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Il. Traffic Operational Analysis Methodology

As requested by the City, the City’s Ventura Traffic Analysis Model (VTAM) was used for the traffic
operational analysis; therefore, only intersections included in the VTAM model, such as those included in
Figure 3, can be evaluated for operational impacts. The VTAM incorporates the City’s 2005 General Plan®
horizon year and provides the Project’s trip generation as well as future volumes. As requested by the City,
the future Olivas Park Drive extension (OPDE) from Perkin Avenue to Auto Center Drive was included in
the traffic operational analysis.

The Project study area, analysis scenarios, and analysis methodology were established in consultation with
City of Ventura staff through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which was approved on July 24,
2023. The approved MOU is incorporated as a reference in Appendix A.

Study Area

Based on discussion with the City and review of the Project area, site, and access points, key intersections
in the proximity of the Project site were identified for analysis. The study area included the following
signalized intersections:

e Victoria Ave and US 101 Northbound Ramps
e Victoria Ave and Valentine Rd

e Victoria Ave and Olivas Park Dr

e Valentine Rd and US 101 Southbound Ramps
e Johnson Dr and US 101 Southbound Ramps

Two driveways are proposed on Olivas Park Drive and one driveway is proposed on Seaborg Avenue per
the Site plan (Figure 2). There is also an existing driveway to remain on Seaborg Avenue. The Project
study area is shown in Figure 4.

Analysis Scenarios
This traffic analysis provides an evaluation of weekday morning and evening peak hour operations for the
following scenarios:

e Existing Year (2023) conditions

e Existing Year (2023) with Project conditions

e Future (Horizon) Year without Project conditions with Olivas Park Dr extension

e Future (Horizon) Year without Project conditions without Olivas Park Dr extension
e Future (Horizon) Year with Project conditions with Olivas Park Dr extension

e Future (Horizon) Year with Project conditions without Olivas Park Dr extension

The horizon year in this report is identified as the 2005 general plan horizon year.

Study Methodology and Analysis Criteria

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), approved in 2013, mandated a change in the way transportation impacts are
determined according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) directed the use of VMT as the replacement for automobile delay-based
level of service (LOS) for purposes of determining a significant transportation impact under CEQA. Although
traffic delay is no longer considered a significant impact, cities can still use LOS to inform local analysis,
such as traffic operations and traffic signal timing needs. Hence, the LOS analysis will be performed for the

1 City of Ventura 2005 General Plan, Final Environmental Impact Report, City of Ventura, August 2005
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traffic operational assessment of the study intersections. A separate VMT analysis is included later in this
report as part of the Project.

This traffic analysis focuses on the study intersections near the Project site during the weekday morning
(AM) and evening (PM) peak hours. A level of service (LOS) scale was used to identify the operating
condition of each study intersection based on Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology using the
criteria defined in Table 2 below. The ICU methodology is consistent with the City’s 2005 Ventura General
Plan.

Table 2: Intersection Level of Service Definitions

ICU

Interpretation (Volume-to-
capacity ratio)

Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection
A appear quite open, turning movements are easy and nearly | < 0.6
all drivers find freedom of operation.

Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat
restricted within platoons of vehicles. This represents stable

B ; . . 0.61-0.7
flow. An approach to an intersection may occasionally be
fully utilized and traffic queues start to form.

c Good operation. Occasionally backups may develop behind 0.71-0.8

turning vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.
Fair operation. There are no long-standing traffic queues.
D This level is typically associated with design practice for | 0.81 — 0.9
peak periods.

Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues
develop on critical approaches.

Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups from
locations downstream or on the cross street may restrict or
F prevent movements of vehicles out of the intersection | > 1
approach lanes; therefore, volumes carried are not
predictable. Potential for stop-and-go type traffic flow.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 6™ Edition

091-1

Table 4.12-1 of the 2005 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides performance criteria
for arterial intersections. Per the EIR, the performance standard for intersections is LOS E for freeway ramp
intersections and LOS D for Principal Intersections. To determine potential Project impacts, for intersections
that are forecasted to operate worse than the LOS D and LOS E performance standards, the Project’s
impact is considered significant if the Project increases the ICU by more than 0.01.
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lll. Existing Conditions

The roadway system in the study area is comprised of a network of arterials, collector streets, and freeway
ramps. A brief description of each roadway within the study area is provided below.

Existing Street System

The key roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site and study area are:

S. Victoria Avenue — S. Victoria Avenue is classified as a Primary Arterial in the City of Ventura
General Plan. Oriented in the north-south direction, it is located along the west side of the Project
Site. It has four travel lanes in the study area, two lanes in each direction. No on-street parking is
provided along S. Victoria Avenue within the study area.

Olivas Park Drive — Olivas Park Drive is classified as a Secondary Arterial in the City of Ventura
General Plan. Oriented in the east-west direction, it is located along the south side of the Project
Site. It mostly has four travel lanes in the study area, two lanes in each direction. At the Seaborg
Avenue intersection, there is one travel lane in the westbound direction (3 total lanes). No on-street
parking is provided along Olivas Park Drive within the study area.

Seaborg Avenue — Seaborg Avenue is classified as a Collector Street in the City Ventura General
Plan. Oriented in the north-south direction, it is located along the east side of the Project Site. It
has two travel lanes in the study area, one lane in each direction. On-street parking is allowed on
both sides of the street with no current restrictions.

Johnson Drive — Johnson Drive is classified as a collector south of the U.S. 101 freeway and a
Primary Arterial north of the U.S. 101 freeway in the City of Ventura General Plan. Oriented in the
north-south direction, it is located east of the Project Site. It has two travel lanes in the study area,
one lane in each direction. No on-street parking is provided along Johnson Drive within the study
area.

U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) - U.S. 101 is a freeway that extends along the California coast
between south and north California. Within the study area, regional access from U.S. Highway 101
to the Project site is provided via the interchanges with Johnson Drive, Valentine Road, and S.
Victoria Avenue. It has six to eight-lanes and is the principal route between Ventura and Oxnard to
the north, and the cities of Camarillo, Thousand Oaks and Los Angeles to the south.

Traffic Impact Assessment
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Existing (2023) Traffic Volumes

Weekday morning (7- 9 AM) and evening (4 - 6 PM) peak period intersection turning movement counts
were collected at the five (5) study intersections on Tuesday, September 19, 2023. Roadway Average Daily
Traffic (ADT) counts were also collected on the same day for roadway segments within the study area as
described below:

e ADT Counts (6 segments)

S. Victoria Avenue between northbound and southbound U.S. 101 ramps
Valentine Road between S. Victoria Avenue and southbound U.S 101 ramp
S. Victoria Avenue between Valentine Road and Olivas Park Drive

Olivas Park Drive between Seaborg Avenue and Bunsen Avenue

Seaborg Avenue north of Olivas Park Drive

Olivas Park Drive between S. Victoria Avenue and Seaborg Avenue

O O O O O O

The existing intersection lane configurations and control type are shown in Figure 5. The existing AM and
PM peak hour turning movement volumes are shown in Figure 6.

Appendix B contains the intersection traffic count and ADT count sheets. The VTAM model was calibrated
to reflect the existing traffic count data and determine the Project and future scenario volumes.

Existing (2023) Operations

Intersection Level of Service analysis was conducted for the weekday morning and evening peak hours
using the ICU methodology as previously described in this report. Table 3 below summarizes the projected
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and LOS at the signalized study intersections.

Table 3: Existing (2023) Intersection Level of Service

0 0 A Peg 0 D Peg 0
> > O

pe 0 0
1 | Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps Signalized | 0.56 A 0.57 A
2 | Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd Signalized | 0.45 A 0.58 A
3 | Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Dr Signalized | 0.64 B 0.62 B
4 | Valentine Rd & US 101 SB Ramps | Signalized | 0.34 A 0.36 A
5 | Johnson Dr & US 101 SB Ramps Signalized | 0.41 A 0.39 A

*On the CMP network — LOS E is acceptable
Shaded — Caltrans/City Shared Intersection

As shown in Table 3 above, all intersections within the Study area are operating at an acceptable LOS
(D/E or better). The detailed ICU worksheets for all conditions are shown in Appendix C.

Traffic Impact Assessment
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IV. Proposed Project Conditions

Project Traffic

The first step in analyzing the traffic conditions with the Project is to estimate the number of new trips
expected to be generated by the proposed Project. Trip generation estimates for the Project are based on
daily and peak hour trip generation rates obtained from the City’s VTAM model and the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11" Edition). Table 4 summarizes trip generation
estimates for the Project and lists the specific land uses for each Project component.

Table 4: Total Net Project Trip Generation

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
In Out Total In | Out | Total

Land Use Units Amount ADT?

Proposed Project Trips

Condominiums DU 104 7 38 45 37 19 56 609
Apartments DU 181 14 78 92 76 36 112 | 1,200
Live/Work Housing DU 13 1 3 4 3 1 4 46
Retail (Strip Retall) TSF 6.8 10 6 16 22 22 44 370
Retail (Fast Casual TSF | 9.1 7 7 | 14 | 63 | 51 | 114 | 884
Restaurant)

Total Trip Generation 39 132 171 201 129 330 | 3,109

Trip Generation Rates

Condominiums? per DU 0.07 | 0.37 | 0.44 | 0.36 | 0.18 0.54 5.86
Apartments? per DU 0.08 | 0.43 | 051 | 0.42 | 0.20 0.62 6.63
Live/Work Housing per DU 0.046 | 0.249 | 0.295 | 0.244 | 0.116 | 0.360 | 3.85
Strip Retail® per TSF 1.416 | 0.944 | 2.360 | 3.295 | 3.295 | 6.590 | 54.45
Fast Casual Restaurant* per TSF 0.715 | 0.715 | 1.430 | 6.903 | 5.648 | 12.551 | 97.14

1ADT=Average Daily Traffic, the daily trips generated by a site, in vehicles.
2Source: Ventura Traffic Analysis Model (VTAM)

3Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 111 Edition — ITE Land Use Code 822
4Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11™ Edition — ITE Land Use Code 930

For the residential land uses, the VTAM model provides trip rates for condominiums and apartments. The
condominium trip rates were utilized for the Project’s affordable units because of the condominium’s lower
trip generation rates compared to the apartment trip generation rates. In general, households living in
affordable units have lower daily trips than households living in market rate units. The live-work trip
generation rate was developed by modifying the VTAM apartment trip generation rate to account for the
internal capture of the household living and working in the same unit. The percentage of home-based-work
trips, 42%, from the VTAM model was removed from the apartment trip generation rate for the live-work trip
generation rate. This analysis assumed that Building 1 contains commercial/retail services while Building 9
contains fast casual restaurant services. Since the Project is comprised of a mix of residential and retall
uses, a trip reduction was applied to account for the internalization of trips between the land use
components of the Project. The internal capture reduction was calculated using the City’'s VTAM model.
Based on Table 4 shown above, the proposed Project is anticipated to generate 3,109 net daily trips, 171
weekday AM peak hour trips, and 330 weekday PM peak hour trips.

Traffic Impact Assessment
14



Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

Project trip distribution and volume assignment within the study area were developed based on the VTAM.
Project trip generation estimates were added to the traffic analysis model and select zone model runs were
used to assess the trip distribution patterns.

Existing (2023) Plus Project Operations

Existing (2023) with Project conditions add the estimated Project traffic based on the VTAM model to the
existing conditions to identify potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project. The resulting
existing plus Project AM peak and PM peak traffic volumes are shown in Figure 7. Table 5 below
summarizes the projected V/C ratio and LOS at the signalized study intersections and compares it to without
Project existing conditions to assess any significant traffic impacts of the Project.

Table 5: Intersection LOS Comparison - Existing (2023) Without Project Vs With Project

PM Peak Hour
EX ‘ EX WP

AM Peak Hour

Intersection EX | EXWP | Project

€ Related

Change
ICU LOS IcU LOs InICU " -+ ICU LOS ICU LOS InICU

Project
Related
Effect

L |pane A6 & U5 101 Northbound 056 A [0.56| A | 000 | No [0.57 A |0.61 B | 0.04 | No
2 Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.45| A (045]| A 0.00 No 0.58/ A |0.63| B 0.05 No
3 |Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Dr 0.64| B |0.68| B 0.04 No 0.62| B |0.69| B 0.07 No
4 Valentine Rd & US 101 SB Ramps 0.34| A |0.34]| A 0.00 No 0.36| A |0.37| A 0.01 No
5 Johnson Dr & US 101 SB Ramps 041 A |041] A 0.00 No |0.39] A (0.40| A 0.01 No

*On the CMP network — LOS E is acceptable
Shaded — Caltrans/City Shared Intersection

As shown in Table 5 above, all intersections within the Study area are projected to operate at an acceptable
LOS (D/E or better) and the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in any significant impacts under
existing with Project conditions. The detailed ICU worksheets for all conditions are shown in Appendix C.

Traffic Impact Assessment
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Horizon Year Conditions Without the Olivas Park Extension

Horizon Year Operations

Intersection LOS analysis for the future horizon year was conducted for the weekday morning and evening
peak hours using the ICU methodology. The resulting Project AM peak and PM peak traffic volumes are
shown in Figure 8. Table 6 below summarizes the projected V/C ratio and LOS at the signalized study
intersections for the future horizon year conditions without the planned Olivas Park Drive extension.

Table 6: Horizon Year Intersection Level of Service (Without Extension)

: Control AM Peak Hour ‘ PM Peak Hour
Intersection T - —

ype \/[® LOS VIC LOS
1 | Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps Signalized 0.81 D 0.66 B
2 | Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd Signalized 0.69 B 0.79 C
3 | Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Dr Signalized 0.67 B 0.80 C
4 | Valentine Rd & US 101 SB Ramps Signalized 0.48 A 0.55 A
5 | Johnson Dr & US 101 SB Ramps Signalized 0.53 A 0.83 D

*On the CMP network — LOS E is acceptable
Shaded — Caltrans/City Shared Intersection

As shown in Table 6 above, all intersections within the Study area are operating at an acceptable LOS
(D/E or better). The detailed ICU worksheets for all conditions are shown in Appendix C.
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Horizon Year With Project Operations

Horizon year with Project conditions add the estimated Project traffic based on the VTAM model to the
horizon year without Project conditions to identify potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed
Project. The resulting horizon year plus Project AM peak and PM peak traffic volumes are shown in Figure
9. Table 7 below summarizes the projected V/C ratio and LOS at the signalized study intersections and
compares it to without Project horizon year conditions to assess any significant traffic impacts of the Project
for the future scenario.

Table 7: Intersection LOS Comparison — Horizon Without Project Vs With Project (No Olivas Park
Extension)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Horizon Horizon |change Project Horizon | Horizon Change Project
Year Year WP | in Related  veqy inicu 'elated

Effect Effect

ICU ‘ LOS ‘ ICU ‘ LOS‘ ICU ’LOS‘ ICU ‘LOS‘

1 |Victoria Ave & US 101 081| D |082| D | 001 | No |066| B |0.70| B | 0.04 No
Northbound Ramps

2 Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd | 0-69 | B [0.70| B | 001 | No |0.79| C [0.83] D | 0.04 | No

3 Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Dr| 0-67 | B [0.70| B | 003 | No |080| C [0.83] D | 0.03 | No

4 \éZﬁgg”e RI&USI0ISB o8| A [048| A | 000 | No |055| A 056 A | 0.01 | No

5 JR‘;T;‘SE’” Dr&US101SB | ps53| A 053] A | 000 | No |083| D |084| D | 001 | No

*On the CMP network — LOS E is acceptable
Shaded — Caltrans/City Shared Intersection

As shown in Table 7 above, all intersections within the Study area are operating at an acceptable LOS (D/E
or better) and the proposed Project is hot anticipated to result in any significant impacts under horizon year
with Project conditions. The detailed ICU worksheets for all conditions are shown in Appendix C.
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V. Horizon Year With the Olivas Park Extension
Horizon Year Operations

Intersection LOS analysis for the future horizon year with the planned Olivas Park extension was conducted
for the morning and evening peak hours using the ICU methodology. The resulting Project AM peak, PM
peak, and daily traffic volumes are shown in Figure 10. With the planned Olivas Park Drive extension, there
will be no direct northbound left turn to the southbound ramp at the Johnson Drive and U.S. 101 freeway
intersection (Study intersection #5). Future horizon year volumes with the extension were reassigned with
the following split:

e 80% of forecasted northbound left traffic at the southbound U.S 101 ramp from Olivas Park
Drive/Johnson Drive will make a U-turn at the future signalized Motel 6 intersection

e 20% of forecasted northbound left traffic would go to the southbound on-ramp at S. Victoria Avenue
(Study intersection #1)

The horizon year with the Olivas Park extension lane configurations and control type are shown in Figure
11. Table 8 below summarizes the projected V/C ratio and LOS at the signalized study intersections for the
future horizon year conditions with the planned Olivas Park Drive extension.

Table 8: Horizon Year Intersection Level of Service (With Extension)

7- Control WHOUF‘W
Intersection
Type vic  Los  vic | Los

Victoria Ave & US 101 Northbound Signalized

Ramps
2 | Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd Signalized 0.66 B 0.76 C
3 | Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Dr Signalized 0.72 C 0.86 D
4 | Valentine Rd & US 101 SB Ramps Signalized 0.46 A 0.52 A
5 | Johnson Dr & US 101 SB Ramps Signalized 0.57 A 1.07 F

*On the CMP network — LOS E is acceptable
Shaded — Caltrans/City Shared Intersection
BOLD - Unsatisfactory LOS

As shown in Table 8 above, most intersections within the Study area are operating at an acceptable LOS
(D/E or better). However, the intersection of Johnson Drive and the U.S. 101 southbound ramp is
projected to operate at an LOS F during the PM peak hour. The detailed ICU worksheets for all conditions
are shown in Appendix C.
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Horizon Year With Project Operations

Horizon year with Project conditions add the estimated Project traffic based on the VTAM model to the
horizon year without Project conditions to identify potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed
Project. The resulting horizon year plus Project AM peak, PM peak, and daily traffic volumes are shown in
Figure 12. Table 9 below summarizes the projected V/C ratio and LOS at the signalized study intersections
and compares it to without Project horizon year conditions to assess any significant traffic impacts of the
Project for the future scenario.

Table 9: Intersection LOS Comparison — Horizon Without Project Vs With Project (With Olivas Park

Extension)
AM Peak Hour ‘ PM Peak Hour
Change Project Change Project
Intersection Horizon Horizon in IC%J Related Horizon Horizon N IC?J related
Year Year WP Effect Year ‘ Year WP ‘ Effect
ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU ‘ LOS‘
Victoria Ave & US
1 1101 Northbound 0.78 C 0.79 C 0.01 No 0.66 0.67 0.01 No
Ramps
2 | Victoria Ave & 066| B |066| B 0.00 No |0.76 0.80 0.04 No
Valentine Rd
3 |VictoriaAve &Olvas| 25 |« | o73| ¢ | o001 No |0.86 0.88 0.02 No
Park Dr
Valentine Rd & US
4 101 SB Ramps 0.46 A 0.47 A 0.01 No 0.52 0.52 0.00 No
Johnson Dr & US
5 101 SB Ramps 0.57 A 0.57 A 0.00 No 1.07 1.09 0.02 Yes

*On the CMP network — LOS E is acceptable
Shaded — Caltrans City/Shared Intersection
BOLD - Unsatisfactory LOS

As shown in Table 9 above, most intersections within the Study area are operating at an acceptable LOS
(D/E or better). The proposed Project is anticipated to result in one impact under horizon year with Project
conditions. The intersection of Johnson Drive and US 101 southbound ramps is projected to operate at
LOS F which is below the acceptable LOS threshold of LOS E for both the with and without Project
scenarios. Because the Project increases the ICU by more than 0.01 from without Project to with Project
conditions, the Project results in an impact at the Johnson Drive and US 101 southbound ramp intersection.
Mitigation for the impacted Johnson Drive and US 101 southbound ramp intersection are described in the
mitigation measures section of the report. The detailed ICU worksheets for all conditions are shown in
Appendix C.
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VI. Mitigation Measures

Analysis for the Horizon Year With Project with the Olivas Park Drive Extension (OPDE) found that the
Project would result in an impact for the Johnson Drive and US 101 southbound ramp study intersection.
The intersection is projected to operate at LOS F which is below the acceptable LOS threshold of LOS E
for both the with and without Project scenarios. Because the Project increases the ICU by more than 0.01
from without Project to with Project conditions, the Project results in an impact at the intersection for the
Horizon Year with Project with the Olivas Park Drive Extension scenario.

To improve operations at the Johnson Drive and US 101 southbound ramp intersection, the City has
recommended the installation of an additional northbound through lane on Johnson Drive. The design of
the additional lane would be included in the future Olivas Park Drive Extension project. Appendix F shows
the current proposed OPDE project conceptual plans that would be revised to incorporate the additional
through lane on Johnson Drive as a condition of approval for this Project. The condition of approval will
require the project to provide a project plan that can be incorporated into the final Olivas Park Drive
Extension including the City plan review and approval process of the proposed design plan revision.

Traffic Impact Assessment
26



VII.  Traffic Signal Warrant

A traffic signal warrant analysis was completed based upon the criteria established in the 2014 California
Manual for Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD), Chapter 4C. The analysis used Warrant 3, the
peak hour warrant, to determine the need for a signal at the intersection of Olivas Park Drive and Seaborg
Avenue. The full worksheet analysis can be found in the attached Appendix D.

Kimley-Horn used the collected traffic volume data for Olivas Park Drive and Seaborg Avenue to forecast
Opening Year (2028) conditions. The Opening Year traffic volumes were analyzed without the addition of
the Project, and it was determined that Warrant 3 was met. Although the minor-street delay criteria of
Warrant 3 was not met, the intersection met the minimum volume threshold, as shown in the full worksheet
analysis.

Since the Opening Year (2028) without Project conditions met the warrant, it can be assumed the Opening
Year (2028) with Project conditions would meet the warrant. It should be noted that the ambient growth of
traffic on Olivas Park Drive and Seaborg Avenue is the reason Warrant 3 is met and not necessarily the
construction of the Project.

Project Fair Share Contribution Analysis

The Project will pay a fair share to implement the installation of a future traffic signal at the Olivas Park
Drive and Seaborg Avenue intersection. The methodology and the calculations of the project’s pro-rata
percentage at the intersection that requires the installation of a traffic signal is summarized in Table 10.
The method used for these calculations is based on the project buildout (2028) generated traffic volumes
on the approaches to the intersection divided by the project plus future buildout (2028) traffic volumes on
those same approaches, accounting for ambient growth. The analysis does not include existing traffic
volumes. As shown in Table 10, the proposed project’s contribution towards the future traffic signal is the
following:

e Future Traffic Signal at Olivas Park Drive and Seaborg Avenue = 7.9%

Table 10: Project Fair Share Cost for Traffic Signal

Pro-Rata Percentage Methodology

The project's percentage share is derived by dividing future year (2028) project traffic by future year (2028) traffic without
the project. It should be noted that existing traffic volumes are not included in the calculations.

The following equation is provided to assist in calculating the project's pro-rata percentage to implement roadway
mitigation improvement measures:

where: .
P = Project's pro-rata percentage of the
cumulative mitigation improvement measures
p= Vp Vp = AM and PM Peak Hour volume at the
Vp+Ve intersection generated by the project

Vc = Future (2028 Buildout) AM and PM Peak
Hour traffic volume at the intersection

Ventura Mixed-Use Intersection Calculation
Intersection AM and PM Calculation Fair Share Percentage
Traffic Volumes

Olivas Park Drive Vp = 198 p= 198
and Seaborg Ve = 2327 (198) + (2327) = 7.9%
Avenue
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VIIl. Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743)

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) requires project reviews under CEQA to evaluate the transportation impacts of
new developments in terms of greenhouse gas emissions using VMT. As of December 2018, the Natural
Resources Agency finalized updates to the State CEQA Guidelines to incorporate SB 743 (i.e., VMT). To
assist in implementation of VMT as the primary measure of a transportation impact under CEQA, the OPR
published an updated Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR Technical
Advisory) in December 2018. Statewide application of the new guidelines went into effect on July 1, 2020.

The City of Ventura is yet to adopt VMT guidelines; therefore, the state’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018) will be used to
provide guidance for the VMT analysis. The OPR Technical Advisory includes guidance on the methodology
for VMT analysis including the establishment of thresholds of significance and screening criteria.

Screening Criteria

To identify when a project may be presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact concerning
VMT without conducting a detailed study, the OPR Guidelines provide screening criteria for land
development projects that meet one of the screening criteria below:

e Retail Project Site Plan Screening: The development project contains retail uses fewer than
50,000 SF of gross floor area.

e Non-Retail Project Trip Generation Screening: The development project generates a net
increase of fewer than 110 daily vehicle trips.

e Proximity to Transit Based Screening: The development project is located near (within one-half
mile) an existing major transit stop? or a high-quality transit corridor3. This presumption would not
apply, however, if project-specific or location-specific information indicates that the project will still
generate significant levels of VMT. For example, the presumption might not be appropriate if the
project:

o Has a floor area ratio of less than 0.75;

o Includes more parking than required by the jurisdiction;

o Isinconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy;

o Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of market-rate residential units.

e Residential Land Use Based Screening: The development project has 100% affordable units
excluding manager's units.

e Low VMT-Generation Area Screening: The development project is located in a low VMT area.

A development project needs to meet only one of the above screening criteria to be presumed to have a
less than significant impact on transportation and circulation, under CEQA and pursuant to SB 743.

The OPR Technical Advisory defines a “major transit stop” as a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal
served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service
interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods (California Public Resources Code
§21064.3).

The OPR Technical Advisory defines a “high-quality transit corridor” as a corridor with fixed route bus service with service
intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours (California Public Resources Code §21155).
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Retail Project Trip Generation Screening

The Project includes one retail component (15,900 SF). Based on the above screening criteria, the Project’s
retail component would screen out of VMT analysis because it totals 15,900 SF, which is less than 50,000
gross SF screening criterion. The retail component of the Project can be considered to be local-serving in
nature and presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact.

Non-Retail Project Site Plan Screening

Non-retail projects generating less than a net increase of 110 daily vehicle trips would screen out of VMT
analysis and presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact. The Project’s potential trip generation
for the residential land uses was calculated using trip generation rates from the Ventura Traffic Analysis
Model (VTAM). The market rate multi-family housing used the apartment trip generation rate and the
affordable multi-family housing used the condominium trip generation rate to develop the trip generation.
The live-work housing used modified trip generation rates — 58% of the apartment trip generation rates —
to account for home-based trip reduction associated with the nature of live-work housing.

Table 11 below shows the Project’s estimated daily and peak hour trip generation based on the rates
mentioned above.

Table 11: Project Trip Generation for Residential Component

Trip Rates

Land Use ADT? ' AM Peak Hour ~ PMPeak Hour
Out Total | In Out

Market Rate Multi-Family Housing 6.63 0.08 043 | 0510 | 0.42 0.20 0.62
(Apartment) ' ) ) ) ) ) '

Affordable Multi-Family Housing
(Condominium)

Live-Work Housing 3.86 0.05 0.25 0.30 0.24 0.12 0.36
Trip Generation

5.86 | 0.07 0.37 0.44 0.36 0.18 0.54

Land Use e L O [ e
n___ out | Total in___ Out__ Total

Market Rate Multi-Family Housing 1200 14 78 92 76 36 112
(Apartment) '

Affordable Multi-Family Housing 609 7 38 a5 37 19 56
(Condominium)

Live-Work Housing 46 1 3 4 3 1 4

TotaI)Project Trips (Residential 1855 22 119 141 116 56 172
Uses '

1ADT=Average Daily Traffic, the daily trips generated by a site, in vehicles per 1,000 square feet (KSF).

As shown in Table 11, the residential component of the Project is anticipated to generate a net increase of
1,855 daily trips, 141 weekday AM peak hour trips, and 172 weekday PM peak hour trips. The residential
component of the Project does not screen out because the daily trips exceed 110 daily trips.

Proximity to Transit-Based Screening

Currently, there are no transit routes near the proposed Project that meet the criteria to be considered a
major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor. Therefore, the Project does not screen out of a VMT
analysis based on transit priority area screening.
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Residential Land Use Based Screening

Residential development projects with 100% affordable units would screen out of VMT analysis and
presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact. However, the proposed Project only has 35%
affordable units. Therefore, the Project does not screen out of a VMT analysis based on affordable units.

Low VMT-Generation Area Screening

As part of the latest travel demand model update, the Ventura County Transportation Model included VMT
analysis for each model zone. However, the model zone representing the Project does not include
residential land uses and VMT per capita for the Project model zone is not available. Therefore, the Project
does not screen out of a VMT analysis based on low VMT-Generation Area screening.

Screening Conclusion

The proposed Project only meets one of the above screening criteria. The Project’s retail component would
screen out of further VMT analysis based on the land-use and size and is presumed to have a less than
significant transportation impact under CEQA pursuant to SB 743. However, the Project’'s residential
component does not meet any of the above screening criteria. Therefore, a VMT analysis is required for
the Project’s residential component to further analyze the VMT impacts.

VMT Impact Criteria

The County’s VMT Guidelines recommend the following impact criteria:

Thresholds of Significance Criteria for Residential Land Uses

City of Ventura recommends a VMT per capita threshold set at 15 percent below the Countywide average.
Using the Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC) travel demand model, the average VMT per
Capita was estimated. Based on the VCTC baseline model, the existing Countywide average VMT per
Capita for all home-based trips is 16.47 miles. Applying the 15 percent reduction yields a VMT Threshold
for residential land uses of 14.0 miles.

e 15% below County: 16.47 x 0.85 = 14.0 VMT per Capita

VMT Methodology

The VMT analysis was conducted using the latest available VCTC model which was updated in September
2021. The current version of the model has 2016 base year model and 2040 future year model. Both the
residential and commercial land use components of the Project were coded into the project traffic analysis
zone (TAZ) 60031101 shown in on Figure 13 the next page. The Project’s residential land uses were
converted to population based on household sizes in the area and commercial land uses were coded to
employment as model inputs. The parent zone did not have any population and households, therefore an
average household size of 2.95 was used based on the adjacent zone in the VCTC model. The resulting
residential population of 297 residential units is approximately 876 residents.

VMT Analysis

The calculation of vehicle miles traveled has two components: (1) the total number of trips generated and
(2) the average trip length of each vehicle. As the proposed Project is mainly residential land use, trip
productions were used from all the home-based trip purpose matrices in the VCTC model. Using the peak
and off-peak vehicle trip matrices and skim (distances) matrices, VMT was calculated for the Project traffic
analysis zone 60031101.

Out of 297 proposed Project residential units, 13 units are live/work, which would reduce home-based work
(HBW) VMT. Since the model is not sensitive to the live/work travel behavior, the Project's VMT was
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adjusted. To account for the VMT reductions from the live-work units, average Home-Based-Work (HBW)
VMT per Employee for the Project zone was used. The average HBW VMT per Employee for the Project
zone is 18.6 per employee. To account for residents working in the live-work units, a conservative number
of two workers per unit was assumed to work in the live-work space although this number could be higher
(for example, a family business where all adult family members are involved). Since there are 13 live work
units, it was assumed that 26 workers will work within the Victoria Corporate Center. Therefore, the project
VMT will decrease by at least 483 miles (13 x 2 x 18.6). With the live/work reduction accounted for, the
adjusted average VMT per Capita is 16.6. The VMT calculation worksheet is included in Appendix E. Table
12 summarizes the demographics and VMT results for the Project. As shown in the table, the project area
VMT per Capita will remain over the City’s adopted thresholds and therefore will require mitigations
measures to reduce project generated VMT.

Table 12: Project Demographics and VMT

Efficiency Metric Proposed Project

Project Zone Population 876
Project Zone Employment 2,712
Project Zone Homebased VMT 15,065
Project Zone Work VMT per Employee 18.6
Project Zone VMT per Capita 17.2
VMT Reduction for 13 live work units (26 X 18.6) -483
Adjusted Project Zone Homebased VMT 14,584
Adjusted Project Zone VMT per Capita 16.6

Figure 13: VCTC Model Network and Project TAZ Map

Proposed Project

Project TAZ
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VMT Mitigations

As part of the mixed-use development, the project proposes to contribute to local transit by constructing a
far-side bus stop and a near-side bus stop at the intersection of Victoria Avenue and Olivas Park Drive in
for directions (northbound and southbound Victoria Avenue). By providing transit service to the residential
component of the proposed Project, the bus stops serve as a mitigation measure expected to reduce VMT
below a significant impact.

VMT Findings

Based on the results of this VMT analysis, the following findings are made:

e The Project's retail component would screen out of further VMT analysis based on the local-serving
nature and is presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact concerning VMT.

o The Project’s residential component requires VMT analysis.

e Based on the VMT calculation methodology described herein, the Countywide average VMT per
Capita for residential projects is 16.47. Therefore, the threshold of significance for new residential
project development is 15-percent below the Countywide average, or 14.0 average VMT per
Capita.

e The residential component of the proposed Project is anticipated to result in an average VMT per
Capita of 16.6 which is more than the County’s threshold of significance. The project proposes to
construct bus stops as a mitigation measure and are expected to reduce VMT 15-percent below
the Countywide average. Therefore, the Project is not expected to have a significant VMT impact.
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