42 45% N=77 27% N=46 100% N=174 

Animal control 15% N=25 29% N=50 43% N=75 13% N=23 100% N=174 

Economic development 8% N=13 22% N=37 54% N=89 15% N=25 100% N=163 

Public library services 19% N=33 44% N=78 30% N=53 7% N=11 100% N=175 

Public information services 11% N=19 41% N=72 42% N=73 6% N=10 100% N=175 

Cable television 11% N=21 41% N=78 36% N=68 11% N=21 100% N=189 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for natural disasters or other emergency 
situations) 9% N=9 23% N=23 45% N=46 24% N=24 100% N=102 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts 7% N=11 28% N=43 42% N=63 23% N=34 100% N=152 

Tracy open space 8% N=13 28% N=47 48% N=81 16% N=26 100% N=167 

City-sponsored special events 12% N=19 31% N=50 47% N=77 10% N=16 100% N=163 

Overall customer service by Tracy employees (police, receptionists, planners, etc.) 9% N=19 49% N=102 38% N=79 5% N=10 100% N=209 

 

Table 11: Question 11 
Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following? Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

The City of Tracy 10% N=21 57% N=125 26% N=57 7% N=16 100% N=220 

The Federal Government 5% N=9 41% N=78 34% N=65 20% N=39 100% N=191 

 

Table 12: Question 12 
Please rate the following categories of Tracy government performance: Excellent Good Fair Poor Total 

The value of services for the taxes paid to Tracy 3% N=6 36% N=75 46% N=94 15% N=31 100% N=206 

The overall direction that Tracy is taking 4% N=7 40% N=82 41% N=84 16% N=33 100% N=206 

The job Tracy government does at welcoming citizen involvement 6% N=10 43% N=78 37% N=68 14% N=25 100% N=180 

Overall confidence in Tracy government 4% N=8 37% N=76 47% N=96 12% N=24 100% N=205 

Generally acting in the best interest of the community 4% N=9 35% N=71 46% N=93 15% N=30 100% N=203 

Being honest 5% N=10 38% N=70 47% N=86 10% N=19 100% N=184 

Treating all residents fairly 6% N=11 38% N=73 49% N=94 8% N=15 100% N=193 

 

Table 13: Question 13 
Please rate how important, if at all, you think it is for the Tracy community to focus on each of 
the following in the coming two years: Essential 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not at all 
important Total 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 65% N=162 32% N=81 3% N=7 0% N=1 100% N=251 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit 29% N=73 46% N=114 24% N=59 1% N=2 100% N=249 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 36% N=89 45% N=112 19% N=47 1% N=1 100% N=249 



The National Citizen Survey™ 

5 

Please rate how important, if at all, you think it is for the Tracy community to focus on each of 
the following in the coming two years: Essential 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not at all 
important Total 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including overall design, buildings, parks and 
transportation systems) 32% N=81 44% N=111 20% N=51 3% N=7 100% N=250 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 35% N=86 50% N=122 14% N=33 1% N=2 100% N=243 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 49% N=122 41% N=102 9% N=23 1% N=3 100% N=249 

Overall economic health of Tracy 54% N=134 42% N=106 4% N=10 0% N=1 100% N=251 

Sense of community 39% N=99 43% N=107 16% N=40 2% N=4 100% N=250 

 

Table 14: Question 14 
The City of Tracy has several facilities available to rent for special events such as meetings, parties and weddings. City rental facilities include parks and picnic areas, 
sports fields, the Civic Center, Community Center, Transit Station and the Aquatic Center. Please rate the availability of these City facilities for your rental needs: Percent Number 

Always available 7% N=13 

Sometimes available 13% N=23 

Almost never available 5% N=9 

Not applicable/I have never rented City facilities 75% N=133 

Total 100% N=178 

 

Table 15: Question 15 
Please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following projects will be for the City to 
fund: Essential Very important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not at all 
important Total 

Construct a field sports complex (baseball, softball, football, soccer, etc.)  20% N=47 25% N=58 28% N=66 26% N=62 100% N=233 

Build a competition swimming pool 21% N=47 21% N=48 34% N=78 24% N=55 100% N=227 

Build a family aquatics center 30% N=68 34% N=76 24% N=55 12% N=27 100% N=226 

Renovate the senior center 24% N=54 48% N=108 22% N=50 7% N=15 100% N=227 

Renovate the community center 22% N=49 41% N=91 29% N=64 7% N=16 100% N=220 

 

Table 16: Question 16 
How much of a priority, if any, should each of the following be for the City to address in the next two to 
three years? High priority 

Medium 
priority Not a priority Don't know Total 

Encourage job growth 83% N=210 15% N=38 0% N=1 1% N=3 100% N=251 

Redevelop downtown 38% N=96 40% N=99 19% N=49 3% N=7 100% N=251 

Maintain and improve streets and roads 50% N=126 41% N=103 7% N=18 1% N=3 100% N=250 

Maintain a safe community 87% N=218 13% N=32 0% N=1 0% N=0 100% N=250 

Provide recreational and cultural opportunities 36% N=90 51% N=129 10% N=26 3% N=6 100% N=251 

Create regional education opportunities 45% N=113 43% N=107 5% N=14 6% N=15 100% N=249 

 

Table 17: Question D1 
How often, if at all, do you do each of the following, considering all of the times you 
could? Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Total 

Recycle at home 3% N=7 1% N=2 5% N=11 14% N=34 78% N=191 100% N=245 

Purchase goods or services from a business located in Tracy 0% N=0 1% N=3 11% N=27 43% N=108 45% N=111 100% N=249 

Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables a day 2% N=4 5% N=11 44% N=108 29% N=71 21% N=52 100% N=246 

Participate in moderate or vigorous physical activity 3% N=8 14% N=35 32% N=78 32% N=80 18% N=45 100% N=247 
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How often, if at all, do you do each of the following, considering all of the times you 
could? Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Total 

Read or watch local news (via television, paper, computer, etc.) 6% N=15 10% N=24 22% N=55 28% N=69 34% N=86 100% N=249 

Vote in local elections 15% N=39 6% N=14 14% N=34 17% N=42 49% N=121 100% N=249 

 

Table 18: Question D2 
Would you say that in general your health is: Percent Number 

Excellent 18% N=45 

Very good 40% N=100 

Good 35% N=88 

Fair 5% N=14 

Poor 1% N=3 

Total 100% N=250 

 

Table 19: Question D3 
What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you think the impact will be Percent Number 

Very positive 7% N=18 

Somewhat positive 30% N=75 

Neutral 52% N=129 

Somewhat negative 8% N=19 

Very negative 2% N=6 

Total 100% N=248 

 

Table 20: Question D4 
What is your employment status? Percent Number 

Working full time for pay 60% N=146 

Working part time for pay 12% N=28 

Unemployed, looking for paid work 6% N=16 

Unemployed, not looking for paid work 8% N=18 

Fully retired 15% N=36 

Total 100% N=245 

 

Table 21: Question D5 
Do you work inside the boundaries of Tracy? Percent Number 

Yes, outside the home 24% N=56 

Yes, from home 8% N=19 

No 68% N=162 

Total 100% N=238 
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Table 22: Question D6 
How many years have you lived in Tracy? Percent Number 

Less than 2 years 10% N=26 

2 to 5 years 17% N=42 

6 to 10 years 20% N=50 

11 to 20 years 34% N=84 

More than 20 years 19% N=49 

Total 100% N=250 

 

Table 23: Question D7 
Which best describes the building you live in? Percent Number 

One family house detached from any other houses 83% N=206 

Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, apartment or condominium) 14% N=36 

Mobile home 2% N=6 

Other 1% N=1 

Total 100% N=249 

 

Table 24: Question D8 
Is this house, apartment or mobile home... Percent Number 

Rented 32% N=79 

Owned 68% N=168 

Total 100% N=247 

 

Table 25: Question D9 
About how much is your monthly housing cost for the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment, property tax, property insurance and homeowners' association 
(HOA) fees)? Percent Number 

Less than $300 per month 2% N=5 

$300 to $599 per month 4% N=11 

$600 to $999 per month 12% N=31 

$1,000 to $1,499 per month 28% N=68 

$1,500 to $2,499 per month 39% N=97 

$2,500 or more per month 14% N=34 

Total 100% N=245 

 

Table 26: Question D10 
Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent Number 

No 41% N=101 

Yes 59% N=144 

Total 100% N=246 
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Table 27: Question D11 
Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent Number 

No 79% N=196 

Yes 21% N=52 

Total 100% N=248 

 

Table 28: Question D12 
How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current year? (Please include in your total income money from all sources for all 
persons living in your household.) Percent Number 

Less than $25,000 11% N=25 

$25,000 to $49,999 22% N=53 

$50,000 to $99,999 32% N=75 

$100,000 to $149,999 24% N=57 

$150,000 or more 11% N=27 

Total 100% N=238 

 

Table 29: Question D13 
Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent Number 

No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 68% N=165 

Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 32% N=79 

Total 100% N=244 

 

Table 30: Question D14 
What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider yourself to be.) Percent Number 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3% N=6 

Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 21% N=52 

Black or African American 5% N=13 

White 60% N=148 

Other 22% N=53 

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option. 
 

Table 31: Question D15 
In which category is your age? Percent Number 

18 to 24 years 2% N=5 

25 to 34 years 24% N=58 

35 to 44 years 24% N=59 

45 to 54 years 25% N=63 

55 to 64 years 13% N=31 

65 to 74 years 9% N=21 

75 years or older 4% N=10 

Total 100% N=247 
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Table 32: Question D16 
What is your sex? Percent Number 

Female 55% N=136 

Male 45% N=111 

Total 100% N=247 

 

Table 33: Question D17 
Do you consider a cell phone or landline your primary telephone number? Percent Number 

Cell 57% N=142 

Land line 15% N=37 

Both 28% N=68 

Total 100% N=247 
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Responses including “don’t know” 

The following pages contain a complete set of responses to each question on the survey, including the “don’t know” responses. The percent of respondents 
giving a particular response is shown followed by the number of respondents (denoted with “N=”). 

Table 34: Question 1 
Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in Tracy: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Tracy as a place to live 28% N=70 52% N=131 18% N=46 2% N=5 0% N=0 100% N=251 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 22% N=55 55% N=138 18% N=46 5% N=12 0% N=0 100% N=251 

Tracy as a place to raise children 22% N=54 53% N=131 19% N=47 3% N=6 4% N=11 100% N=248 

Tracy as a place to work 8% N=20 22% N=53 22% N=54 27% N=66 20% N=49 100% N=241 

Tracy as a place to visit 9% N=21 23% N=58 35% N=87 30% N=74 3% N=7 100% N=246 

Tracy as a place to retire 23% N=57 35% N=87 18% N=44 18% N=44 7% N=18 100% N=249 

The overall quality of life in Tracy 17% N=43 50% N=126 29% N=73 2% N=5 1% N=4 100% N=251 

 

Table 35: Question 2 
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 15% N=37 47% N=117 33% N=83 5% N=11 0% N=1 100% N=249 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit 25% N=62 47% N=119 24% N=60 4% N=10 0% N=0 100% N=251 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 14% N=36 42% N=105 33% N=84 9% N=23 1% N=3 100% N=251 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including overall design, buildings, parks and 
transportation systems) 10% N=24 46% N=115 35% N=86 8% N=21 1% N=3 100% N=249 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 11% N=29 40% N=99 35% N=86 11% N=27 3% N=8 100% N=249 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 4% N=10 29% N=73 39% N=98 19% N=47 9% N=22 100% N=250 

Overall economic health of Tracy 7% N=18 29% N=72 43% N=107 14% N=34 8% N=19 100% N=250 

Sense of community 10% N=24 38% N=95 40% N=100 10% N=26 3% N=6 100% N=251 

Overall image or reputation of Tracy 12% N=30 38% N=94 35% N=89 13% N=34 2% N=5 100% N=251 

 

Table 36: Question 3 
Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following: Very likely Somewhat likely Somewhat unlikely Very unlikely Don't know Total 

Recommend living in Tracy to someone who asks 39% N=98 43% N=106 10% N=26 7% N=18 1% N=2 100% N=250 

Remain in Tracy for the next five years 57% N=142 22% N=56 6% N=16 6% N=16 8% N=20 100% N=249 

 

Table 37: Question 4 
Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel: Very safe Somewhat safe Neither safe nor unsafe Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe Don't know Total 

In your neighborhood during the day 53% N=133 29% N=74 8% N=19 8% N=20 2% N=5 0% N=0 100% N=251 

In Tracy's downtown/commercial area during the day 40% N=100 41% N=102 12% N=30 4% N=9 2% N=4 1% N=4 100% N=250 

 

Table 38: Question 5 
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Traffic flow on major streets 19% N=48 42% N=105 30% N=75 9% N=23 0% N=0 100% N=251 

Ease of travel by car in Tracy 26% N=65 47% N=117 22% N=56 5% N=12 0% N=0 100% N=250 

Ease of travel by public transportation in Tracy 4% N=10 20% N=50 15% N=36 13% N=33 48% N=119 100% N=248 

Ease of travel by bicycle in Tracy 9% N=21 28% N=68 22% N=53 14% N=35 28% N=68 100% N=245 
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Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Ease of walking in Tracy 21% N=52 41% N=103 24% N=61 7% N=19 6% N=14 100% N=250 

Availability of paths and walking trails 14% N=35 33% N=82 22% N=56 19% N=48 12% N=31 100% N=251 

Air quality 8% N=19 36% N=91 38% N=96 16% N=40 1% N=3 100% N=250 

Cleanliness of Tracy 10% N=26 40% N=101 40% N=101 10% N=24 0% N=0 100% N=251 

Overall appearance of Tracy 12% N=29 42% N=104 37% N=92 8% N=20 0% N=0 100% N=246 

Public places where people want to spend time 3% N=8 38% N=95 40% N=100 14% N=36 4% N=10 100% N=250 

Variety of housing options 5% N=12 34% N=86 39% N=98 13% N=32 9% N=22 100% N=250 

Availability of affordable quality housing 5% N=11 28% N=71 40% N=99 17% N=42 10% N=25 100% N=248 

Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes and paths or trails, etc.) 9% N=21 38% N=94 34% N=85 11% N=27 9% N=23 100% N=251 

Recreational opportunities 5% N=14 21% N=54 40% N=102 19% N=47 14% N=35 100% N=251 

Availability of affordable quality food 15% N=38 38% N=95 38% N=96 8% N=20 0% N=1 100% N=250 

Availability of affordable quality health care 11% N=27 34% N=84 41% N=103 8% N=21 6% N=16 100% N=251 

Availability of preventive health services 10% N=24 36% N=91 36% N=90 7% N=19 11% N=27 100% N=251 

 

Table 39: Question 6 
Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Adult educational opportunities 2% N=4 22% N=54 28% N=70 13% N=31 36% N=89 100% N=249 

Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music activities 5% N=12 24% N=61 42% N=103 11% N=27 18% N=45 100% N=249 

Employment opportunities 6% N=14 10% N=26 34% N=85 38% N=94 13% N=33 100% N=251 

Shopping opportunities 8% N=21 24% N=61 44% N=110 23% N=56 0% N=0 100% N=248 

Cost of living in Tracy 4% N=11 31% N=77 43% N=108 20% N=50 2% N=4 100% N=251 

Overall quality of business and service establishments in Tracy 5% N=13 33% N=81 41% N=102 13% N=33 8% N=19 100% N=249 

Vibrant downtown/commercial area 3% N=8 18% N=45 48% N=120 26% N=64 5% N=12 100% N=249 

Overall quality of new development in Tracy 8% N=19 29% N=71 40% N=99 11% N=28 13% N=31 100% N=248 

Opportunities to participate in social events and activities 8% N=20 25% N=63 40% N=99 8% N=20 18% N=45 100% N=248 

Opportunities to volunteer 8% N=21 28% N=70 34% N=85 5% N=12 24% N=61 100% N=249 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 7% N=18 26% N=63 36% N=88 7% N=18 24% N=59 100% N=246 

Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of diverse backgrounds 14% N=34 39% N=97 28% N=68 7% N=17 12% N=31 100% N=247 

Neighborliness of residents in Tracy 11% N=28 36% N=89 38% N=94 8% N=19 7% N=18 100% N=248 

 

Table 40: Question 7 
Please indicate whether or not you have done each of the following in the last 12 months. No Yes Total 

Made efforts to conserve water 2% N=5 98% N=247 100% N=251 

Made efforts to make your home more energy efficient 12% N=31 88% N=220 100% N=251 

Observed a code violation or other hazard in Tracy 44% N=109 56% N=141 100% N=250 

Household member was a victim of a crime in Tracy 85% N=210 15% N=36 100% N=246 

Reported a crime to the police in Tracy 73% N=180 27% N=66 100% N=246 

Stocked supplies in preparation for an emergency 69% N=172 31% N=77 100% N=249 

Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause or candidate 88% N=220 12% N=30 100% N=250 

Contacted the City of Tracy (in-person, phone, email or web) for help or information 48% N=119 52% N=130 100% N=249 

Contacted Tracy elected officials (in-person, phone, email or web) to express your opinion 92% N=230 8% N=20 100% N=250 
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Table 41: Question 8 
In the last 12 months, about how many times, if at all, have you or other household 
members done each of the following in Tracy? 

2 times a week or 
more 

2-4 times a 
month 

Once a month or 
less Not at all Total 

Used Tracy recreation centers or their services 5% N=11 12% N=31 25% N=63 58% N=145 100% N=250 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 18% N=45 30% N=74 37% N=93 15% N=37 100% N=249 

Used Tracy public libraries or their services 7% N=17 18% N=45 31% N=77 45% N=112 100% N=251 

Attended a City-sponsored event 0% N=1 10% N=25 31% N=77 59% N=146 100% N=248 

Used bus, rail, subway or other public transportation instead of driving 5% N=13 2% N=6 13% N=31 80% N=200 100% N=251 

Carpooled with other adults or children instead of driving alone 17% N=42 17% N=42 11% N=27 55% N=137 100% N=248 

Walked or biked instead of driving 17% N=43 14% N=35 25% N=64 44% N=109 100% N=250 

Volunteered your time to some group/activity in Tracy 5% N=13 12% N=30 16% N=39 67% N=165 100% N=247 

Participated in a club 6% N=14 5% N=14 9% N=22 80% N=198 100% N=248 

Talked to or visited with your immediate neighbors 35% N=86 32% N=79 20% N=49 14% N=35 100% N=249 

Done a favor for a neighbor 23% N=58 22% N=55 36% N=90 19% N=47 100% N=250 

 

Table 42: Question 9 
Thinking about local public meetings (of local elected officials like City Council or County 
Commissioners, advisory boards, town halls, HOA, neighborhood watch, etc.), in the last 12 months, 
about how many times, if at all, have you or other household members attended or watched a local 
public meeting? 

2 times a 
week or more 

2-4 times a 
month 

Once a month 
or less Not at all Total 

Attended a local public meeting  1% N=2 1% N=2 13% N=32 86% N=214 100% N=250 

Watched (online or on television) a local public meeting 1% N=4 4% N=9 18% N=46 77% N=191 100% N=250 

 

Table 43: Question 10 
Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Tracy: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Police/Sheriff services 18% N=44 42% N=103 19% N=47 7% N=17 13% N=33 100% N=244 

Fire services 25% N=60 45% N=109 8% N=19 0% N=0 22% N=54 100% N=241 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 17% N=41 44% N=106 12% N=28 1% N=3 27% N=65 100% N=243 

Crime prevention 8% N=21 29% N=71 29% N=70 11% N=27 22% N=54 100% N=242 

Fire prevention and education 12% N=29 32% N=76 20% N=49 3% N=6 34% N=82 100% N=242 

Traffic enforcement 8% N=19 41% N=100 27% N=65 7% N=18 17% N=40 100% N=243 

Street repair 6% N=15 35% N=85 35% N=84 18% N=43 7% N=16 100% N=244 

Street cleaning 13% N=32 42% N=103 34% N=84 8% N=19 3% N=7 100% N=245 

Street lighting 11% N=26 41% N=99 35% N=84 13% N=31 2% N=4 100% N=244 

Sidewalk maintenance 8% N=19 41% N=101 34% N=83 14% N=34 4% N=9 100% N=245 

Traffic signal timing 9% N=21 46% N=111 33% N=80 11% N=26 2% N=4 100% N=242 

Bus or transit services 5% N=11 22% N=54 16% N=38 5% N=13 52% N=127 100% N=243 

Garbage collection 29% N=71 48% N=118 17% N=42 5% N=11 1% N=3 100% N=245 

Recycling 30% N=75 51% N=125 14% N=35 2% N=5 2% N=5 100% N=245 

Yard waste pick-up 27% N=65 48% N=118 14% N=35 3% N=8 8% N=19 100% N=245 

Storm drainage 13% N=32 45% N=111 20% N=49 7% N=17 15% N=36 100% N=244 

Drinking water 9% N=23 32% N=78 26% N=64 26% N=64 7% N=17 100% N=245 

Sewer services 9% N=22 42% N=100 25% N=60 4% N=9 20% N=48 100% N=239 

Power (electric and/or gas) utility 13% N=31 60% N=148 24% N=60 2% N=4 1% N=3 100% N=245 
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Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Tracy: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

Utility billing 11% N=27 54% N=133 28% N=67 5% N=12 2% N=5 100% N=244 

City parks 13% N=31 48% N=118 27% N=67 5% N=13 6% N=16 100% N=245 

Recreation programs or classes 8% N=20 21% N=52 23% N=57 8% N=18 40% N=97 100% N=244 

Recreation centers or facilities 6% N=14 24% N=59 26% N=63 6% N=15 38% N=93 100% N=244 

Land use, planning and zoning 3% N=8 18% N=42 28% N=68 11% N=27 40% N=95 100% N=240 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) 3% N=8 17% N=42 32% N=77 19% N=46 29% N=71 100% N=245 

Animal control 10% N=25 20% N=50 31% N=75 10% N=23 29% N=71 100% N=245 

Economic development 5% N=13 15% N=37 36% N=89 10% N=25 33% N=81 100% N=244 

Public library services 14% N=33 32% N=78 22% N=53 5% N=11 28% N=68 100% N=244 

Public information services 8% N=19 29% N=72 30% N=73 4% N=10 29% N=70 100% N=244 

Cable television 9% N=21 32% N=78 28% N=68 9% N=21 22% N=53 100% N=241 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for natural disasters or 
other emergency situations) 4% N=9 9% N=23 19% N=46 10% N=24 58% N=141 100% N=244 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts 5% N=11 18% N=43 26% N=63 14% N=34 36% N=86 100% N=238 

Tracy open space 6% N=13 20% N=47 34% N=81 11% N=26 30% N=71 100% N=238 

City-sponsored special events 8% N=19 21% N=50 33% N=77 7% N=16 31% N=72 100% N=235 

Overall customer service by Tracy employees (police, receptionists, planners, etc.) 8% N=19 43% N=102 33% N=79 4% N=10 12% N=30 100% N=239 

 

Table 44: Question 11 
Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following? Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

The City of Tracy 9% N=21 51% N=125 24% N=57 6% N=16 10% N=24 100% N=243 

The Federal Government 4% N=9 32% N=78 27% N=65 16% N=39 21% N=51 100% N=242 

 

Table 45: Question 12 
Please rate the following categories of Tracy government performance: Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't know Total 

The value of services for the taxes paid to Tracy 2% N=6 31% N=75 38% N=94 13% N=31 16% N=38 100% N=244 

The overall direction that Tracy is taking 3% N=7 33% N=82 34% N=84 13% N=33 16% N=39 100% N=245 

The job Tracy government does at welcoming citizen involvement 4% N=10 32% N=78 28% N=68 10% N=25 26% N=63 100% N=243 

Overall confidence in Tracy government 3% N=8 32% N=76 40% N=96 10% N=24 15% N=37 100% N=242 

Generally acting in the best interest of the community 4% N=9 29% N=71 38% N=93 12% N=30 17% N=41 100% N=244 

Being honest 4% N=10 28% N=70 35% N=86 8% N=19 25% N=60 100% N=245 

Treating all residents fairly 4% N=11 30% N=73 39% N=94 6% N=15 21% N=51 100% N=244 

 

Table 46: Question 13 
Please rate how important, if at all, you think it is for the Tracy community to focus on each of 
the following in the coming two years: Essential 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not at all 
important Total 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 65% N=162 32% N=81 3% N=7 0% N=1 100% N=251 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit 29% N=73 46% N=114 24% N=59 1% N=2 100% N=249 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 36% N=89 45% N=112 19% N=47 1% N=1 100% N=249 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including overall design, buildings, parks and 
transportation systems) 32% N=81 44% N=111 20% N=51 3% N=7 100% N=250 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 35% N=86 50% N=122 14% N=33 1% N=2 100% N=243 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 49% N=122 41% N=102 9% N=23 1% N=3 100% N=249 
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Please rate how important, if at all, you think it is for the Tracy community to focus on each of 
the following in the coming two years: Essential 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not at all 
important Total 

Overall economic health of Tracy 54% N=134 42% N=106 4% N=10 0% N=1 100% N=251 

Sense of community 39% N=99 43% N=107 16% N=40 2% N=4 100% N=250 

 

Table 47: Question 14 
The City of Tracy has several facilities available to rent for special events such as meetings, parties and weddings. City rental facilities include parks and picnic areas, 
sports fields, the Civic Center, Community Center, Transit Station and the Aquatic Center. Please rate the availability of these City facilities for your rental needs: Percent Number 

Always available 5% N=13 

Sometimes available 9% N=23 

Almost never available 4% N=9 

Not applicable/I have never rented City facilities 55% N=133 

Don't know/didn't know City facilities were available to rent 27% N=65 

Total 100% N=243 

 

Table 48: Question 15 
Please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following projects will be 
for the City to fund: Essential 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not at all 
important Don't know Total 

Construct a field sports complex (baseball, softball, football, soccer, etc.)  19% N=47 23% N=58 26% N=66 25% N=62 7% N=17 100% N=250 

Build a competition swimming pool 19% N=47 19% N=48 31% N=78 22% N=55 9% N=21 100% N=249 

Build a family aquatics center 27% N=68 31% N=76 22% N=55 11% N=27 8% N=21 100% N=247 

Renovate the senior center 22% N=54 43% N=108 20% N=50 6% N=15 9% N=23 100% N=250 

Renovate the community center 20% N=49 36% N=91 26% N=64 6% N=16 12% N=30 100% N=250 

 

Table 49: Question 16 
How much of a priority, if any, should each of the following be for the City to address in the next two to 
three years? High priority 

Medium 
priority Not a priority Don't know Total 

Encourage job growth 83% N=210 15% N=38 0% N=1 1% N=3 100% N=251 

Redevelop downtown 38% N=96 40% N=99 19% N=49 3% N=7 100% N=251 

Maintain and improve streets and roads 50% N=126 41% N=103 7% N=18 1% N=3 100% N=250 

Maintain a safe community 87% N=218 13% N=32 0% N=1 0% N=0 100% N=250 

Provide recreational and cultural opportunities 36% N=90 51% N=129 10% N=26 3% N=6 100% N=251 

Create regional education opportunities 45% N=113 43% N=107 5% N=14 6% N=15 100% N=249 

 

Table 50: Question D1 
How often, if at all, do you do each of the following, considering all of the times you 
could? Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Total 

Recycle at home 3% N=7 1% N=2 5% N=11 14% N=34 78% N=191 100% N=245 

Purchase goods or services from a business located in Tracy 0% N=0 1% N=3 11% N=27 43% N=108 45% N=111 100% N=249 

Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables a day 2% N=4 5% N=11 44% N=108 29% N=71 21% N=52 100% N=246 

Participate in moderate or vigorous physical activity 3% N=8 14% N=35 32% N=78 32% N=80 18% N=45 100% N=247 

Read or watch local news (via television, paper, computer, etc.) 6% N=15 10% N=24 22% N=55 28% N=69 34% N=86 100% N=249 

Vote in local elections 15% N=39 6% N=14 14% N=34 17% N=42 49% N=121 100% N=249 
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Table 51: Question D2 
Would you say that in general your health is: Percent Number 

Excellent 18% N=45 

Very good 40% N=100 

Good 35% N=88 

Fair 5% N=14 

Poor 1% N=3 

Total 100% N=250 

 

Table 52: Question D3 
What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you think the impact will be Percent Number 

Very positive 7% N=18 

Somewhat positive 30% N=75 

Neutral 52% N=129 

Somewhat negative 8% N=19 

Very negative 2% N=6 

Total 100% N=248 

 

Table 53: Question D4 
What is your employment status? Percent Number 

Working full time for pay 60% N=146 

Working part time for pay 12% N=28 

Unemployed, looking for paid work 6% N=16 

Unemployed, not looking for paid work 8% N=18 

Fully retired 15% N=36 

Total 100% N=245 

 

Table 54: Question D5 
Do you work inside the boundaries of Tracy? Percent Number 

Yes, outside the home 24% N=56 

Yes, from home 8% N=19 

No 68% N=162 

Total 100% N=238 

 

Table 55: Question D6 
How many years have you lived in Tracy? Percent Number 

Less than 2 years 10% N=26 

2 to 5 years 17% N=42 

6 to 10 years 20% N=50 

11 to 20 years 34% N=84 

More than 20 years 19% N=49 

Total 100% N=250 
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Table 56: Question D7 
Which best describes the building you live in? Percent Number 

One family house detached from any other houses 83% N=206 

Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, apartment or condominium) 14% N=36 

Mobile home 2% N=6 

Other 1% N=1 

Total 100% N=249 

 

Table 57: Question D8 
Is this house, apartment or mobile home... Percent Number 

Rented 32% N=79 

Owned 68% N=168 

Total 100% N=247 

 

Table 58: Question D9 
About how much is your monthly housing cost for the place you live (including rent, mortgage payment, property tax, property insurance and homeowners' association 
(HOA) fees)? Percent Number 

Less than $300 per month 2% N=5 

$300 to $599 per month 4% N=11 

$600 to $999 per month 12% N=31 

$1,000 to $1,499 per month 28% N=68 

$1,500 to $2,499 per month 39% N=97 

$2,500 or more per month 14% N=34 

Total 100% N=245 

 

Table 59: Question D10 
Do any children 17 or under live in your household? Percent Number 

No 41% N=101 

Yes 59% N=144 

Total 100% N=246 

 

Table 60: Question D11 
Are you or any other members of your household aged 65 or older? Percent Number 

No 79% N=196 

Yes 21% N=52 

Total 100% N=248 
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Table 61: Question D12 
How much do you anticipate your household's total income before taxes will be for the current year? (Please include in your total income money from all sources for all 
persons living in your household.) Percent Number 

Less than $25,000 11% N=25 

$25,000 to $49,999 22% N=53 

$50,000 to $99,999 32% N=75 

$100,000 to $149,999 24% N=57 

$150,000 or more 11% N=27 

Total 100% N=238 

 

Table 62: Question D13 
Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? Percent Number 

No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 68% N=165 

Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 32% N=79 

Total 100% N=244 

 

Table 63: Question D14 
What is your race? (Mark one or more races to indicate what race(s) you consider yourself to be.) Percent Number 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3% N=6 

Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 21% N=52 

Black or African American 5% N=13 

White 60% N=148 

Other 22% N=53 

Total may exceed 100% as respondents could select more than one option. 
 

Table 64: Question D15 
In which category is your age? Percent Number 

18 to 24 years 2% N=5 

25 to 34 years 24% N=58 

35 to 44 years 24% N=59 

45 to 54 years 25% N=63 

55 to 64 years 13% N=31 

65 to 74 years 9% N=21 

75 years or older 4% N=10 

Total 100% N=247 

 

Table 65: Question D16 
What is your sex? Percent Number 

Female 55% N=136 

Male 45% N=111 

Total 100% N=247 
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Table 66: Question D17 
Do you consider a cell phone or landline your primary telephone number? Percent Number 

Cell 57% N=142 

Land line 15% N=37 

Both 28% N=68 

Total 100% N=247 
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Appendix B: Benchmark Comparisons 

Comparison Data 

NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in surveys from 
over 500 communities whose residents evaluated the same kinds of topics on The National Citizen Survey™. The 
comparison evaluations are from the most recent survey completed in each community; most communities 
conduct surveys every year or in alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion, 
keeping the benchmark data fresh and relevant. The communities in the database represent a wide geographic 
and population range. The City of Tracy chose to have comparisons made to the entire database and a subset of 
similar jurisdictions from the database, jurisdictions from the West Coast Region. 

Interpreting the Results 

Ratings are compared when there are at least five communities in which a 
similar question was asked. Where comparisons are available, four columns 
are provided in the table. The first column is Tracy’s “percent positive.” The 
percent positive is the combination of the top two most positive response 
options (i.e., “excellent” and “good,” “very safe” and “somewhat safe,” 
“essential” and “very important,” etc.), or, in the case of resident 
behaviors/participation, the percent positive represents the proportion of 
respondents indicating “yes” or participating in an activity at least once a 
month. The second column is the rank assigned to Tracy’s rating among 
communities where a similar question was asked. The third column is the 
number of communities that asked a similar question. The final column 
shows the comparison of Tracy’s rating to the benchmark.   

In that final column, Tracy’s results are noted as being “higher” than the 
benchmark, “lower” than the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark, 
meaning that the average rating given by Tracy residents is statistically 
similar to or different (greater or lesser) than the benchmark. More extreme differences are noted as “much 
higher” or “much lower.” 

 

  

Benchmark Database Characteristics 

Region Percent 

New England 3% 

Middle Atlantic 5% 

East North Central 15% 

West North Central 13% 

South Atlantic 22% 

East South Central 3% 

West South Central 7% 

Mountain 16% 

Pacific 16% 

Population Percent 

Less than 10,000 10% 

10,000 to 24,999 22% 

25,000 to 49,999 23% 

50,000 to 99,999 22% 

100,000 or more 23% 
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National Benchmark Comparisons 

Table 67: Community Characteristics General 
 Percent positive Rank Number of communities in comparison Comparison to benchmark 

The overall quality of life in Tracy 68% 407 572 Similar 

Overall image or reputation of Tracy 50% 293 379 Lower 

Tracy as a place to live 80% 308 522 Similar 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 77% 269 376 Similar 

Tracy as a place to raise children 78% 277 468 Similar 

Tracy as a place to retire 62% 271 439 Similar 

Overall appearance of Tracy 54% 314 438 Similar 

 

Table 68: Community Characteristics by Facet 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Safety 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 62% 180 221 Lower 

In your neighborhood during the day 82% 356 420 Similar 

In Tracy's downtown/commercial area during the 
day 82% 256 355 Similar 

Mobility 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually 
have to visit 72% 48 92 Similar 

Availability of paths and walking trails 53% 198 277 Similar 

Ease of walking in Tracy 66% 136 342 Similar 

Ease of travel by bicycle in Tracy 51% 183 347 Similar 

Ease of travel by public transportation in Tracy 47% 58 110 Similar 

Ease of travel by car in Tracy 73% 67 351 Similar 

Traffic flow on major streets 61% 59 344 Similar 

Natural 
Environment 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 57% 219 254 Lower 

Cleanliness of Tracy 50% 203 250 Lower 

Air quality 45% 253 274 Lower 

Built 
Environment 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including 
overall design, buildings, parks and transportation 

systems) 56% 56 88 Similar 

Overall quality of new development in Tracy 42% 244 310 Similar 

Availability of affordable quality housing 37% 229 373 Similar 

Variety of housing options 43% 199 247 Similar 

Public places where people want to spend time 43% 72 82 Lower 

Economy 

Overall economic health of Tracy 39% 71 92 Lower 

Vibrant downtown/commercial area 22% 67 81 Lower 

Overall quality of business and service 
establishments in Tracy 41% 214 243 Lower 

Cost of living in Tracy 36% 68 87 Similar 

Shopping opportunities 33% 277 359 Lower 

Employment opportunities 18% 314 400 Similar 

Tracy as a place to visit 33% 97 101 Much lower 

Tracy as a place to work 38% 350 393 Lower 

Recreation and 
Wellness 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 53% 77 88 Lower 

Availability of preventive health services 51% 133 196 Similar 

Availability of affordable quality health care 47% 158 289 Similar 

Availability of affordable quality food 53% 151 225 Similar 

Recreational opportunities 31% 355 378 Lower 

Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes 
and paths or trails, etc.) 51% 78 86 Lower 

Education and 
Enrichment 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 36% 86 87 Much lower 

Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music 
activities 36% 283 367 Similar 
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Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Adult educational opportunities 37% 74 79 Lower 

Community 
Engagement 

Opportunities to participate in social events and 
activities 41% 191 231 Similar 

Neighborliness of Tracy 51% 60 83 Similar 

Openness and acceptance of the community 
toward people of diverse backgrounds 61% 167 334 Similar 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 44% 213 245 Similar 

Opportunities to volunteer 48% 224 240 Lower 

 

Table 69: Governance General 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of communities in 
comparison 

Comparison to 
benchmark 

Services provided by the City of Tracy 67% 386 556 Similar 

Overall customer service by Tracy employees (police, 
receptionists, planners, etc.) 58% 424 461 Lower 

Value of services for the taxes paid to Tracy 39% 384 494 Similar 

Overall direction that Tracy is taking 43% 295 388 Similar 

Job Tracy government does at welcoming citizen 
involvement 49% 200 387 Similar 

Overall confidence in Tracy government 41% 61 89 Similar 

Generally acting in the best interest of the community 39% 67 88 Similar 

Being honest 43% 60 86 Similar 

Treating all residents fairly 43% 51 87 Similar 

Services provided by the Federal Government 46% 95 306 Similar 

 

Table 70: Governance by Facet 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Safety 

Police/Sheriff services 70% 456 613 Similar 

Fire services 90% 360 501 Similar 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 83% 407 464 Similar 

Crime prevention 48% 357 428 Lower 

Fire prevention and education 66% 284 347 Similar 

Animal control 43% 323 421 Similar 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare 
the community for natural disasters or other 

emergency situations) 31% 259 268 Lower 

Mobility 

Traffic enforcement 59% 328 462 Similar 

Street repair 44% 351 583 Similar 

Street cleaning 57% 240 396 Similar 

Street lighting 52% 280 404 Similar 

Sidewalk maintenance 51% 224 384 Similar 

Traffic signal timing 56% 98 291 Similar 

Bus or transit services 56% 134 269 Similar 

Natural 
Environment 

Garbage collection 78% 348 489 Similar 

Recycling 83% 179 438 Similar 

Yard waste pick-up 81% 108 315 Similar 

Drinking water 44% 389 411 Lower 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, 
farmlands and greenbelts 36% 237 250 Lower 

Tracy open space 36% 96 103 Lower 

Built 
Environment 

Storm drainage 68% 172 464 Similar 

Sewer services 64% 317 394 Similar 

Power (electric and/or gas) utility 74% 100 147 Similar 
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Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Utility billing 67% 64 92 Similar 

Land use, planning and zoning 35% 257 369 Similar 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, 
etc.) 29% 380 466 Lower 

Cable television 53% 121 244 Similar 

Economy Economic development 31% 240 361 Similar 

Recreation and 
Wellness 

City parks 65% 353 412 Lower 

Recreation programs or classes 49% 392 436 Lower 

Recreation centers or facilities 48% 289 330 Lower 

Education and 
Enrichment 

City-sponsored special events 43% 81 95 Lower 

Public library services 63% 421 446 Lower 

Community 
Engagement Public information services 52% 268 359 Similar 

 

Table 71: Participation General 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of communities in 
comparison 

Comparison to 
benchmark 

Sense of community 49% 290 378 Similar 

Recommend living in Tracy to someone who asks 82% 167 253 Similar 

Remain in Tracy for the next five years 86% 101 251 Similar 

Contacted Tracy (in-person, phone, email or web) for 
help or information 52% 153 367 Similar 

 

Table 72: Participation by Facet 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Safety 

Stocked supplies in preparation for an 
emergency 31% 52 77 Similar 

Did NOT report a crime to the police 73% 62 86 Similar 

Household member was NOT a victim of a 
crime 85% 223 319 Similar 

Mobility 

Used bus, rail, subway or other public 
transportation instead of driving 20% 41 70 Similar 

Carpooled with other adults or children 
instead of driving alone 45% 36 83 Similar 

Walked or biked instead of driving 56% 39 85 Similar 

Natural 
Environment 

Made efforts to conserve water 98% 2 79 Higher 

Made efforts to make your home more energy 
efficient 88% 1 79 Higher 

Recycle at home 96% 35 293 Higher 

Built Environment 

Did NOT observe a code violation or other 
hazard in Tracy 44% 63 80 Lower 

NOT experiencing housing costs stress 48% 224 231 Lower 

Economy 

Purchase goods or services from a business 
located in Tracy 99% 8 82 Similar 

Economy will have positive impact on income 38% 12 300 Higher 

Work inside boundaries of Tracy 32% 57 82 Lower 

Recreation and 
Wellness 

Used Tracy recreation centers or their services 42% 250 266 Lower 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 85% 165 318 Similar 

Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables 
a day 94% 1 79 Higher 

Participate in moderate or vigorous physical 
activity 83% 57 80 Similar 

In very good to excellent health 58% 50 81 Similar 
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Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Education and 
Enrichment 

Used Tracy public libraries or their services 55% 250 275 Lower 

Attended City-sponsored event 41% 69 83 Lower 

Community 
Engagement 

Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause 
or candidate 12% 75 77 Lower 

Contacted Tracy elected officials (in-person, 
phone, email or web) to express your opinion 8% 80 81 Similar 

Volunteered your time to some group/activity 
in Tracy 33% 236 307 Similar 

Participated in a club 20% 170 204 Similar 

Talked to or visited with your immediate 
neighbors 86% 67 82 Similar 

Done a favor for a neighbor 81% 45 79 Similar 

Attended a local public meeting  14% 290 311 Lower 

Watched (online or on television) a local 
public meeting 23% 193 241 Lower 

Read or watch local news (via television, 
paper, computer, etc.) 84% 63 81 Similar 

Vote in local elections 79% 129 310 Similar 

 
 

Communities included in national comparisons 
The communities included in Tracy’s comparisons are listed on the following pages along with their population 
according to the 2010 Census. 

Abilene city, KS .......................................................... 6,844 
Adams County, CO .................................................. 441,603 
Addison village, IL .................................................... 36,942 
Agoura Hills city, CA ................................................. 20,330 
Airway Heights city, WA ............................................. 6,114 
Akron city, OH ........................................................ 199,110 
Alamogordo city, NM ................................................ 30,403 
Albany city, GA ........................................................ 77,434 
Albany city, OR ........................................................ 50,158 
Albemarle County, VA............................................... 98,970 
Albert Lea city, MN ................................................... 18,016 
Albuquerque city, NM .............................................. 545,852 
Algonquin village, IL ................................................. 30,046 
Aliso Viejo city, CA ................................................... 47,823 
Alpharetta city, GA ................................................... 57,551 
Altamonte Springs city, FL ........................................ 41,496 
Altoona city, IA ........................................................ 14,541 
Ames city, IA ........................................................... 58,965 
Andover CDP, MA ....................................................... 8,762 
Ankeny city, IA ........................................................ 45,582 
Ann Arbor city, MI ................................................... 113,934 
Annapolis city, MD ................................................... 38,394 
Antioch city, CA ...................................................... 102,372 
Apple Valley town, CA .............................................. 69,135 
Appleton city, WI ..................................................... 72,623 
Arapahoe County, CO .............................................. 572,003 
Arcadia city, CA........................................................ 56,364 
Archuleta County, CO ............................................... 12,084 
Arkansas City city, AR.................................................... 366 
Arkansas City city, KS ............................................... 12,415 
Arlington city, TX .................................................... 365,438 
Arlington County, VA ............................................... 207,627 
Arvada city, CO ....................................................... 106,433 
Asheville city, NC ..................................................... 83,393 
Ashland city, KY ....................................................... 21,684 
Ashland city, OR ...................................................... 20,078 

Ashland County, WI ................................................. 16,157 
Ashland town, VA ....................................................... 7,225 
Aspen city, CO ........................................................... 6,658 
Atlanta city, GA ....................................................... 420,003 
Auburn city, AL ........................................................ 53,380 
Auburn city, WA ....................................................... 70,180 
Aurora city, CO ....................................................... 325,078 
Austin city, TX ........................................................ 790,390 
Avondale city, AZ ..................................................... 76,238 
Bainbridge Island city, WA ........................................ 23,025 
Ballwin city, MO ....................................................... 30,404 
Baltimore city, MD ................................................... 620,961 
Baltimore County, MD ............................................. 805,029 
Barnstable Town city, MA ......................................... 45,193 
Batavia city, IL ......................................................... 26,045 
Battle Creek city, MI ................................................. 52,347 
Bay City city, MI ....................................................... 34,932 
Baytown city, TX ...................................................... 71,802 
Bedford city, TX ....................................................... 46,979 
Bedford County, VA .................................................. 68,676 
Bedford town, MA .................................................... 13,320 
Beekman town, NY .................................................. 14,621 
Belleair Beach city, FL ................................................ 1,560 
Bellevue city, WA .................................................... 122,363 
Bellflower city, CA .................................................... 76,616 
Bellingham city, WA ................................................. 80,885 
Beltrami County, MN ................................................ 44,442 
Benbrook city, TX ..................................................... 21,234 
Bend city, OR........................................................... 76,639 
Benicia city, CA ........................................................ 26,997 
Bettendorf city, IA .................................................... 33,217 
Billings city, MT ....................................................... 104,170 
Biloxi city, MS .......................................................... 44,054 
Blacksburg town, VA ................................................ 42,620 
Blaine city, MN ......................................................... 57,186 
Bloomfield city, NM .................................................... 8,112 
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Bloomfield Hills city, MI .............................................. 3,869 
Bloomington city, IL ................................................. 76,610 
Bloomington city, MN ............................................... 82,893 
Blue Ash city, OH ..................................................... 12,114 
Blue Earth city, MN .................................................... 3,353 
Blue Springs city, MO ............................................... 52,575 
Boca Raton city, FL .................................................. 84,392 
Boise City city, ID ................................................... 205,671 
Bonita Springs city, FL .............................................. 43,914 
Boonville city, MO ...................................................... 8,319 
Boston city, MA ....................................................... 617,594 
Botetourt County, VA ............................................... 33,148 
Bothell city, WA ....................................................... 33,505 
Boulder city, CO ....................................................... 97,385 
Boulder County, CO ................................................. 294,567 
Bowling Green city, KY ............................................. 58,067 
Bozeman city, MT .................................................... 37,280 
Bradenton city, FL .................................................... 49,546 
Brea city, CA ............................................................ 39,282 
Breckenridge town, CO ............................................... 4,540 
Brentwood city, MO .................................................... 8,055 
Brentwood city, TN .................................................. 37,060 
Brevard County, FL ................................................. 543,376 
Brighton city, CO ...................................................... 33,352 
Brisbane city, CA ........................................................ 4,282 
Bristol city, TN ......................................................... 26,702 
Broken Arrow city, OK .............................................. 98,850 
Brookfield city, WI ................................................... 37,920 
Brookline CDP, MA ................................................... 58,732 
Brookline town, NH .................................................... 4,991 
Broomfield city, CO .................................................. 55,889 
Broward County, FL ............................................. 1,748,066 
Brown Deer village, WI ............................................. 11,999 
Brownsburg town, IN ............................................... 21,285 
Bryan city, TX .......................................................... 76,201 
Burien city, WA ........................................................ 33,313 
Burleson city, TX ...................................................... 36,690 
Burlingame city, CA .................................................. 28,806 
Burlington CDP, MA .................................................. 24,498 
Cabarrus County, NC ............................................... 178,011 
Cambridge city, MA ................................................. 105,162 
Canandaigua city, NY ............................................... 10,545 
Canton city, SD .......................................................... 3,057 
Cape Coral city, FL .................................................. 154,305 
Cape Girardeau city, MO ........................................... 37,941 
Capitola city, CA ......................................................... 9,918 
Carlisle borough, PA ................................................. 18,682 
Carlsbad city, CA ..................................................... 105,328 
Carrollton city, TX ................................................... 119,097 
Carson City, NV ........................................................ 55,274 
Cartersville city, GA .................................................. 19,731 
Carver County, MN ................................................... 91,042 
Cary town, NC ........................................................ 135,234 
Casa Grande city, AZ ................................................ 48,571 
Casper city, WY ....................................................... 55,316 
Castine town, ME ....................................................... 1,366 
Castle Pines North city, CO ....................................... 10,360 
Castle Rock town, CO ............................................... 48,231 
Cedar Creek village, NE ................................................. 390 
Cedar Falls city, IA ................................................... 39,260 
Cedar Rapids city, IA ............................................... 126,326 
Centennial city, CO.................................................. 100,377 
Centralia city, IL ...................................................... 13,032 
Cerritos city, CA ....................................................... 49,041 
Chambersburg borough, PA ...................................... 20,268 
Chandler city, AZ .................................................... 236,123 
Chanhassen city, MN ................................................ 22,952 
Chanute city, KS ........................................................ 9,119 
Chapel Hill town, NC ................................................ 57,233 
Charlotte city, NC .................................................... 731,424 

Charlotte County, FL ............................................... 159,978 
Charlottesville city, VA .............................................. 43,475 
Chesapeake city, VA ................................................ 222,209 
Chesterfield County, VA ........................................... 316,236 
Cheyenne city, WY ................................................... 59,466 
Chippewa Falls city, WI ............................................ 13,661 
Chittenden County, VT ............................................ 156,545 
Chula Vista city, CA ................................................. 243,916 
Cincinnati city, OH .................................................. 296,943 
Citrus Heights city, CA .............................................. 83,301 
Clackamas County, OR ............................................ 375,992 
Claremont city, CA ................................................... 34,926 
Clarendon Hills village, IL ........................................... 8,427 
Clark County, WA .................................................... 425,363 
Clarke County, IA ....................................................... 9,286 
Clay County, MO ..................................................... 221,939 
Clayton city, MO ...................................................... 15,939 
Clearwater city, FL .................................................. 107,685 
Cleveland Heights city, OH ....................................... 46,121 
Clive city, IA ............................................................ 15,447 
Clovis city, CA .......................................................... 95,631 
Coconino County, AZ ............................................... 134,421 
College Park city, MD ............................................... 30,413 
College Station city, TX ............................................ 93,857 
Colleyville city, TX .................................................... 22,807 
Collier County, FL .................................................... 321,520 
Collinsville city, IL .................................................... 25,579 
Colorado Springs city, CO ........................................ 416,427 
Columbia city, MO ................................................... 108,500 
Columbia city, SC .................................................... 129,272 
Columbus city, GA ................................................... 189,885 
Columbus city, OH .................................................. 787,033 
Columbus city, WI ...................................................... 4,991 
Commerce City city, CO ............................................ 45,913 
Concord city, CA ..................................................... 122,067 
Concord city, NC ...................................................... 79,066 
Concord town, MA.................................................... 17,668 
Conyers city, GA ...................................................... 15,195 
Cookeville city, TN ................................................... 30,435 
Coon Rapids city, MN ............................................... 61,476 
Cooper City city, FL .................................................. 28,547 
Coppell city, TX ........................................................ 38,659 
Coral Springs city, FL............................................... 121,096 
Coronado city, CA .................................................... 18,912 
Corpus Christi city, TX ............................................. 305,215 
Corvallis city, OR ...................................................... 54,462 
Coventry Lake CDP, CT .............................................. 2,990 
Craig city, CO ............................................................ 9,464 
Cranberry township, PA ............................................ 28,098 
Crested Butte town, CO .............................................. 1,487 
Creve Coeur city, MO ............................................... 17,833 
Cross Roads town, TX ................................................ 1,563 
Crystal Lake city, IL .................................................. 40,743 
Cumberland County, PA ........................................... 235,406 
Cupertino city, CA .................................................... 58,302 
Cypress city, CA ....................................................... 47,802 
Dade City city, FL ....................................................... 6,437 
Dakota County, MN ................................................. 398,552 
Dallas city, OR ......................................................... 14,583 
Dallas city, TX ...................................................... 1,197,816 
Dania Beach city, FL ................................................. 29,639 
Dardenne Prairie city, MO ......................................... 11,494 
Davenport city, IA .................................................... 99,685 
Davidson town, NC................................................... 10,944 
Daviess County, KY .................................................. 96,656 
Davis city, CA .......................................................... 65,622 
Dayton city, OH ...................................................... 141,527 
Daytona Beach city, FL ............................................. 61,005 
De Pere city, WI....................................................... 23,800 
Decatur city, GA ....................................................... 19,335 
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Decatur city, IL ........................................................ 76,122 
Deerfield Beach city, FL ............................................ 75,018 
DeKalb city, IL ......................................................... 43,862 
Del Mar city, CA ......................................................... 4,161 
Delaware city, OH .................................................... 34,753 
Delray Beach city, FL ................................................ 60,522 
Denison city, TX ....................................................... 22,682 
Denton city, TX ....................................................... 113,383 
Denver city, CO....................................................... 600,158 
Derby city, KS .......................................................... 22,158 
Des Moines city, IA ................................................. 203,433 
Des Moines County, IA ............................................. 40,325 
Des Peres city, MO ..................................................... 8,373 
DeSoto city, TX ........................................................ 49,047 
Destin city, FL .......................................................... 12,305 
Detroit city, MI........................................................ 713,777 
Dewey-Humboldt town, AZ ......................................... 3,894 
Dillon town, CO ............................................................. 904 
Dorchester County, MD ............................................ 32,618 
Dothan city, AL ........................................................ 65,496 
Douglas County, CO ................................................ 285,465 
Douglas County, GA ................................................ 132,403 
Dover city, DE.......................................................... 36,047 
Dover city, NH ......................................................... 29,987 
Downers Grove village, IL ......................................... 47,833 
Dublin city, CA ......................................................... 46,036 
Dublin city, OH ........................................................ 41,751 
Duluth city, MN ........................................................ 86,265 
Duncanville city, TX .................................................. 38,524 
Durango city, CO ..................................................... 16,887 
Durham city, NC ..................................................... 228,330 
Duval County, FL .................................................... 864,263 
Eagan city, MN ........................................................ 64,206 
East Baton Rouge Parish, LA .................................... 440,171 
East Grand Forks city, MN .......................................... 8,601 
East Lansing city, MI ................................................ 48,579 
East Merrimack CDP, NH ............................................ 4,197 
East Providence city, RI ............................................ 47,037 
Eau Claire city, WI ................................................... 65,883 
Ebensburg borough, PA .............................................. 3,351 
Eden Prairie city, MN ................................................ 60,797 
Edgerton city, KS ....................................................... 1,671 
Edina city, MN ......................................................... 47,941 
Edmond city, OK ...................................................... 81,405 
Edmonds city, WA .................................................... 39,709 
El Cerrito city, CA ..................................................... 23,549 
El Dorado County, CA .............................................. 181,058 
El Paso city, TX ....................................................... 649,121 
Elk Grove city, CA ................................................... 153,015 
Elk River city, MN ..................................................... 22,974 
Elko New Market city, MN ........................................... 4,110 
Ellisville city, MO ........................................................ 9,133 
Elmhurst city, IL....................................................... 44,121 
Encinitas city, CA ..................................................... 59,518 
Englewood city, CO .................................................. 30,255 
Ephrata borough, PA ................................................ 13,394 
Erie County, PA ....................................................... 280,566 
Erie town, CO .......................................................... 18,135 
Escambia County, FL ............................................... 297,619 
Escanaba city, MI ..................................................... 12,616 
Escondido city, CA................................................... 143,911 
Estes Park town, CO ................................................... 5,858 
Eugene city, OR ...................................................... 156,185 
Eustis city, FL .......................................................... 18,558 
Evanston city, IL ...................................................... 74,486 
Fairborn city, OH ...................................................... 32,352 
Fairview town, TX ...................................................... 7,248 
Fairway city, KS ......................................................... 3,882 
Farmington city, NM ................................................. 45,877 
Farmington city, UT ................................................. 18,275 

Farmington Hills city, MI ........................................... 79,740 
Fayetteville city, AR .................................................. 73,580 
Fayetteville city, NC................................................. 200,564 
Federal Way city, WA ............................................... 89,306 
Fishers town, IN ...................................................... 76,794 
Flagstaff city, AZ ...................................................... 65,870 
Flower Mound town, TX ............................................ 64,669 
Flushing city, MI ........................................................ 8,389 
Forest Grove city, OR ............................................... 21,083 
Fort Collins city, CO ................................................. 143,986 
Fort Dodge city, IA ................................................... 25,206 
Fort Lauderdale city, FL ........................................... 165,521 
Fort Madison city, IA ................................................ 11,051 
Fort Smith city, AR ................................................... 86,209 
Fort Wayne city, IN ................................................. 253,691 
Fort Worth city, TX .................................................. 741,206 
Fountain Hills town, AZ ............................................ 22,489 
Franklin city, TN ....................................................... 62,487 
Fredericksburg city, VA ............................................. 24,286 
Freeport CDP, ME ...................................................... 1,485 
Freeport city, IL ....................................................... 25,638 
Fremont city, CA ..................................................... 214,089 
Fridley city, MN ........................................................ 27,208 
Friendswood city, TX ................................................ 35,805 
Frisco town, CO ......................................................... 2,683 
Fruita city, CO .......................................................... 12,646 
Gahanna city, OH ..................................................... 33,248 
Gainesville city, FL .................................................. 124,354 
Gaithersburg city, MD ............................................... 59,933 
Galt city, CA............................................................. 23,647 
Galveston city, TX .................................................... 47,743 
Garden City city, KS ................................................. 26,658 
Garden Grove city, CA ............................................. 170,883 
Gardner city, KS ....................................................... 19,123 
Garland city, TX ...................................................... 226,876 
Gary city, IN ............................................................ 80,294 
Genesee County, NY ................................................ 60,079 
Geneva city, NY ....................................................... 13,261 
Georgetown city, TX ................................................. 47,400 
Georgetown town, CO ................................................ 1,034 
Gig Harbor city, WA ................................................... 7,126 
Gilbert town, AZ ...................................................... 208,453 
Gillette city, WY ....................................................... 29,087 
Gilroy city, CA .......................................................... 48,821 
Gladstone city, MI ...................................................... 4,973 
Globe city, AZ ............................................................ 7,532 
Golden Valley city, MN .............................................. 20,371 
Goodyear city, AZ .................................................... 65,275 
Grafton village, WI ................................................... 11,459 
Grand Blanc city, MI ................................................... 8,276 
Grand County, CO .................................................... 14,843 
Grand Forks city, ND ................................................ 52,838 
Grand Island city, NE ............................................... 48,520 
Grand Junction city, CO ............................................ 58,566 
Grand Prairie city, TX .............................................. 175,396 
Grand Rapids city, MI .............................................. 188,040 
Grandview city, MO .................................................. 24,475 
Grass Valley city, CA ................................................ 12,860 
Greeley city, CO ....................................................... 92,889 
Green Valley CDP, AZ ............................................... 21,391 
Greenbelt city, MD ................................................... 23,068 
Greensboro city, NC ................................................ 269,666 
Greenville city, SC .................................................... 58,409 
Greenwood Village city, CO ....................................... 13,925 
Greer city, SC .......................................................... 25,515 
Gresham city, OR .................................................... 105,594 
Guilford County, NC ................................................ 488,406 
Gulf Shores city, AL .................................................... 9,741 
Gunnison County, CO ............................................... 15,324 
Gurnee village, IL ..................................................... 31,295 
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Hackensack city, NJ ................................................. 43,010 
Hailey city, ID ............................................................ 7,960 
Haines Borough, AK ................................................... 2,508 
Hallandale Beach city, FL .......................................... 37,113 
Hamilton city, OH ..................................................... 62,477 
Hampton city, VA .................................................... 137,436 
Hanover County, VA ................................................. 99,863 
Harrisonburg city, VA ............................................... 48,914 
Harrisonville city, MO ............................................... 10,019 
Hartford city, CT ..................................................... 124,775 
Hayward city, CA .................................................... 144,186 
Henderson city, NV ................................................. 257,729 
Hercules city, CA ...................................................... 24,060 
Hermiston city, OR ................................................... 16,745 
Herndon town, VA .................................................... 23,292 
Hickory city, NC ....................................................... 40,010 
High Point city, NC .................................................. 104,371 
Highland city, CA ..................................................... 53,104 
Highland Park city, IL ............................................... 29,763 
Highlands Ranch CDP, CO ........................................ 96,713 
Hillsborough County, FL ....................................... 1,229,226 
Hillsborough town, NC ................................................ 6,087 
Holden town, MA ..................................................... 17,346 
Holland city, MI........................................................ 33,051 
Homer city, AK ........................................................... 5,003 
Homewood village, IL ............................................... 19,323 
Honolulu County, HI ................................................ 953,207 
Hooksett town, NH ................................................... 13,451 
Hopewell city, VA ..................................................... 22,591 
Hopkins city, MN ...................................................... 17,591 
Hopkinton town, MA ................................................. 14,925 
Hoquiam city, WA ...................................................... 8,726 
Hot Springs city, AR ................................................. 35,193 
Hot Sulphur Springs town, CO ....................................... 663 
Houston city, TX .................................................. 2,099,451 
Howard City village, MI .............................................. 1,808 
Howell city, MI ........................................................... 9,489 
Huber Heights city, OH ............................................. 38,101 
Hudson city, OH ....................................................... 22,262 
Hudson town, CO ....................................................... 2,356 
Hudson town, NC ....................................................... 3,776 
Hudsonville city, MI .................................................... 7,116 
Huntersville town, NC ............................................... 46,773 
Hurst city, TX ........................................................... 37,337 
Hutchinson city, MN ................................................. 14,178 
Hutto city, TX .......................................................... 14,698 
Hyattsville city, MD .................................................. 17,557 
Independence city, MO............................................ 116,830 
Indian Trail town, NC ............................................... 33,518 
Indianola city, IA ..................................................... 14,782 
Iowa City city, IA ..................................................... 67,862 
Iowa County, IA ....................................................... 16,355 
Irving city, TX ......................................................... 216,290 
Jackson County, MI ................................................. 160,248 
Jackson County, OR ................................................ 203,206 
Jacksonville city, FL ................................................. 821,784 
James City County, VA ............................................. 67,009 
Janesville city, WI .................................................... 63,575 
Jefferson City city, MO ............................................. 43,079 
Jefferson County, CO .............................................. 534,543 
Jefferson County, NY ............................................... 116,229 
Jefferson Parish, LA ................................................ 432,552 
Jerome city, ID ........................................................ 10,890 
Johnson City city, TN................................................ 63,152 
Johnson County, KS ................................................ 544,179 
Johnston city, IA ...................................................... 17,278 
Joplin city, MO ......................................................... 50,150 
Jupiter town, FL ....................................................... 55,156 
Kalamazoo city, MI ................................................... 74,262 
Kannapolis city, NC .................................................. 42,625 

Kansas City city, KS ................................................. 145,786 
Kansas City city, MO ................................................ 459,787 
Kearney city, NE ...................................................... 30,787 
Keizer city, OR ......................................................... 36,478 
Kenmore city, WA .................................................... 20,460 
Kennedale city, TX ..................................................... 6,763 
Kennett Square borough, PA ....................................... 6,072 
Kenosha city, WI ...................................................... 99,218 
Kent city, WA ........................................................... 92,411 
Kentwood city, MI .................................................... 48,707 
Kettering city, OH .................................................... 56,163 
Kirkland city, WA ...................................................... 48,787 
Kirkwood city, MO .................................................... 27,540 
Kissimmee city, FL ................................................... 59,682 
Kitsap County, WA .................................................. 251,133 
Knightdale town, NC ................................................ 11,401 
Knoxville city, TN .................................................... 178,874 
Kutztown borough, PA ................................................ 5,012 
La Mesa city, CA ...................................................... 57,065 
La Plata town, MD ...................................................... 8,753 
La Porte city, TX ...................................................... 33,800 
La Vista city, NE ....................................................... 15,758 
Lafayette city, CO .................................................... 24,453 
Laguna Beach city, CA .............................................. 22,723 
Laguna Hills city, CA ................................................. 30,344 
Laguna Niguel city, CA ............................................. 62,979 
Lake Oswego city, OR .............................................. 36,619 
Lake Zurich village, IL .............................................. 19,631 
Lakeville city, MN ..................................................... 55,954 
Lakewood city, CA .................................................... 80,048 
Lakewood city, CO .................................................. 142,980 
Lane County, OR ..................................................... 351,715 
Laramie city, WY ...................................................... 30,816 
Larimer County, CO ................................................. 299,630 
Las Cruces city, NM .................................................. 97,618 
Las Vegas city, NV .................................................. 583,756 
Lawrence city, KS..................................................... 87,643 
League City city, TX ................................................. 83,560 
Lebanon city, NH ..................................................... 13,151 
Lebanon city, OH ..................................................... 20,033 
Lee County, FL ........................................................ 618,754 
Lee's Summit city, MO .............................................. 91,364 
Lehi city, UT ............................................................ 47,407 
Lenexa city, KS ........................................................ 48,190 
Lewis County, NY ..................................................... 27,087 
Lewiston city, ID ...................................................... 31,894 
Lewiston city, ME ..................................................... 36,592 
Lewisville city, TX ..................................................... 95,290 
Lexington city, VA ...................................................... 7,042 
Lexington-Fayette urban county, KY ......................... 295,803 
Liberty city, MO ....................................................... 29,149 
Lincoln city, NE ....................................................... 258,379 
Lincolnwood village, IL ............................................. 12,590 
Lindsborg city, KS ...................................................... 3,458 
Little Rock city, AR .................................................. 193,524 
Littleton city, CO ...................................................... 41,737 
Livermore city, CA .................................................... 80,968 
Lodi city, CA ............................................................ 62,134 
Lompoc city, CA ....................................................... 42,434 
Lone Tree city, CO ................................................... 10,218 
Long Beach city, CA ................................................ 462,257 
Longmont city, CO ................................................... 86,270 
Longview city, TX ..................................................... 80,455 
Los Alamitos city, CA ................................................ 11,449 
Los Alamos County, NM ............................................ 17,950 
Los Angeles city, CA ............................................. 3,792,621 
Los Gatos town, CA .................................................. 29,413 
Louisa County, IA ..................................................... 11,387 
Louisville city, CO ..................................................... 18,376 
Loveland city, CO ..................................................... 66,859 
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Lower Merion township, PA ...................................... 57,825 
Lower Providence township, PA ................................ 25,436 
Lubbock city, TX ..................................................... 229,573 
Lufkin city, TX .......................................................... 35,067 
Lyme town, NH .......................................................... 1,716 
Lynchburg city, VA ................................................... 75,568 
Lynnwood city, WA .................................................. 35,836 
Lynwood city, CA ..................................................... 69,772 
Lyons village, IL ....................................................... 10,729 
Macon city, GA ......................................................... 91,351 
Madison city, WI ..................................................... 233,209 
Manchester town, CT ............................................... 58,241 
Manheim borough, PA ................................................ 4,858 
Mankato city, MN ..................................................... 39,309 
Maple Grove city, MN ............................................... 61,567 
Maple Valley city, WA ............................................... 22,684 
Maplewood city, MN ................................................. 38,018 
Marana town, AZ ..................................................... 34,961 
Maricopa County, AZ ............................................ 3,817,117 
Marin County, CA .................................................... 252,409 
Marion County, IA .................................................... 33,309 
Marion County, IN ................................................... 903,393 
Marquette County, WI .............................................. 15,404 
Maryland Heights city, MO ........................................ 27,472 
Marysville city, WA ................................................... 60,020 
Maryville city, MO..................................................... 11,972 
Matthews town, NC .................................................. 27,198 
Maui County, HI ...................................................... 154,834 
Mauldin city, SC ....................................................... 22,889 
Mayer city, MN ........................................................... 1,749 
McAllen city, TX ...................................................... 129,877 
McDonough city, GA ................................................. 22,084 
McKinney city, TX.................................................... 131,117 
McMinnville city, OR ................................................. 32,187 
Mecklenburg County, NC ......................................... 919,628 
Medford city, OR ...................................................... 74,907 
Medford Lakes borough, NJ ........................................ 4,146 
Medina city, MN ......................................................... 4,892 
Melbourne city, FL.................................................... 76,068 
Menlo Park city, CA .................................................. 32,026 
Mercer Island city, WA ............................................. 22,699 
Meridian charter township, MI .................................. 39,688 
Meridian city, ID ...................................................... 75,092 
Merriam city, KS....................................................... 11,003 
Merrill city, WI ........................................................... 9,661 
Mesa city, AZ .......................................................... 439,041 
Mesa County, CO .................................................... 146,723 
Miami Beach city, FL ................................................ 87,779 
Miami city, FL ......................................................... 399,457 
Miami-Dade County, FL ........................................ 2,496,435 
Midland city, MI ....................................................... 41,863 
Milford city, DE .......................................................... 9,559 
Milledgeville city, GA ................................................ 17,715 
Milton city, GA ......................................................... 32,661 
Milton city, WI ........................................................... 5,546 
Minneapolis city, MN ............................................... 382,578 
Minnetonka city, MN ................................................. 49,734 
Mission city, KS .......................................................... 9,323 
Mission Viejo city, CA ............................................... 93,305 
Missoula city, MT ..................................................... 66,788 
Missouri City city, TX ................................................ 67,358 
Modesto city, CA ..................................................... 201,165 
Monterey city, CA ..................................................... 27,810 
Montgomery County, MD ......................................... 971,777 
Montgomery County, VA ........................................... 94,392 
Montpelier city, VT ..................................................... 7,855 
Montrose city, CO .................................................... 19,132 
Monument town, CO .................................................. 5,530 
Mooresville town, NC ................................................ 32,711 
Morgan Hill city, CA .................................................. 37,882 

Morgantown city, WV ............................................... 29,660 
Morristown city, TN .................................................. 29,137 
Morrisville town, NC ................................................. 18,576 
Moscow city, ID ....................................................... 23,800 
Mount Pleasant city, TX ............................................ 15,564 
Mountain View city, CA ............................................. 74,066 
Mountain Village town, CO .......................................... 1,320 
Mountlake Terrace city, WA ...................................... 19,909 
Multnomah County, OR ........................................... 735,334 
Munster town, IN ..................................................... 23,603 
Muscatine city, IA .................................................... 22,886 
Muskegon city, MI .................................................... 38,401 
Myrtle Beach city, SC................................................ 27,109 
Nacogdoches city, TX ............................................... 32,996 
Naperville city, IL .................................................... 141,853 
Nashville-Davidson metropolitan government (balanc 601,222 
Needham CDP, MA ................................................... 28,886 
New Braunfels city, TX ............................................. 57,740 
New Brighton city, MN .............................................. 21,456 
New Hanover County, NC ........................................ 202,667 
New London city, CT ................................................ 27,620 
New Orleans city, LA ............................................... 343,829 
New Smyrna Beach city, FL ...................................... 22,464 
New York city, NY ................................................ 8,175,133 
Newberg city, OR ..................................................... 22,068 
Newport Beach city, CA ............................................ 85,186 
Newport city, RI ....................................................... 24,672 
Newport News city, VA ............................................ 180,719 
Newton city, IA ........................................................ 15,254 
Noblesville city, IN ................................................... 51,969 
Nogales city, AZ ....................................................... 20,837 
Norfolk city, VA ....................................................... 242,803 
Normal town, IL ....................................................... 52,497 
Norman city, OK ..................................................... 110,925 
North Branch city, MN .............................................. 10,125 
North Las Vegas city, NV ......................................... 216,961 
North Palm Beach village, FL .................................... 12,015 
North Port city, FL .................................................... 57,357 
Northampton County, VA .......................................... 12,389 
Northglenn city, CO .................................................. 35,789 
Norton Shores city, MI.............................................. 23,994 
Novato city, CA ........................................................ 51,904 
Novi city, MI ............................................................ 55,224 
O'Fallon city, IL ........................................................ 28,281 
O'Fallon city, MO ...................................................... 79,329 
Oak Park village, IL .................................................. 51,878 
Oak Ridge city, TN ................................................... 29,330 
Oakland charter township, MI ................................... 16,779 
Oakland Park city, FL ............................................... 41,363 
Oakley city, CA ........................................................ 35,432 
Ocala city, FL ........................................................... 56,315 
Ocean City town, MD.................................................. 7,102 
Ocean Shores city, WA ............................................... 5,569 
Oceanside city, CA .................................................. 167,086 
Ocoee city, FL .......................................................... 35,579 
Ogden city, UT ......................................................... 82,825 
Ogdensburg city, NY ................................................ 11,128 
Oklahoma City city, OK ............................................ 579,999 
Olathe city, KS ........................................................ 125,872 
Old Town city, ME ...................................................... 7,840 
Oldsmar city, FL ....................................................... 13,591 
Olmsted County, MN ............................................... 144,248 
Olympia city, WA ..................................................... 46,478 
Orange County, FL ............................................... 1,145,956 
Orange village, OH ..................................................... 3,323 
Orland Park village, IL .............................................. 56,767 
Orlando city, FL ...................................................... 238,300 
Orleans Parish, LA ................................................... 343,829 
Oshkosh city, WI ...................................................... 66,083 
Otsego County, MI ................................................... 24,164 
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Ottawa County, MI .................................................. 263,801 
Overland Park city, KS ............................................. 173,372 
Oviedo city, FL ......................................................... 33,342 
Oxnard city, CA ....................................................... 197,899 
Ozaukee County, WI ................................................ 86,395 
Paducah city, KY ...................................................... 25,024 
Palatine village, IL .................................................... 68,557 
Palm Bay city, FL .................................................... 103,190 
Palm Beach County, FL ......................................... 1,320,134 
Palm Beach Gardens city, FL ..................................... 48,452 
Palm Beach town, FL .................................................. 8,348 
Palm Coast city, FL ................................................... 75,180 
Palm Springs city, CA ............................................... 44,552 
Palo Alto city, CA ..................................................... 64,403 
Panama City city, FL ................................................. 36,484 
Papillion city, NE ...................................................... 18,894 
Park City city, UT ....................................................... 7,558 
Park Ridge city, IL .................................................... 37,480 
Parker town, CO ...................................................... 45,297 
Parkland city, FL ...................................................... 23,962 
Pasadena city, CA ................................................... 137,122 
Pasadena city, TX ................................................... 149,043 
Pascagoula city, MS.................................................. 22,392 
Pasco city, WA ......................................................... 59,781 
Pasco County, FL .................................................... 464,697 
Peachtree City city, GA ............................................. 34,364 
Pearland city, TX ...................................................... 91,252 
Peoria city, AZ ........................................................ 154,065 
Peoria city, IL ......................................................... 115,007 
Peoria County, IL .................................................... 186,494 
Peters township, PA ................................................. 21,213 
Petoskey city, MI ....................................................... 5,670 
Pflugerville city, TX .................................................. 46,936 
Phenix City city, AL .................................................. 32,822 
Philadelphia city, PA ............................................. 1,526,006 
Phoenix city, AZ ................................................... 1,445,632 
Pickens County, SC ................................................. 119,224 
Pinal County, AZ ..................................................... 375,770 
Pinehurst village, NC ................................................ 13,124 
Pinellas County, FL .................................................. 916,542 
Pinellas Park city, FL ................................................ 49,079 
Piqua city, OH .......................................................... 20,522 
Pitkin County, CO ..................................................... 17,148 
Plano city, TX ......................................................... 259,841 
Platte City city, MO..................................................... 4,691 
Platte County, MO .................................................... 89,322 
Pleasanton city, CA .................................................. 70,285 
Plymouth city, MN .................................................... 70,576 
Pocatello city, ID ...................................................... 54,255 
Polk County, FL ....................................................... 602,095 
Polk County, IA ....................................................... 430,640 
Polk County, MN ...................................................... 31,600 
Pomona city, CA ..................................................... 149,058 
Port Huron city, MI ................................................... 30,184 
Port Orange city, FL ................................................. 56,048 
Port St. Lucie city, FL .............................................. 164,603 
Portland city, OR ..................................................... 583,776 
Post Falls city, ID ..................................................... 27,574 
Poway city, CA ......................................................... 47,811 
Prescott Valley town, AZ ........................................... 38,822 
Prince William County, VA........................................ 402,002 
Prior Lake city, MN ................................................... 22,796 
Provo city, UT ......................................................... 112,488 
Pueblo city, CO ....................................................... 106,595 
Purcellville town, VA ................................................... 7,727 
Queen Creek town, AZ ............................................. 26,361 
Radford city, VA ....................................................... 16,408 
Radnor township, PA ................................................ 31,531 
Ramsey city, MN ...................................................... 23,668 
Rancho Cordova city, CA .......................................... 64,776 

Rapid City city, SD ................................................... 67,956 
Raymore city, MO .................................................... 19,206 
Redding city, CA ...................................................... 89,861 
Redmond city, WA ................................................... 54,144 
Rehoboth Beach city, DE ............................................ 1,327 
Reno city, NV .......................................................... 225,221 
Renton city, WA ....................................................... 90,927 
Reston CDP, VA ....................................................... 58,404 
Richfield city, MN ..................................................... 35,228 
Richland city, WA ..................................................... 48,058 
Richmond city, CA ................................................... 103,701 
Richmond city, VA ................................................... 204,214 
Richmond Heights city, MO ......................................... 8,603 
Ridgecrest city, CA ................................................... 27,616 
Rifle city, CO .............................................................. 9,172 
Rio Rancho city, NM ................................................. 87,521 
River Falls city, WI ................................................... 15,000 
Riverdale city, UT ....................................................... 8,426 
Riverside city, CA .................................................... 303,871 
Riverside city, MO ...................................................... 2,937 
Riverside village, IL .................................................... 8,875 
Roanoke city, VA ...................................................... 97,032 
Roanoke County, VA ................................................ 92,376 
Rochester city, MI .................................................... 12,711 
Rochester city, NY ................................................... 210,565 
Rochester Hills city, MI ............................................. 70,995 
Rock Hill city, SC ...................................................... 66,154 
Rockford city, IL ..................................................... 152,871 
Rockville city, MD ..................................................... 61,209 
Rocky Mount city, NC ............................................... 57,477 
Roeland Park city, KS ................................................. 6,731 
Rogers city, MN ......................................................... 8,597 
Rolla city, MO .......................................................... 19,559 
Roselle village, IL ..................................................... 22,763 
Roseville city, MN ..................................................... 33,660 
Roswell city, GA ....................................................... 88,346 
Round Rock city, TX ................................................. 99,887 
Rowlett city, TX ....................................................... 56,199 
Royal Oak city, MI .................................................... 57,236 
Rye city, NY ............................................................. 15,720 
Saco city, ME ........................................................... 18,482 
Sacramento County, CA ........................................ 1,418,788 
Safford city, AZ .......................................................... 9,566 
Sahuarita town, AZ .................................................. 25,259 
Salem town, NH ....................................................... 28,776 
Salida city, CO ........................................................... 5,236 
Salina city, KS .......................................................... 47,707 
Salt Lake City city, UT ............................................. 186,440 
Sammamish city, WA ............................................... 45,780 
San Anselmo town, CA ............................................. 12,336 
San Antonio city, TX ............................................. 1,327,407 
San Bernardino County, CA ................................... 2,035,210 
San Carlos city, CA ................................................... 28,406 
San Diego city, CA ............................................... 1,307,402 
San Francisco city, CA ............................................. 805,235 
San Jose city, CA .................................................... 945,942 
San Juan County, NM .............................................. 130,044 
San Luis Obispo County, CA ..................................... 269,637 
San Marcos city, CA ................................................. 83,781 
San Marcos city, TX .................................................. 44,894 
San Mateo city, CA ................................................... 97,207 
San Rafael city, CA ................................................... 57,713 
San Ramon city, CA .................................................. 72,148 
Sandusky city, OH .................................................... 25,793 
Sandy city, UT ......................................................... 87,461 
Sandy Springs city, GA ............................................. 93,853 
Sanford city, FL ........................................................ 53,570 
Sangamon County, IL .............................................. 197,465 
Santa Barbara County, CA ....................................... 423,895 
Santa Clarita city, CA ............................................... 176,320 
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Santa Fe County, NM .............................................. 144,170 
Santa Monica city, CA ............................................... 89,736 
Santa Rosa city, CA ................................................. 167,815 
Sarasota city, FL ...................................................... 51,917 
Sarasota County, FL ................................................ 379,448 
Sault Ste. Marie city, MI ........................................... 14,144 
Savage city, MN ....................................................... 26,911 
Savannah city, GA ................................................... 136,286 
Scarborough CDP, ME ................................................ 4,403 
Schaumburg village, IL ............................................. 74,227 
Scott County, MN .................................................... 129,928 
Scottsdale city, AZ .................................................. 217,385 
Seaside city, CA ....................................................... 33,025 
SeaTac city, WA ....................................................... 26,909 
Seattle city, WA ...................................................... 608,660 
Sedona city, AZ ........................................................ 10,031 
Seminole city, FL ...................................................... 17,233 
Sevierville city, TN ................................................... 14,807 
Shaker Heights city, OH ............................................ 28,448 
Sheboygan city, WI .................................................. 49,288 
Sheldahl city, IA ............................................................ 319 
Shenandoah city, TX .................................................. 2,134 
Sherman village, IL .................................................... 4,148 
Shoreview city, MN .................................................. 25,043 
Shorewood city, MN ................................................... 7,307 
Shorewood village, IL ............................................... 15,615 
Shorewood village, WI ............................................. 13,162 
Shrewsbury town, MA .............................................. 35,608 
Siloam Springs city, AR ............................................. 15,039 
Silverthorne town, CO ................................................ 3,887 
Simi Valley city, CA ................................................. 124,237 
Sioux Center city, IA .................................................. 7,048 
Sioux Falls city, SD .................................................. 153,888 
Skokie village, IL ...................................................... 64,784 
Slater city, IA ............................................................. 1,489 
Smyrna city, GA ....................................................... 51,271 
Snellville city, GA ..................................................... 18,242 
Snoqualmie city, WA ................................................ 10,670 
Solana Beach city, CA ............................................... 12,867 
South Daytona city, FL ............................................. 12,252 
South Gate city, CA .................................................. 94,396 
South Haven city, MI .................................................. 4,403 
South Kingstown town, RI ........................................ 30,639 
South Lake Tahoe city, CA ........................................ 21,403 
South Portland city, ME ............................................ 25,002 
Southborough town, MA ............................................. 9,767 
Southlake city, TX .................................................... 26,575 
Sparks city, NV ........................................................ 90,264 
Spokane Valley city, WA ........................................... 89,755 
Spotsylvania County, VA .......................................... 122,397 
Spring Hill city, KS ...................................................... 5,437 
Springboro city, OH .................................................. 17,409 
Springfield city, MO ................................................. 159,498 
Springfield city, OH .................................................. 60,608 
Springfield city, OR .................................................. 59,403 
Springville city, UT ................................................... 29,466 
St. Charles city, IL .................................................... 32,974 
St. Clair Shores city, MI ............................................ 59,715 
St. Cloud city, FL ...................................................... 35,183 
St. Cloud city, MN .................................................... 65,842 
St. Joseph city, MO .................................................. 76,780 
St. Louis County, MN ............................................... 200,226 
St. Louis Park city, MN ............................................. 45,250 
St. Paul city, MN ..................................................... 285,068 
St. Peters city, MO ................................................... 52,575 
St. Petersburg city, FL ............................................. 244,769 
Stafford County, VA ................................................ 128,961 
Stallings town, NC .................................................... 13,831 
Starkville city, MS ..................................................... 23,888 
State College borough, PA ........................................ 42,034 

Staunton city, VA ..................................................... 23,746 
Steamboat Springs city, CO ...................................... 12,088 
Sterling city, CO ....................................................... 14,777 
Sterling Heights city, MI .......................................... 129,699 
Stillwater city, OK .................................................... 45,688 
Stockton city, CA ..................................................... 291,707 
Streamwood village, IL ............................................. 39,858 
Suamico village, WI.................................................. 11,346 
Sugar Grove village, IL ............................................... 8,997 
Sugar Land city, TX .................................................. 78,817 
Summit city, NJ ........................................................ 21,457 
Summit County, UT .................................................. 36,324 
Sunnyvale city, CA .................................................. 140,081 
Superior city, WI ...................................................... 27,244 
Surprise city, AZ...................................................... 117,517 
Suwanee city, GA ..................................................... 15,355 
Tacoma city, WA ..................................................... 198,397 
Takoma Park city, MD .............................................. 16,715 
Tallahassee city, FL ................................................. 181,376 
Tamarac city, FL ...................................................... 60,427 
Taos town, NM .......................................................... 5,716 
Temecula city, CA ................................................... 100,097 
Temple city, TX ........................................................ 66,102 
Teton County, WY .................................................... 21,294 
The Colony city, TX .................................................. 36,328 
The Woodlands CDP, TX ........................................... 93,847 
Thornton city, CO.................................................... 118,772 
Thousand Oaks city, CA ........................................... 126,683 
Tillamook County, OR ............................................... 25,250 
Titusville city, FL ...................................................... 43,761 
Tomball city, TX ....................................................... 10,753 
Torrance city, CA .................................................... 145,438 
Tracy city, CA .......................................................... 82,922 
Troy city, MI ............................................................ 80,980 
Tualatin city, OR ...................................................... 26,054 
Tucson city, AZ ....................................................... 520,116 
Tulsa city, OK ......................................................... 391,906 
Tuskegee city, AL ....................................................... 9,865 
Twin Falls city, ID .................................................... 44,125 
Tyler city, TX ........................................................... 96,900 
Umatilla city, OR ........................................................ 6,906 
University Place city, WA .......................................... 31,144 
Upper Arlington city, OH ........................................... 33,771 
Upper Merion township, PA ....................................... 28,395 
Urbana city, IL ......................................................... 41,250 
Urbandale city, IA .................................................... 39,463 
Vail town, CO ............................................................. 5,305 
Valdez city, AK ........................................................... 3,976 
Vancouver city, WA ................................................. 161,791 
Ventura CCD, CA ..................................................... 111,889 
Vernon town, CT ...................................................... 29,179 
Vestavia Hills city, AL ............................................... 34,033 
Victoria city, TX........................................................ 62,592 
Virginia Beach city, VA............................................. 437,994 
Visalia city, CA ........................................................ 124,442 
Volusia County, FL .................................................. 494,593 
Wahpeton city, ND ..................................................... 7,766 
Wake Forest town, NC .............................................. 30,117 
Walla Walla city, WA ................................................ 31,731 
Walnut Creek city, CA ............................................... 64,173 
Walton County, FL ................................................... 55,043 
Washington city, UT ................................................. 18,761 
Washington County, MN .......................................... 238,136 
Washoe County, NV ................................................ 421,407 
Watauga city, TX ..................................................... 23,497 
Watertown city, NY .................................................. 27,023 
Waukee city, IA ....................................................... 13,790 
Wausau city, WI ...................................................... 39,106 
Wauwatosa city, WI ................................................. 46,396 
Waverly city, IA ......................................................... 9,874 
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Weddington town, NC ................................................ 9,459 
Wentzville city, MO................................................... 29,070 
West Carrollton city, OH ........................................... 13,143 
West Chester borough, PA ........................................ 18,461 
West Des Moines city, IA .......................................... 56,609 
West Hartford CDP, CT ............................................. 63,268 
West Richland city, WA............................................. 11,811 
West Valley City city, UT .......................................... 129,480 
Westerville city, OH .................................................. 36,120 
Westlake town, TX ........................................................ 992 
Westminster city, CO ............................................... 106,114 
Weston town, MA ..................................................... 11,261 
Wethersfield CDP, CT ............................................... 26,668 
Wheat Ridge city, CO ............................................... 30,166 
White House city, TN ............................................... 10,255 
Whitewater city, WI ................................................. 14,390 
Whitewater township, MI ............................................ 2,597 
Wichita city, KS ....................................................... 382,368 
Williamsburg city, VA................................................ 14,068 
Willingboro township, NJ .......................................... 31,629 
Wilmette village, IL .................................................. 27,087 
Wilmington city, IL ..................................................... 5,724 
Wilmington city, NC ................................................. 106,476 
Wilsonville city, OR................................................... 19,509 

Winchester city, VA .................................................. 26,203 
Wind Point village, WI ................................................ 1,723 
Windsor town, CO .................................................... 18,644 
Windsor town, CT .................................................... 29,044 
Winnebago County, WI ........................................... 166,994 
Winnetka village, IL ................................................. 12,187 
Winston-Salem city, NC ........................................... 229,617 
Winter Garden city, FL .............................................. 34,568 
Winter Park city, FL .................................................. 27,852 
Woodbury city, MN................................................... 61,961 
Woodinville city, WA ................................................. 10,938 
Woodland city, CA .................................................... 55,468 
Woodland city, WA ..................................................... 5,509 
Woodridge village, IL ............................................... 32,971 
Worcester city, MA .................................................. 181,045 
Wrentham town, MA ................................................ 10,955 
Wyandotte city, MI ................................................... 25,883 
Yakima city, WA ....................................................... 91,067 
Yellowstone County, MT .......................................... 147,972 
York County, SC ...................................................... 226,073 
York County, VA....................................................... 65,464 
Yuba City city, CA .................................................... 64,925 
Yuma city, AZ .......................................................... 93,064 
Yuma County, AZ .................................................... 195,751
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West Coast Benchmark Comparisons 

Table 73: Community Characteristics General 
 Percent positive Rank Number of communities in comparison Comparison to benchmark 

The overall quality of life in Tracy 68% 56 85 Similar 

Overall image or reputation of Tracy 50% 30 46 Similar 

Tracy as a place to live 80% 44 76 Similar 

Your neighborhood as a place to live 77% 36 59 Similar 

Tracy as a place to raise children 78% 31 61 Similar 

Tracy as a place to retire 62% 30 57 Similar 

Overall appearance of Tracy 54% 34 57 Similar 

 

Table 74: Community Characteristics by Facet 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Safety 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy 62% 24 33 Similar 

In your neighborhood during the day 82% 57 69 Similar 

In Tracy's downtown/commercial area during the 
day 82% 43 61 Similar 

Mobility 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually 
have to visit 72% 8 15 Similar 

Availability of paths and walking trails 53% 32 38 Lower 

Ease of walking in Tracy 66% 26 52 Similar 

Ease of travel by bicycle in Tracy 51% 35 53 Similar 

Ease of travel by public transportation in Tracy 47% 17 25 Similar 

Ease of travel by car in Tracy 73% 12 55 Higher 

Traffic flow on major streets 61% 8 53 Higher 

Natural 
Environment 

Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy 57% 30 40 Lower 

Cleanliness of Tracy 50% 29 39 Lower 

Air quality 45% 36 42 Lower 

Built 
Environment 

Overall "built environment" of Tracy (including 
overall design, buildings, parks and transportation 

systems) 56% 8 15 Similar 

Overall quality of new development in Tracy 42% 34 42 Similar 

Availability of affordable quality housing 37% 27 63 Similar 

Variety of housing options 43% 26 36 Similar 

Public places where people want to spend time 43% 12 15 Lower 

Economy 

Overall economic health of Tracy 39% 12 15 Lower 

Vibrant downtown/commercial area 22% 11 15 Lower 

Overall quality of business and service 
establishments in Tracy 41% 30 39 Similar 

Cost of living in Tracy 36% 11 16 Similar 

Shopping opportunities 33% 45 60 Similar 

Employment opportunities 18% 41 57 Similar 

Tracy as a place to visit 33% 15 16 Much lower 

Tracy as a place to work 38% 44 50 Lower 

Recreation and 
Wellness 

Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy 53% 11 15 Similar 

Availability of preventive health services 51% 18 34 Similar 

Availability of affordable quality health care 47% 18 44 Similar 

Availability of affordable quality food 53% 26 37 Similar 

Recreational opportunities 31% 48 56 Lower 

Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes 
and paths or trails, etc.) 51% 13 15 Lower 

Education and 
Enrichment 

Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 36% 14 15 Much lower 

Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music 
activities 36% 43 59 Similar 
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Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Adult educational opportunities 37% 14 15 Lower 

Community 
Engagement 

Opportunities to participate in social events and 
activities 41% 26 37 Similar 

Neighborliness of Tracy 51% 9 15 Similar 

Openness and acceptance of the community 
toward people of diverse backgrounds 61% 26 51 Similar 

Opportunities to participate in community matters 44% 31 39 Similar 

Opportunities to volunteer 48% 33 39 Lower 

 

Table 75: Governance General 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of communities in 
comparison 

Comparison to 
benchmark 

Services provided by the City of Tracy 67% 59 94 Similar 

Overall customer service by Tracy employees (police, 
receptionists, planners, etc.) 58% 54 60 Lower 

Value of services for the taxes paid to Tracy 39% 43 57 Similar 

Overall direction that Tracy is taking 43% 46 62 Similar 

Job Tracy government does at welcoming citizen 
involvement 49% 27 58 Similar 

Overall confidence in Tracy government 41% 8 15 Similar 

Generally acting in the best interest of the community 39% 10 15 Similar 

Being honest 43% 9 15 Similar 

Treating all residents fairly 43% 9 15 Similar 

Services provided by the Federal Government 46% 11 51 Similar 

 

Table 76: Governance by Facet 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Safety 

Police/Sheriff services 70% 74 98 Similar 

Fire services 90% 47 61 Similar 

Ambulance or emergency medical services 83% 59 65 Similar 

Crime prevention 48% 47 62 Similar 

Fire prevention and education 66% 37 51 Similar 

Animal control 43% 52 66 Similar 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare 
the community for natural disasters or other 

emergency situations) 31% 45 50 Lower 

Mobility 

Traffic enforcement 59% 42 65 Similar 

Street repair 44% 55 94 Similar 

Street cleaning 57% 50 70 Similar 

Street lighting 52% 43 65 Similar 

Sidewalk maintenance 51% 32 60 Similar 

Traffic signal timing 56% 14 53 Similar 

Bus or transit services 56% 38 54 Similar 

Natural 
Environment 

Garbage collection 78% 50 67 Similar 

Recycling 83% 30 54 Similar 

Yard waste pick-up 81% 19 40 Similar 

Drinking water 44% 57 61 Much lower 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, 
farmlands and greenbelts 36% 40 44 Lower 

Tracy open space 36% 13 16 Lower 

Built 
Environment 

Storm drainage 68% 25 57 Similar 

Sewer services 64% 45 51 Similar 

Power (electric and/or gas) utility 74% 19 25 Similar 
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Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Utility billing 67% 12 18 Similar 

Land use, planning and zoning 35% 38 63 Similar 

Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, 
etc.) 29% 54 69 Similar 

Cable television 53% 23 38 Similar 

Economy Economic development 31% 34 59 Similar 

Recreation and 
Wellness 

City parks 65% 48 59 Similar 

Recreation programs or classes 49% 62 72 Lower 

Recreation centers or facilities 48% 36 46 Lower 

Education and 
Enrichment 

City-sponsored special events 43% 9 14 Similar 

Public library services 63% 68 73 Lower 

Community 
Engagement Public information services 52% 37 53 Similar 

 

Table 77: Participation General 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of communities in 
comparison 

Comparison to 
benchmark 

Sense of community 49% 34 56 Similar 

Recommend living in Tracy to someone who asks 82% 26 41 Similar 

Remain in Tracy for the next five years 86% 15 41 Similar 

Contacted Tracy (in-person, phone, email or web) for 
help or information 52% 14 50 Similar 

 

Table 78: Participation by Facet 

 
Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Safety 

Stocked supplies in preparation for an 
emergency 31% 12 14 Similar 

Did NOT report a crime to the police 73% 10 15 Similar 

Household member was NOT a victim of a 
crime 85% 25 50 Similar 

Mobility 

Used bus, rail, subway or other public 
transportation instead of driving 20% 14 15 Lower 

Carpooled with other adults or children 
instead of driving alone 45% 13 15 Similar 

Walked or biked instead of driving 56% 11 15 Lower 

Natural 
Environment 

Made efforts to conserve water 98% 2 14 Similar 

Made efforts to make your home more energy 
efficient 88% 1 14 Similar 

Recycle at home 96% 16 47 Similar 

Built Environment 

Did NOT observe a code violation or other 
hazard in Tracy 44% 13 15 Similar 

NOT experiencing housing costs stress 48% 37 38 Lower 

Economy 

Purchase goods or services from a business 
located in Tracy 99% 3 15 Similar 

Economy will have positive impact on income 38% 2 48 Higher 

Work inside boundaries of Tracy 32% 10 15 Similar 

Recreation and 
Wellness 

Used Tracy recreation centers or their services 42% 35 41 Lower 

Visited a neighborhood park or City park 85% 33 48 Similar 

Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables 
a day 94% 1 15 Similar 

Participate in moderate or vigorous physical 
activity 83% 10 15 Similar 

In very good to excellent health 58% 10 15 Similar 
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Percent 
positive Rank 

Number of 
communities in 

comparison 
Comparison to 

benchmark 

Education and 
Enrichment 

Used Tracy public libraries or their services 55% 41 45 Lower 

Attended City-sponsored event 41% 11 15 Similar 

Community 
Engagement 

Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause 
or candidate 12% 13 14 Lower 

Contacted Tracy elected officials (in-person, 
phone, email or web) to express your opinion 8% 15 15 Similar 

Volunteered your time to some group/activity 
in Tracy 33% 37 49 Similar 

Participated in a club 20% 27 36 Similar 

Talked to or visited with your immediate 
neighbors 86% 12 15 Similar 

Done a favor for a neighbor 81% 6 15 Similar 

Attended a local public meeting  14% 45 49 Similar 

Watched (online or on television) a local 
public meeting 23% 33 45 Lower 

Read or watch local news (via television, 
paper, computer, etc.) 84% 11 15 Similar 

Vote in local elections 79% 27 50 Similar 

 
 

Communities included in West Coast comparisons 
The communities included in Tracy’s West Coast comparisons are listed below along with their population 
according to the 2010 Census. 

Agoura Hills city, CA ................................................. 20,330 
Airway Heights city, WA ............................................. 6,114 
Albany city, OR ........................................................ 50,158 
Aliso Viejo city, CA ................................................... 47,823 
Antioch city, CA ...................................................... 102,372 
Apple Valley town, CA .............................................. 69,135 
Arcadia city, CA........................................................ 56,364 
Ashland city, OR ...................................................... 20,078 
Auburn city, WA ....................................................... 70,180 
Bainbridge Island city, WA ........................................ 23,025 
Bellevue city, WA .................................................... 122,363 
Bellflower city, CA .................................................... 76,616 
Bellingham city, WA ................................................. 80,885 
Bend city, OR........................................................... 76,639 
Benicia city, CA ........................................................ 26,997 
Bothell city, WA ....................................................... 33,505 
Brea city, CA ............................................................ 39,282 
Brisbane city, CA ........................................................ 4,282 
Burien city, WA ........................................................ 33,313 
Burlingame city, CA .................................................. 28,806 
Capitola city, CA ......................................................... 9,918 
Carlsbad city, CA ..................................................... 105,328 
Cerritos city, CA ....................................................... 49,041 
Chula Vista city, CA ................................................. 243,916 
Citrus Heights city, CA .............................................. 83,301 
Clackamas County, OR ............................................ 375,992 
Claremont city, CA ................................................... 34,926 
Clark County, WA .................................................... 425,363 
Clovis city, CA .......................................................... 95,631 
Concord city, CA ..................................................... 122,067 
Coronado city, CA .................................................... 18,912 
Corvallis city, OR ...................................................... 54,462 
Cupertino city, CA .................................................... 58,302 
Cypress city, CA ....................................................... 47,802 
Dallas city, OR ......................................................... 14,583 
Davis city, CA .......................................................... 65,622 

Del Mar city, CA ......................................................... 4,161 
Dublin city, CA ......................................................... 46,036 
Edmonds city, WA .................................................... 39,709 
El Cerrito city, CA ..................................................... 23,549 
El Dorado County, CA .............................................. 181,058 
Elk Grove city, CA ................................................... 153,015 
Encinitas city, CA ..................................................... 59,518 
Escondido city, CA................................................... 143,911 
Eugene city, OR ...................................................... 156,185 
Federal Way city, WA ............................................... 89,306 
Forest Grove city, OR ............................................... 21,083 
Fremont city, CA ..................................................... 214,089 
Galt city, CA............................................................. 23,647 
Garden Grove city, CA ............................................. 170,883 
Gig Harbor city, WA ................................................... 7,126 
Gilroy city, CA .......................................................... 48,821 
Grass Valley city, CA ................................................ 12,860 
Gresham city, OR .................................................... 105,594 
Hayward city, CA .................................................... 144,186 
Hercules city, CA ...................................................... 24,060 
Hermiston city, OR ................................................... 16,745 
Highland city, CA ..................................................... 53,104 
Hoquiam city, WA ...................................................... 8,726 
Jackson County, OR ................................................ 203,206 
Keizer city, OR ......................................................... 36,478 
Kenmore city, WA .................................................... 20,460 
Kent city, WA ........................................................... 92,411 
Kirkland city, WA ...................................................... 48,787 
Kitsap County, WA .................................................. 251,133 
La Mesa city, CA ...................................................... 57,065 
Laguna Beach city, CA .............................................. 22,723 
Laguna Hills city, CA ................................................. 30,344 
Laguna Niguel city, CA ............................................. 62,979 
Lake Oswego city, OR .............................................. 36,619 
Lakewood city, CA .................................................... 80,048 
Lane County, OR ..................................................... 351,715 
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Livermore city, CA .................................................... 80,968 
Lodi city, CA ............................................................ 62,134 
Lompoc city, CA ....................................................... 42,434 
Long Beach city, CA ................................................ 462,257 
Los Alamitos city, CA ................................................ 11,449 
Los Angeles city, CA ............................................. 3,792,621 
Los Gatos town, CA .................................................. 29,413 
Lynnwood city, WA .................................................. 35,836 
Lynwood city, CA ..................................................... 69,772 
Maple Valley city, WA ............................................... 22,684 
Marin County, CA .................................................... 252,409 
Marysville city, WA ................................................... 60,020 
McMinnville city, OR ................................................. 32,187 
Medford city, OR ...................................................... 74,907 
Menlo Park city, CA .................................................. 32,026 
Mercer Island city, WA ............................................. 22,699 
Mission Viejo city, CA ............................................... 93,305 
Modesto city, CA ..................................................... 201,165 
Monterey city, CA ..................................................... 27,810 
Morgan Hill city, CA .................................................. 37,882 
Mountain View city, CA ............................................. 74,066 
Mountlake Terrace city, WA ...................................... 19,909 
Multnomah County, OR ........................................... 735,334 
Newberg city, OR ..................................................... 22,068 
Newport Beach city, CA ............................................ 85,186 
Novato city, CA ........................................................ 51,904 
Oakley city, CA ........................................................ 35,432 
Ocean Shores city, WA ............................................... 5,569 
Oceanside city, CA .................................................. 167,086 
Olympia city, WA ..................................................... 46,478 
Oxnard city, CA ....................................................... 197,899 
Palm Springs city, CA ............................................... 44,552 
Palo Alto city, CA ..................................................... 64,403 
Pasadena city, CA ................................................... 137,122 
Pasco city, WA ......................................................... 59,781 
Pleasanton city, CA .................................................. 70,285 
Pomona city, CA ..................................................... 149,058 
Portland city, OR ..................................................... 583,776 
Poway city, CA ......................................................... 47,811 
Rancho Cordova city, CA .......................................... 64,776 
Redding city, CA ...................................................... 89,861 
Redmond city, WA ................................................... 54,144 
Renton city, WA ....................................................... 90,927 
Richland city, WA ..................................................... 48,058 
Richmond city, CA ................................................... 103,701 
Ridgecrest city, CA ................................................... 27,616 
Riverside city, CA .................................................... 303,871 
Sacramento County, CA ........................................ 1,418,788 
Sammamish city, WA ............................................... 45,780 

San Anselmo town, CA ............................................. 12,336 
San Bernardino County, CA ................................... 2,035,210 
San Carlos city, CA ................................................... 28,406 
San Diego city, CA ............................................... 1,307,402 
San Francisco city, CA ............................................. 805,235 
San Jose city, CA .................................................... 945,942 
San Luis Obispo County, CA ..................................... 269,637 
San Marcos city, CA ................................................. 83,781 
San Mateo city, CA ................................................... 97,207 
San Rafael city, CA ................................................... 57,713 
San Ramon city, CA .................................................. 72,148 
Santa Barbara County, CA ....................................... 423,895 
Santa Clarita city, CA ............................................... 176,320 
Santa Monica city, CA ............................................... 89,736 
Santa Rosa city, CA ................................................. 167,815 
Seaside city, CA ....................................................... 33,025 
SeaTac city, WA ....................................................... 26,909 
Seattle city, WA ...................................................... 608,660 
Simi Valley city, CA ................................................. 124,237 
Snoqualmie city, WA ................................................ 10,670 
Solana Beach city, CA ............................................... 12,867 
South Gate city, CA .................................................. 94,396 
South Lake Tahoe city, CA ........................................ 21,403 
Spokane Valley city, WA ........................................... 89,755 
Springfield city, OR .................................................. 59,403 
Stockton city, CA ..................................................... 291,707 
Sunnyvale city, CA .................................................. 140,081 
Tacoma city, WA ..................................................... 198,397 
Temecula city, CA ................................................... 100,097 
Thousand Oaks city, CA ........................................... 126,683 
Tillamook County, OR ............................................... 25,250 
Torrance city, CA .................................................... 145,438 
Tracy city, CA .......................................................... 82,922 
Tualatin city, OR ...................................................... 26,054 
Umatilla city, OR ........................................................ 6,906 
University Place city, WA .......................................... 31,144 
Vancouver city, WA ................................................. 161,791 
Ventura CCD, CA ..................................................... 111,889 
Visalia city, CA ........................................................ 124,442 
Walla Walla city, WA ................................................ 31,731 
Walnut Creek city, CA ............................................... 64,173 
West Richland city, WA............................................. 11,811 
Wilsonville city, OR................................................... 19,509 
Woodinville city, WA ................................................. 10,938 
Woodland city, CA .................................................... 55,468 
Woodland city, WA ..................................................... 5,509 
Yakima city, WA ....................................................... 91,067 
Yuba City city, CA .................................................... 64,925 
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Appendix C: Detailed Survey Methods 

The National Citizen Survey (The NCS™), conducted by National Research Center, Inc., was developed to provide 
communities an accurate, affordable and easy way to assess and interpret resident opinion about important local 
topics. Standardization of common questions and survey methods provide the rigor to assure valid results, and 
each community has enough flexibility to construct a customized version of The NCS. 

Results offer insight into residents’ perspectives about the community as a whole, including local amenities, 
services, public trust, resident participation and other aspects of the community in order to support budgeting, 
land use and strategic planning and communication with residents. Resident demographic characteristics permit 
comparison to the Census as well as comparison of results for different subgroups of residents. The City of Tracy 
funded this research.  

Survey Validity 

The question of survey validity has two parts: 1) how can a community be confident that the results from those 
who completed the questionnaire are representative of the results that would have been obtained had the survey 
been administered to the entire population? and 2) how closely do the perspectives recorded on the survey reflect 
what residents really believe or do? 

To answer the first question, the best survey research practices were used for the resources spent to ensure that 
the results from the survey respondents reflect the opinions of residents in the entire community. These practices 
include: 

 Using a mail-out/mail-back methodology, which typically gets a higher response rate than phone for the same 
dollars spent. A higher response rate lessens the worry that those who did not respond are different than those 
who did respond. 

 Selecting households at random within the community to receive the survey to ensure that the households 
selected to receive the survey are representative of the larger community. 

 Over-sampling multi-family housing units to improve response from hard-to-reach, lower income or younger 
apartment dwellers. 

 Selecting the respondent within the household using an unbiased sampling procedure; in this case, the 
“birthday method.” The cover letter included an instruction requesting that the respondent in the household 
be the adult (18 years old or older) who most recently had a birthday, irrespective of year of birth. 

 Contacting potential respondents three times to encourage response from people who may have different 
opinions or habits than those who would respond with only a single prompt. 

 Inviting response in a compelling manner (using appropriate letterhead/logos and a signature of a visible 
leader) to appeal to recipients’ sense of civic responsibility. 

 Providing a pre-addressed, postage-paid return envelope. 

 Offering the survey in Spanish or other language when requested by a given community. 

 Weighting the results to reflect the demographics of the population. 

The answer to the second question about how closely the perspectives recorded on the survey reflect what 
residents really believe or do is more complex. Resident responses to surveys are influenced by a variety of factors. 
For questions about service quality, residents’ expectations for service quality play a role as well as the “objective” 
quality of the service provided, the way the resident perceives the entire community (that is, the context in which 
the service is provided), the scale on which the resident is asked to record his or her opinion and, of course, the 
opinion, itself, that a resident holds about the service. Similarly a resident’s report of certain behaviors is colored 
by what he or she believes is the socially desirable response (e.g., reporting tolerant behaviors toward “oppressed 
groups,” likelihood of voting for a tax increase for services to poor people, use of alternative modes of travel to 
work besides the single occupancy vehicle), his or her memory of the actual behavior (if it is not a question 
speculating about future actions, like a vote), his or her confidence that he or she can be honest without suffering 
any negative consequences (thus the need for anonymity) as well as the actual behavior itself.  

How closely survey results come to recording the way a person really feels or behaves often is measured by the 
coincidence of reported behavior with observed current behavior (e.g., driving habits), reported intentions to 
behave with observed future behavior (e.g., voting choices) or reported opinions about current community quality 
with objective characteristics of the community (e.g., feelings of safety correlated with rates of crime). There is a 
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body of scientific literature that has investigated the relationship between reported behaviors and actual 
behaviors. Well-conducted surveys, by and large, do capture true respondent behaviors or intentions to act with 
great accuracy. Predictions of voting outcomes tend to be quite accurate using survey research, as do reported 
behaviors that are not about highly sensitive issues (e.g., family abuse or other illegal or morally sanctioned 
activities). For self-reports about highly sensitive issues, statistical adjustments can be made to correct for the 
respondents’ tendency to report what they think the “correct” response should be. 

Research on the correlation of resident opinion about service quality and “objective” ratings of service quality 
vary, with some showing stronger relationships than others. NRC’s own research has demonstrated that residents 
who report the lowest ratings of street repair live in communities with objectively worse street conditions than 
those who report high ratings of street repair (based on road quality, delay in street repair, number of road repair 
employees). Similarly, the lowest rated fire services appear to be “objectively” worse than the highest rated fire 
services (expenditures per capita, response time, “professional” status of firefighters, breadth of services and 
training provided). Resident opinion commonly reflects objective performance data but is an important measure 
on its own. NRC principals have written, “If you collect trash three times a day but residents think that your trash 
haul is lousy, you still have a problem.” 

Survey Sampling 

“Sampling” refers to the method by which households were chosen to receive the survey. All households within the 
City of Tracy were eligible to participate in the survey. A list of all households within the zip codes serving Tracy 
was purchased based on updated listings from the United States Postal Service. Since some of the zip codes that 
serve the City of Tracy households may also serve addresses that lie outside of the community, the exact 
geographic location of each housing unit was compared to community boundaries using the most current 
municipal boundary file (updated on a quarterly basis) and addresses located outside of the City of Tracy 
boundaries were removed from consideration.  Each address identified as being within City boundaries was 
further identified as being within one of four Quadrants. 

To choose the 1,200 survey recipients, a systematic sampling method was applied to the list of households 
previously screened for geographic location. Systematic sampling is a procedure whereby a complete list of all 
possible households  is culled, selecting every Nth one, giving each eligible household a known probability of 
selection, until the appropriate number of households is selected.  Multi-family housing units were over sampled 
as residents of this type of housing typically respond at lower rates to surveys than do those in single-family 
housing units. Figure 1 displays a map of the households selected to receive the survey. In general, because of the 
random sampling techniques used, the displayed sampling density will closely mirror the overall housing unit 
density (which may be different from the population density). While the theory of probability assumes no bias in 
selection, there may be some minor variations in practice (meaning, an area with only 15% of the housing units 
might be sampled at an actual rate that is slightly above or below that). 

An individual within each household was selected using the birthday method. The birthday method selects a 
person within the household by asking the “person whose birthday has most recently passed” to complete the 
questionnaire. The underlying assumption in this method is that day of birth has no relationship to the way people 
respond to surveys. This instruction was contained in the cover letter accompanying the questionnaire. 
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Figure 1: Location of Survey Recipients 

 

Survey Administration and Response 

Selected households received three mailings, one week apart, beginning on November 3rd, 2014. The first mailing 
was a prenotification postcard announcing the upcoming survey. The next mailing contained a letter from the City 
Manager inviting the household to participate, a questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope. The final 
mailing contained a reminder letter, another survey and a postage-paid return envelope. The second cover letter 
asked those who had not completed the survey to do so and those who had already done so to refrain from turning 
in another survey.  Respondents could also opt to take the survey online. Completed surveys were collected over 
the following eight weeks. 

About 3% of the 1,200 surveys mailed were returned because the housing unit was vacant or the postal service was 
unable to deliver the survey as addressed. Of the remaining 1,170 households that received the survey, 251 
completed the survey, providing an overall response rate of 21%; average response rates for a mailed resident 
survey range from 20% to 40%. Of the 251 completed surveys, 13 were completed online.  Additionally, responses 
were tracked by four areas; response rates by Quadrant ranged from 18% to 25%. 

Table 79: Survey Response Rates by Quadrant  

 
Number mailed Undeliverable Eligible Returned Response rate 

Northwest 273 3 270 67 25% 

Northeast 268 15 253 46 18% 

Southwest 347 2 345 72 21% 

Southeast 312 10 302 66 22% 

Overall 1,200 30 1,170 251 21% 
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Confidence Intervals 

It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” and 
accompanying “confidence interval” (or margin of error). A traditional level of confidence, and the one used here, 
is 95%. The 95% confidence interval can be any size and quantifies the sampling error or imprecision of the survey 
results because some residents’ opinions are relied on to estimate all residents’ opinions.1  

The margin of error for the City of Tracy survey is no greater than plus or minus six percentage points around any 
given percent reported for the entire sample (251 completed surveys).  

For subgroups of responses, the margin of error increases because the sample size for the subgroup is smaller. For 
subgroups of approximately 100 respondents, the margin of error is plus or minus 10 percentage points. 

Survey Processing (Data Entry) 

Upon receipt, completed surveys were assigned a unique identification number. Additionally, each survey was 
reviewed and “cleaned” as necessary. For example, a question may have asked a respondent to pick two items out 
of a list of five, but the respondent checked three; in this case, NRC would use protocols to randomly choose two 
of the three selected items for inclusion in the dataset. 

All surveys then were entered twice into an electronic dataset; any discrepancies were resolved in comparison to 
the original survey form. Range checks as well as other forms of quality control were also performed. 

Survey Data Weighting  

The demographic characteristics of the survey sample were compared to those found in the 2010 Census and 
American Community Survey estimates for adults in the City of Tracy. The primary objective of weighting survey 
data is to make the survey sample reflective of the larger population of the community. The characteristics used 
for weighting were housing tenure, housing unit type, race, ethnicity and sex and age. The results of the weighting 
scheme are presented in the following table. 

  

                                                           
1 A 95% confidence interval indicates that for every 100 random samples of this many residents, 95 of the confidence intervals created will 
include the “true” population response. This theory is applied in practice to mean that the “true” perspective of the target population lies 
within the confidence interval created for a single survey. For example, if 75% of residents rate a service as “excellent” or “good,” then the 
4% margin of error (for the 95% confidence interval) indicates that the range of likely responses for the entire community is between 71% 
and 79%. This source of uncertainty is called sampling error. In addition to sampling error, other sources of error may affect any survey, 
including the non-response of residents with opinions different from survey responders. Though standardized on The NCS, on other surveys, 
differences in question wording, order, translation and data entry, as examples, can lead to somewhat varying results. 
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Table 80: Tracy, CA 2014 Weighting Table 
Characteristic Population Norm Unweighted Data Weighted Data 

Housing       

Rent home 34% 22% 32% 

Own home 66% 78% 68% 

Detached unit 83% 89% 85% 

Attached unit 17% 11% 15% 

Race and Ethnicity       

White 55% 66% 54% 

Not white 45% 34% 46% 

Not Hispanic 67% 83% 68% 

Hispanic 33% 17% 32% 

Sex and Age       

Female 51% 55% 55% 

Male 49% 45% 45% 

18-34 years of age 32% 6% 25% 

35-54 years of age 46% 44% 49% 

55+ years of age 22% 50% 25% 

Females 18-34 16% 4% 17% 

Females 35-54 23% 23% 24% 

Females 55+ 12% 27% 14% 

Males 18-34 16% 2% 9% 

Males 35-54 23% 21% 25% 

Males 55+ 10% 23% 11% 

Quadrant       

Northwest 24% 27% 23% 

Northeast 20% 18% 24% 

Southwest 31% 29% 27% 

Southeast 25% 26% 26% 

Survey Data Analysis and Reporting 

The survey dataset was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). For the most part, 
the percentages presented in the reports represent the “percent positive.” The percent positive is the combination 
of the top two most positive response options (i.e., “excellent” and “good,” “very safe” and “somewhat safe,” 
“essential” and “very important,” etc.), or, in the case of resident behaviors/participation, the percent positive 
represents the proportion of respondents indicating “yes” or participating in an activity at least once a month. 

On many of the questions in the survey respondents may answer “don’t know.” The proportion of respondents 
giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix A. However, these responses have been 
removed from the analyses presented in the reports. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses 
from respondents who had an opinion about a specific item. 
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Appendix D: Survey Materials 

 
 



Dear Tracy Resident, 

 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 

 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey 

about your community. Your survey will arrive in a few days.  

 

Thank you for helping create a better city! 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Troy Brown 
City Manager 

Dear Tracy Resident, 

 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 

 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey 

about your community. Your survey will arrive in a few days.  

 

Thank you for helping create a better city! 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Troy Brown 
City Manager 

Dear Tracy Resident, 

 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 

 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey 

about your community. Your survey will arrive in a few days.  

 

Thank you for helping create a better city! 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Troy Brown 
City Manager 

Dear Tracy Resident, 

 

It won’t take much of your time to make a big difference! 

 

Your household has been randomly selected to participate in a survey 

about your community. Your survey will arrive in a few days.  

 

Thank you for helping create a better city! 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Troy Brown 
City Manager 
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November 2014 
 
 
Dear City of Tracy Resident: 
 
Please help us shape the future of Tracy! You have been selected at random to participate in the 
2014 Tracy Citizen Survey. 
 
Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed survey. Your participation in this survey is very 
important – especially since your household is one of only a small number of households being 
surveyed. Your feedback will help Tracy make decisions that affect our City. 
 
A few things to remember: 

 Your responses are completely anonymous. 

 In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 
household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 

 You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or 
you can complete the survey online at:  
 
www.n-r-c.com/survey/tracy.htm 

 
If you have any questions about the survey please call 209.831.6102. 
 
Thank you for your time and participation! 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Troy Brown 
City Manager 

 

City of Tracy 

333 Civic Center Plaza 

Tracy, CA 95376 
 

CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 

 

MAIN   209.831.6000 

FAX     209.831.6120 

www.ci.tracy.ca.us 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
November 2014 
 
 
Dear City of Tracy Resident: 
 
Here’s a second chance if you haven’t already responded to the 2014 Tracy Citizen Survey! (If 
you completed it and sent it back, we thank you for your time and ask you to 
recycle this survey. Please do not respond twice.)  
 
Please help us shape the future of Tracy! You have been selected at random to participate in the 
2014 Tracy Citizen Survey. 
 
Please take a few minutes to fill out the enclosed survey. Your participation in this survey is very 
important – especially since your household is one of only a small number of households being 
surveyed. Your feedback will help Tracy make decisions that affect our City. 
 
A few things to remember: 

 Your responses are completely anonymous. 

 In order to hear from a diverse group of residents, the adult 18 years or older in your 
household who most recently had a birthday should complete this survey. 

 You may return the survey by mail in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or 
you can complete the survey online at:  
 
www.n-r-c.com/survey/2014tracy.htm 

 
If you have any questions about the survey please call 209.831.6102. 
 
Thank you for your time and participation! 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Troy Brown 
City Manager 
 

City of Tracy 

333 Civic Center Plaza 

Tracy, CA 95376 
 

CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 

 

MAIN   209.831.6000 

FAX     209.831.6120 

www.ci.tracy.ca.us 
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Please complete this questionnaire if you are the adult (age 18 or older) in the household who most recently had a 
birthday. The adult’s year of birth does not matter. Please select the response (by circling the number or checking the box) 
that most closely represents your opinion for each question. Your responses are anonymous and will be reported in group 
form only. 

1. Please rate each of the following aspects of quality of life in Tracy: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Tracy as a place to live....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Your neighborhood as a place to live................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Tracy as a place to raise children ....................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Tracy as a place to work .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Tracy as a place to visit ...................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Tracy as a place to retire.................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
The overall quality of life in Tracy .................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy ....................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall “built environment” of Tracy (including overall design,  

buildings, parks and transportation systems) .................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy ...................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall economic health of Tracy ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sense of community ........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall image or reputation of Tracy ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Please indicate how likely or unlikely you are to do each of the following: 
 Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don’t 
 likely likely unlikely unlikely know 

Recommend living in Tracy to someone who asks ................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Remain in Tracy for the next five years ................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Please rate how safe or unsafe you feel: 
 Very Somewhat Neither safe Somewhat Very Don’t 

 safe safe nor unsafe unsafe unsafe know 

In your neighborhood during the day................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 
In Tracy’s downtown/commercial  
   area during the day ............................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Traffic flow on major streets .............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by car in Tracy ............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by public transportation in Tracy ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of travel by bicycle in Tracy ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Ease of walking in Tracy .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of paths and walking trails .............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Air quality .......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Cleanliness of Tracy........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall appearance of Tracy ............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Public places where people want to spend time ................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

Variety of housing options ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality housing .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Fitness opportunities (including exercise classes and paths or trails, etc.) .......... 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreational opportunities ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality food ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of affordable quality health care ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Availability of preventive health services ........................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
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6. Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Tracy as a whole: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Adult educational opportunities ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music activities ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Employment opportunities ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Shopping opportunities ...................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Cost of living in Tracy ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of business and service establishments in Tracy ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 

Vibrant downtown/commercial area ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall quality of new development in Tracy ................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities ................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to volunteer ................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Opportunities to participate in community matters .......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Openness and acceptance of the community toward people of  

diverse backgrounds ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Neighborliness of residents in Tracy .................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Please indicate whether or not you have done each of the following in the last 12 months. 
 No Yes 

Made efforts to conserve water ................................................................................................................................1 2 
Made efforts to make your home more energy efficient ..........................................................................................1 2 
Observed a code violation or other hazard in Tracy (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) ........................................1 2 
Household member was a victim of a crime in Tracy .............................................................................................1 2 
Reported a crime to the police in Tracy ..................................................................................................................1 2 
Stocked supplies in preparation for an emergency ..................................................................................................1 2 
Campaigned or advocated for an issue, cause or candidate ....................................................................................1 2 
Contacted the City of Tracy (in-person, phone, email or web) for help or information ..........................................1 2 
Contacted Tracy elected officials (in-person, phone, email or web) to express your opinion ..................................1 2 

8. In the last 12 months, about how many times, if at all, have you or other household members done each of the 
following in Tracy? 
 2 times a 2-4 times Once a month Not 

 week or more a month or less at all 

Used Tracy recreation centers or their services ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Visited a neighborhood park or City park ......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Used Tracy public libraries or their services ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 

Attended a City-sponsored event ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Used bus, rail, subway or other public transportation instead of driving........................... 1 2 3 4 
Carpooled with other adults or children instead of driving alone ...................................... 1 2 3 4 
Walked or biked instead of driving .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Volunteered your time to some group/activity in Tracy ................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Participated in a club ......................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Talked to or visited with your immediate neighbors ......................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Done a favor for a neighbor ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 

9. Thinking about local public meetings (of local elected officials like City Council or County Commissioners, 
advisory boards, town halls, HOA, neighborhood watch, etc.), in the last 12 months, about how many times, if 
at all, have you or other household members attended or watched a local public meeting? 
 2 times a 2-4 times Once a month Not 

 week or more a month or less at all 

Attended a local public meeting ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Watched (online or on television) a local public meeting ................................................... 1 2 3 4  
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10. Please rate the quality of each of the following services in Tracy: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

Police/Sheriff services ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Fire services ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Ambulance or emergency medical services ....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Crime prevention ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Fire prevention and education ........................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Traffic enforcement ........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Street repair ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Street cleaning ................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Street lighting ..................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sidewalk maintenance ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Traffic signal timing ........................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Bus or transit services ......................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Garbage collection ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Recycling ........................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Yard waste pick-up ............................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

Storm drainage .................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Drinking water ................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Sewer services .................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Power (electric and/or gas) utility ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Utility billing ...................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
City parks ........................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreation programs or classes .......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Recreation centers or facilities ........................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Land use, planning and zoning .......................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Code enforcement (weeds, abandoned buildings, etc.) ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Animal control ................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Economic development ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Public library services ........................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Public information services ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

Cable television .................................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

Emergency preparedness (services that prepare the community for  
natural disasters or other emergency situations) ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

Preservation of natural areas such as open space, farmlands and greenbelts ..... 1 2 3 4 5 
Tracy open space ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
City-sponsored special events ............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
Overall customer service by Tracy employees (police,  

receptionists, planners, etc.) .............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services provided by each of the following? 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

The City of Tracy .............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
The Federal Government .................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Please rate the following categories of Tracy government performance: 
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

The value of services for the taxes paid to Tracy ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
The overall direction that Tracy is taking .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

The job Tracy government does at welcoming citizen involvement ................. 1 2 3 4 5 

Overall confidence in Tracy government .......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Generally acting in the best interest of the community ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Being honest ....................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Treating all residents fairly ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 
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13. Please rate how important, if at all, you think it is for the Tracy community to focus on each of the following in 
the coming two years: 
  Very Somewhat Not at all 
 Essential important important important 

Overall feeling of safety in Tracy ....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Overall ease of getting to the places you usually have to visit ............................................ 1 2 3 4 
Quality of overall natural environment in Tracy ............................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Overall “built environment” of Tracy (including overall design,  

buildings, parks and transportation systems)  ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Health and wellness opportunities in Tracy ...................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment......................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Overall economic health of Tracy ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Sense of community ........................................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 

14. The City of Tracy has several facilities available to rent for special events such as meetings, parties and 
weddings. City rental facilities include parks and picnic areas, sports fields, the Civic Center, Community 

Center, Transit Station and the Aquatic Center. Please rate the availability of these City facilities for your 

rental needs: 
 Always available  
 Sometimes available  
 Almost never available  
 Not applicable/I have never rented City facilities  
 Don’t know/didn’t know City facilities were available to rent 

15. Please indicate how important, if at all, each of the following projects will be for the City to fund: 
  Very  Somewhat  Not at all Don’t 

 Essential important important important know 

Construct a field sports complex (baseball, softball,  
   football, soccer, etc.) ............................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Build a competition swimming pool ....................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Build a family aquatics center ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Renovate the senior center ..................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Renovate the community center ............................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. How much of a priority, if any, should each of the following be for the City to address in the next two to three 
years? 
 High Medium Not a Don’t 
 priority priority priority know 

Encourage job growth ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Redevelop downtown ........................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Maintain and improve streets and roads............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
Maintain a safe community ............................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 
Provide recreational and cultural opportunities ................................................................. 1 2 3 4 
Create regional education opportunities ............................................................................ 1 2 3 4 
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Our last questions are about you and your household. Again, all of your responses to this survey are 
completely anonymous and will be reported in group form only. 

D1. How often, if at all, do you do each of the following, considering all of the times you could? 
 Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

Recycle at home ............................................................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 
Purchase goods or services from a business located in Tracy ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Eat at least 5 portions of fruits and vegetables a day ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

Participate in moderate or vigorous physical activity ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Read or watch local news (via television, paper, computer, etc.) ................... 1 2 3 4 5 
Vote in local elections ..................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

D2. Would you say that in general your health is: 

 Excellent  Very good  Good  Fair  Poor 

D3. What impact, if any, do you think the economy will have on your family income in the next 6 months? Do you 

think the impact will be: 
 Very positive  Somewhat positive  Neutral  Somewhat negative  Very negative 

 

D4. What is your employment status? 

 Working full time for pay 
 Working part time for pay 
 Unemployed, looking for paid work 

 Unemployed, not looking for paid work 
 Fully retired 

D5. Do you work inside the boundaries of Tracy? 

 Yes, outside the home 
 Yes, from home 
 No 

D6. How many years have you lived in Tracy?  

 Less than 2 years  11-20 years 
 2-5 years  More than 20 years 
 6-10 years 

D7. Which best describes the building you live in? 
 One family house detached from any other houses 

 Building with two or more homes (duplex, townhome, 
apartment or condominium) 

 Mobile home 
 Other 

D8. Is this house, apartment or mobile home... 

 Rented 
 Owned 

D9. About how much is your monthly housing cost for 

the place you live (including rent, mortgage 
payment, property tax, property insurance and 
homeowners’ association (HOA) fees)? 
 Less than $300 per month 

 $300 to $599 per month 

 $600 to $999 per month 
 $1,000 to $1,499 per month 
 $1,500 to $2,499 per month 
 $2,500 or more per month 

D10. Do any children 17 or under live in your 

household? 
 No  Yes 

D11. Are you or any other members of your household 

aged 65 or older? 
 No  Yes 

D12. How much do you anticipate your household’s 

total income before taxes will be for the current 
year? (Please include in your total income money 
from all sources for all persons living in your 
household.) 
 Less than $25,000 

 $25,000 to $49,999 
 $50,000 to $99,999 
 $100,000 to $149,999 
 $150,000 or more 

Please respond to both questions D13 and D14: 

D13. Are you Spanish, Hispanic or Latino? 
 No, not Spanish, Hispanic or Latino 
 Yes, I consider myself to be Spanish, Hispanic 

or Latino 

D14. What is your race? (Mark one or more races 
to indicate what race you consider yourself  
to be.) 
 American Indian or Alaskan Native 

 Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander 
 Black or African American 
 White 
 Other  

D15. In which category is your age? 

 18-24 years  55-64 years 
 25-34 years  65-74 years 
 35-44 years  75 years or older 

 45-54 years 

D16. What is your sex? 

 Female  Male 

D17. Do you consider a cell phone or land line your 

primary telephone number? 
 Cell  Land line  Both  
 
 

Thank you for completing this survey. Please 
return the completed survey in the postage-paid 
envelope to: National Research Center, Inc.,  
PO Box 549, Belle Mead, NJ 08502 
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CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 

 



February 17, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 8.A 
 
REQUEST 

 
CONSIDER WHETHER AN ITEM TO DISCUSS IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
COMMUNICATION TOWERS SHOULD BE PLACED ON A FUTURE CITY COUNCIL 
AGENDA 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Determine whether an item to discuss implementation of the communication towers should 
be placed on a future Council agenda. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
At the City Council meeting held on January 20, 2015, Council Member Vargas requested 
Council consider a discussion item related to the implementation of the communication 
towers.  
  
The purpose of this agenda item is to provide an opportunity for Council to discuss 
whether staff time and City resources should be devoted to research, and to determine 
whether a discussion item related to the implementation of the communication towers 
should be placed on a future agenda. Approval of Council Member Vargas’ request 
would enable an agenda item to be brought back for discussion at a future Council 
meeting.   

 
STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
This agenda item is a routine operational item which does not relate to the Council’s 
strategic plans. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
It is recommended that the City Council discuss Council Member Vargas’ suggestion and 
determine whether an item related to the implementation of the communication towers 
should be included on a future agenda. 

 
 
 
Prepared by: Nora Pimentel, City Clerk 

 
Reviewed by: Maria A. Hurtado, Assistant City Manager  

Approved by: Troy Brown, City Manager 
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