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TABLE 4.13-2 TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION FOR MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS   

Percent Commercial 
Development 

Percent Residential 
Development 

Direction AM PM AM PM 

Highway 101 North 12 15 15 15 

Highway 101 South   7   8   8 10 

Lakeville Highway  6   5 10   8 

Central Downtown Petaluma and West City of 
Petaluma 

40 38 38 40 

East of Highway 101 (via East Washington 
Street, McDowell Boulevard and Caulfield Lane 

30 30 19 15 

Local to Project Vicinity Just East of Highway 
101 

  5   4 10 12 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source:  Current City-wide Traffic Model, City of Petaluma, 2008. 

institutional uses.  The model shows traffic from analysis zones containing project uses assigned 
primarily to East Washington Street via Kenilworth Drive, a D Street connection between Lake-
ville Street and Kenilworth Drive, Lakeville Street and Lindberg Lane.  Fairgrounds parcels were 
assumed developed according to 2025 General Plan buildout assumptions.  However, specific road-
way connections, other than the D Street connection to Kenilworth Drive, are not assumed.     
 
i. Roadway and Intersection Improvements (to be assumed in place by 2025) 
Figure 4.13-10 shows roadway and intersection improvements assumed to be in place by year 2025.  
They include the following: 

♦ Rainier Extension and Overcrossing and Interchange: Construction of a four-lane divided 
arterial along Rainier Avenue from North McDowell Boulevard to Petaluma Boulevard North 
with an overcrossing and Highway 101 “tight diamond” or “partial cloverleaf” interchange de-
sign.  This project has been under consideration for several decades; however, the City has not 
made a final decision on this project or dedicated funding for its construction. 

♦ Widening of Highway 101:  Widening from four to six lanes to include a new high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lane as part of the Sonoma-Marin Narrows Project.  This widening project is in-
cluded in Tier 1 funding in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Transpor-
tation Plan.  
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T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

4.13-26 
 
 

♦ D Street Extension: Construction of D Street extension eastbound to connect with the Kenil-
worth Drive-Ellis Street intersection.  This connection is anticipated to accompany buildout of 
the fairgrounds and surrounding areas. 

♦ Caulfield Lane Extension: Construction of a southern crossing of the Petaluma River to con-
nect Petaluma Boulevard South from below the Highway 101 bridge over the Petaluma River, to 
Lakeville Street near Caulfield Lane.  This project has also been under consideration for several 
decades; however, the City has not made a final decision on this project or dedicated funding for 
its construction. 

 
ii. 2025 Conditions Trip Generation 
Traffic volume turning movements at intersections were derived from data available through the 
current citywide traffic model.  The model projects traffic volumes on specific roadway segments, 
based on inputs such as land use, roadway capacities and travel behavior.  Buildout of the 2025 
General Plan land uses, including all Major Development Projects, is assumed.  
 
iii. Regional Traffic Growth on Highway 101 
Northbound and southbound PM peak hour traffic volumes on Highway 101 were obtained from 
modeling information developed through the Draft U.S. 101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic 
Operations Report, Fehr and Peers, May, 2008, and the current citywide traffic model. 
 
iv. 2025 Conditions Trip Distribution 
Residential, recreational, shopping and employment distribution patterns were developed for the 
citywide traffic model.  The resultant weekday AM, weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hour year 
2025 Base Case volumes are presented in Figures 4.13-11, 4.13-12 and 4.13-13. 
 
3. Intersection Level of Service 
a. Analysis Methodology 
i. Signalized Intersections 
Intersections, rather than roadway segments between intersections, are almost always the capacity 
controlling locations for any circulation system.  For signalized intersections, the 2000 Highway 
Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, National Research Council) methodology was 
utilized.  With this methodology, operations are defined by the level of service and average control 
delay per vehicle (measured in seconds) for the entire intersection.  For a signalized intersection, 
control delay is the portion of the total delay attributed to traffic signal operation.  This includes 
delay associated with deceleration, acceleration, stopping, and moving up in the queue.  Greater 
detail regarding the LOS/delay relationship is provided in Table 4.13-3. 
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TABLE 4.13-3  SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA 

Level of 
Service Description 

Average Control  
Delay* 

(Seconds Per Vehicle) 

A 
Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable 
progression and/or short cycle lengths. 

< 10.0 

B 
Operations with low delay occurring with good progression 
and/or short cycle lengths. 

10.1 to 20.0 

C 
Operations with average delays resulting from fair progres-
sion and/or longer cycle lengths.  Individual cycle failures 
begin to appear. 

20.1 to 35.0 

D 

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfa-
vorable progression, long cycle lengths, and/or high volume-
to-capacity (V/C) ratios.  Many vehicles stop and individual 
cycle failures are noticeable. 

35.1 to 55.0 

E 

Operations with high delay values indicating poor progres-
sion, long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios.  Individual cy-
cle failures are frequent occurrences.  This is considered to be 
the limit of acceptable delay. 

55.1 to 80.0 

F 
Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring 
due to oversaturation, poor progression, or very long cycle 
lengths. 

> 80.0 

* Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay.  
Source:  2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000). 

ii. Unsignalized Intersections 
For unsignalized (all-way stop-controlled and side-street stop-controlled) intersections, the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, National Research Council) method-
ology for unsignalized intersections was utilized.  For side-street stop-controlled intersections, op-
erations are defined by the level of service and average control delay per vehicle (measured in sec-
onds), with delay typically represented for the stop sign controlled approaches or turn movements.  
For all-way stop-controlled intersections, operations are defined by the average control delay for 
the entire intersection (measured in seconds per vehicle).  The delay at an unsignalized intersection 
incorporates delay associated with deceleration, acceleration, stopping, and moving up in the queue.  
Greater detail is provided in Table 4.13-4.  
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TABLE 4.13-4 UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA 

Level of  
Service Description 

Average  
Control Delay* 

(Seconds Per Vehicle) 
A Little or no delay < 10.0 

B Short traffic delays 10.1 to 15.0 

C Average traffic delays 15.1 to 25.0 

D Long traffic delays 25.1 to 35.0 

E Very long traffic delays 35.1 to 50.0 

F 
Extreme traffic delays with intersection capacity exceeded (for 
an all-way stop), or with approach/turn movement capacity 
exceeded (for a side street stop controlled intersection) 

> 50.0 

* Control delay includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and acceleration delay.  
Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000). 

b. Standards 
The City of Petaluma’s 2025 General Plan considers LOS D to be the poorest acceptable operation 
for signalized, all-way-stop and side street stop sign controlled intersections.  For signalized inter-
sections that operate at an LOS E under existing conditions (prior to the project analysis), the City 
considers it significant if the LOS deteriorates to the next lowest level.  The City has no standards 
for turn movements from private driveways. 
 
c. Existing Intersection Operating Conditions 
Tables 4.13-5, 4.13-6 and 4.13-7 show that all study area intersections are operating at good to ac-
ceptable (LOS D or better) levels of service during the weekday AM, weekday PM and Saturday 
PM peak traffic hours. 
 
d. Future Intersection Operating Conditions – Base Case (Without Project)  
Tables 4.13-5, 4.13-6 and 4.13-7 show that all intersections would be operating at acceptable week-
day AM, weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hour Base Case levels of service, with the following 
exceptions: 
 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street 

 LOS E PM peak hour signalized operation  
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TABLE 4.13-5 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND SECONDS OF DELAY— WEEKDAY AM 

PEAK HOUR 

Intersection  Existing 
Base Case  

(w/o Project) 
Year 2025 

(w/o Project) 

1. E. Washington Street/McDowell Blvd. (Signal) C-30.5a C-32.1 C-29.1 

2. E. Washington Street/Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

A-11.1 a A-6.8 A-7.7 

3. E. Washington Street/Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

C-23.6 a C-24.6 B-19.8 

4. E. Washington Street/Ellis Street-Kenilworth 
Street (Signal) 

B-14.4a B-16.4 B-16.5 

5. E. Washington Street/Payran Street (Signal) B-13.9a B-14.6 C-17.4 

6. E. Washington Street/Lakeville Street (Signal) B-16.7a B-19.8 C-21.9 

7. Lakeville Street/D Street (Signal) C-26.0a D-41.9 D-41.0 

8. Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane (Side Street Stop 
Sign Control Existing/Signal for 2025) 

B-13.0b B-14.4 A-9.8 a 

9. Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane (Signal) B-16.8a B-17.5 F->80.0 

10. Lakeville Street/Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

C-21.6a C-21.6 C-30.9 

11. Lakeville Street /Highway 101 Northbound 
Ramps (Signal)  

A-10.9a B-12.5 C-23.3 

12. Caulfield Lane/Payran Street (Signal) B-13.0a B-13.2 C-20.3 

13. Lindberg Lane/Payran Street (All-Way Stop Sign 
Control) 

A-7.5c A-7.5 A-9.1 

a  Signalized LOS – vehicle control delay in seconds. 
b  Unsignalized LOS – worst case approach vehicle control delay in seconds (Lindberg Lane westbound approach). 
c  All-way stop LOS – average vehicle control delay in seconds. 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operations Methodology  
Bold typeface indicates unacceptable level of service and delay.  
Source:  Crane Transportation Group. 

Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street 

 LOS F Saturday PM peak hour signalized operation 
 

e. Future Intersection Operating Conditions – Year 2025 (Without Project) 
Tables 4.13-5, 4.13-6, and 4.13-7 show that all intersections would be operating at acceptable levels 
of service in the Year 2025, with the following exceptions: 
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TABLE 4.13-6  INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND SECONDS OF DELAY— WEEKDAY PM 

PEAK HOUR 

Intersection  Existing 
Base Case  

(w/o Project) 
Year 2025  

(w/o Project) 
1. E. Washington Street/McDowell Blvd. (Signal) D-40.5a D-50.2 D-43.7 
2. E. Washington Street/Highway 101 Northbound 

Ramps (Signal) 
c-20.7a  A-10.0 B-10.5 

3. E. Washington Street/Highway 101 Southbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

C-23.6a C-23.1 C-21.1 

4. E. Washington Street/Ellis Street-Kenilworth Street 
(Signal) 

B-9.7a B-11.6 B-19.1 

5. E. Washington Street/Payran Street (Signal) B-17.3a  C-23.2 C-23.7 
6.  E. Washington Street/Lakeville Street (Signal) C-24.9a C-33.7 C-31.5 
7.  Lakeville Street/D Street (Signal) D-36.4a E-66.6 E-63.0 
8.  Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane (Side Street Stop Sign 

Control Existing & Base Case/Signal for Year 2025) 
B-12.7b C-18.0 A-9.8 

9.  Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane (Signal) B-18.6a C-24.4 F->80.0 
10.  Lakeville Street/Highway 101 Southbound Ramps 

(Signal) 
B-19.5a B-20.2 D-49.6 

11.  Lakeville Street/Highway 101 Northbound Ramps 
(Signal)  

B-13.4a B-16.7 D-47.9 

12.  Caulfield Lane/Payran Street (Signal) B-18.5a B-18.6 C-20.2 
13.  Lindberg Lane/Payran Street (All-Way Stop Control) A-8.3c A-8.4 B-11.9 
a Signalized LOS – vehicle control delay in seconds. 
b Unsignalized LOS – worst case approach  vehicle control delay in seconds (Lindberg Lane westbound approach). 
c All-way stop LOS – average vehicle control delay in seconds. 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operations Methodology  
Bold typeface indicates unacceptable level of service and delay.  
Source:  Crane Transportation Group. 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane 

 LOS F AM peak hour signalized operation 
 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street 

 LOS E PM peak hour signalized operation 
♦ Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane 

 LOS F PM peak hour signalized operation 
 

 

Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street 

 LOS F PM peak hour signalized operation 



C I T Y  O F  P E T A L U M A  

E A S T  W A S H I N G T O N  P L A C E  E I R  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

4.13-34 
 
 

 

TABLE 4.13-7 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND SECONDS OF DELAY— SATURDAY PM 
PEAK HOUR  

Intersection  Existing 
Base Case  

(w/o Project) 
Year 2025  

(w/o Project) 
1.  E. Washington Street/McDowell Blvd. (Signal) C-33.1a D-40.5 D-39.4 

2.  E. Washington Street/U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps 
(Signal) 

C-21.2a A-9.6 A-9.2 

3.  E. Washington Street/U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps 
(Signal) 

B-18.0a B-18.5 B-19.7 

4.  E. Washington Street/Ellis Street (Signal) B-10.3a B-12.2 B-18.2 

5.  E. Washington Street/Payran Street (Signal) B-18.7a C-21.1 C-20.2 

6.  E. Washington Street/Lakeville Street (Signal) C-20.3a C-27.5 C-28.4 

7.  Lakeville Street /D Street (Signal) C-25.4a F->80.0  E-65.7 

8.  Lakeville Street /Lindberg Lane (Side Street Stop Sign 
Control Existing & Base Case/ Signal for Year 2025) 

D-34.3b D-28.9 A-6.6a 

9.  Lakeville Street /Caulfield Lane (Signal) B-18.3a C-24.3 F- > 80.0 

10.  Lakeville Street /U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps (Signal) C-21.9a B-19.0 C-27.2 

11.  Lakeville Street /U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps 
(Signal)  

A-9.6a B-10.4 B-16.4 

12.  Caulfield Lane/ Payran Street (Signal) B-17.0a B-15.9 B-17.1 

13.  Lindberg Lane / Payran Street (All-Way Stop 
Control) 

A-7.9c A-7.9 A-9.4 

a Signalized level of service – vehicle control delay in seconds. 
b Unsignalized level of service – worst case approach  vehicle control delay in seconds (Lindberg Lane westbound approach). 
c All-way stop level of service – average vehicle control delay in seconds. 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operations Methodology  
Bold typeface indicates unacceptable level of service and delay. 
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 

♦ Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane 
 LOS F PM peak hour signalized operation 

 
4. Intersection Signalization Requirements 
a. Analysis Methodology 
Traffic signals are used to provide an orderly flow of traffic through an intersection.  Many times 
they are needed to offer side street traffic an opportunity to access a major road where high vol-
umes and/or high vehicle speeds block crossing or turn movements.  They do not, however, in-
crease the capacity of an intersection (i.e. increase the overall intersection's ability to accommodate 
additional vehicles) and, in fact, often slightly reduce the number of total vehicles that can pass 
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through an intersection in a given period of time.  Signals can also cause an increase in traffic acci-
dents if installed at inappropriate locations. 
 
There are eight possible tests for determining whether a traffic signal should be considered for in-
stallation.  These tests, called “warrants,” consider criteria such as actual traffic volume, pedestrian 
volume, presence of school children, and accident history.  Usually, two or more warrants must be 
met before a signal is installed.  In this report, the test for Peak Hour Volumes (Warrant #3) has 
been applied.  When Warrant #3 is met, there is a strong indication that a detailed signal warrant 
analysis covering all possible warrants is appropriate.  These rigorous analyses are described in 
Chapter 4 of the 2003 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,4 while Warrant #3 is presented in 
Appendix F.  
 
It is possible that an unsignalized intersection will not meet signal warrants, but will have one or 
more movements that experience LOS F operations.  LOS F can be indicated for a very low vol-
ume of vehicles at a stop sign.  Although these stopped vehicles may experience long delays of one 
minute or more, there would not be an overall benefit if the higher numbers of vehicles on the ma-
jor street are stopped in favor of the few vehicles on the minor street.  The signal warrant considers 
a balance between major street and minor street delays, and may indicate that there is overall bene-
fit if drivers for some turn movements from the minor street continue to experience long (LOS E 
or F) delays. 
 
b. Existing Signalization Needs 
Currently, the Lindberg Lane/Payran Street all-way stop controlled intersection and Lindberg 
Lane/Lakeville Street side street stop sign controlled intersection have weekday AM, weekday PM 
and Saturday PM peak hour volumes below signal warrant criteria levels.  Therefore, these intersec-
tions do not currently need to be signalized. 
 
c. Future Signalization Needs – Base Case (Without Project) 
Under Base Case conditions, the AM, PM and Saturday peak hour volumes at the Lindberg 
Lane/Payran Street all-way stop controlled intersection and Lindberg Lane/Lakeville Street side 
street stop sign controlled intersection would not meet peak hour signal warrant criteria levels, and 
would not need to be signalized. 
 
d. Future Signalization Needs – Year 2025 (Without Project) 
Under Year 2025 Base Case conditions, the AM, PM and Saturday peak hour volumes at the 
Lindberg Lane/Payran Street all-way stop controlled intersection and Lindberg Lane/Lakeville 
Street side street stop sign controlled intersection would not meet peak hour signal warrant criteria 

                                                         
4 2003 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Federal Highway Administration. 
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levels.  However, the Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane intersection is assumed to be signalized under 
Year 2025 conditions to mitigate anticipated unacceptable LOS.  
 
5. Vehicle Queuing 
Vehicle queuing analysis is completed to assess the capacity of intersections to accommodate the 
number of cars expected to wait at the intersection before being able to pass through or turn.  This 
is important because if there is not enough queuing space between intersections, in left turn pockets 
or on on-ramps, the overflow of cars can obstruct the operations of the roadway. 
 
a. Analysis Methodology 
The Synchro software program was used to determine estimates of 95th percentile vehicle queuing 
on the critical approaches to the following intersections within and in close proximity to the 
Highway 101 interchanges: 
♦ East Washington Street/NB 101 Ramps 
♦ East Washington Street/SB 101 Ramps 
♦ East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard 
♦ East Washington Street/Ellis Street – Kenilworth Drive  
♦ Lakeville Highway/NB 101 Ramps 
♦ Lakeville Street/SB 101 Ramps 

 
b. Queuing Standards 
The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that the 95th percentile vehicle queue 
(i.e., the vehicle queue length at or below which 95 percent of vehicle queues measure during a sin-
gle peak hour of analysis) must be accommodated within available storage.  This standard is em-
ployed in order to be consistent with the standard requested by Caltrans in correspondence regard-
ing this project.5  
 
c. Existing Queuing Conditions 
Tables 4.13-8, 4.13-9 and 4.13-10 show that 95th percentile queues under existing, baseline condi-
tions without the project are accommodated within available distances between intersections or 
within the lengths of turn pockets and freeway off-ramps, with the following exceptions: 
 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard   

 Eastbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane  
  

                                                         
5 Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 4, written 

correspondence, June 9, 2005 
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TABLE 4.13-8 VEHICLE QUEUING* (95TH PERCENTILE AVERAGE VEHICLE QUEUE) WEEKDAY 
AM PEAK HOUR (7:00-8:00) 

 
Storage 
(Feet)a 

Existing 
Queues 
(Feet)b 

Base Case Queues 
w/o Project 

(Feet) 

Year 2025 Queues 
w/o Project  

(Feet) 

E Washington Street / NB 101 Ramps 

NB off-ramp 1,050 128 68 82 

EB through 1,175 0 0 3 

WB through 390 212 160 111 

E Washington Street / SB 101 Ramps 

SB off-ramp 1,000 271 294 291 

EB through 735 223 260 168 

WB through 1,175 35 146 126 

WB left turn 300 461 465 298 

E. Washington Street / McDowell Blvd. 

EB left turn 
180 Existing, 
385 Base Case 

& 2025 
194 219 179 

EB through 385 46 70 54 

E Washington Street / Ellis Street – Kenilworth  

WB left turn  130 40 55 53 

WB left turn/right turn 735 208 266 137 

NB left turn  100 24 27 67 

NB through  +250 24 27 67 

NB right turn  200 29 33 46 

Lakeville Highway / NB 101 Ramps 

NB off-ramp 1,150 115 131 119 

EB left turn 500 63 93 239 

EB through 1,100 23 242 0 

Lakeville Street / SB 101 Ramps 

SB Off-ramp 600 301 323 509 

WB through 1,100 152 184 370 
* Synchro Analysis Program 
a Storage and queues are per lane for surface street intersection approaches. 
b Queue lengths presented are for the longest queue. 
Bold typeface indicates storage length is exceeded. 
 Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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TABLE 4.13-9 VEHICLE QUEUING* (95TH PERCENTILE AVERAGE VEHICLE QUEUE) WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK HOUR (5:00-6:00) 

 

Storage 
(Feet)a 

Existing 
Queues 
(Feet)b 

Base Case Queues 
w/o Project 

(Feet) 

Year 2025 Queues 
w/o Project 

(Feet) 
E Washington Street / NB 101 Ramps 

NB off-ramp 1,050 346 194 160 

EB through 1,175 219 0 77 

WB through 390 214 270 306 

E Washington Street / SB 101 Ramps 

SB off-ramp 1,000 307 345 361 

EB through 735 319 545 372 

WB through 1,175 317 288 291 

WB left turn 300 311 299 323 

E. Washington Street / McDowell Blvd. 

EB left turn 
180 Existing, 

385 Base 
Case & 2025 

253 280 228 

EB through 385 348 317 363 

E Washington Street / Ellis Street – Kenilworth  

WB left turn 130 37 228 46 

WB left turn/right turn 735 261 610 506 

NB left turn  100 25 26 261 

NB through  250+ 14 14 64 

NB right turn  200 42 43 73 

Lakeville Highway / NB 101 Ramps 

NB off-ramp 1,150 105 169 177 

EB left turn 500 150 166 398 

EB through 1,100 12 159 29 

Lakeville Street / SB 101 Ramps 

SB Off-ramp 600 235 248 474 

WB through 1,100 329 668 262 
* Synchro Analysis Program 
a Storage and queues are per lane for surface street intersection approaches. 
b Queue lengths presented are for the longest queue. 
 Bold typeface indicates storage length is exceeded. 
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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TABLE 4.13-10 VEHICLE QUEUING* (95TH PERCENTILE AVERAGE VEHICLE QUEUE) SATURDAY 

PM PEAK HOUR (1:00-2:00) 

 
Storage 
(Feet)a 

Existing 
Queues 
(Feet)b 

Base Case Queues 
w/o Project 

(Feet) 

Year 2025 Queues 
w/o Project 

(Feet) 
E. Washington Street / NB 101 Ramps 

NB off-ramp 1,050 254 134 124 

EB through 1,175 147 95 6 

WB through 390 91 216 153 

E. Washington Street / SB 101 Ramps 

SB off-ramp 1,000 269 291 339 

EB through 735 267 198 434 

WB through 1,175 102 153 150 

WB left turn 300 243 281 262 

E. Washington Street / McDowell Blvd. 

EB left turn 
180 Existing, 

385 Base 
Case & 2025 

271 308 331 

EB through 385 169 260 223 

E. Washington Street / Ellis Street – Kenilworth  

WB left turn  130 18 22 28 

WB left turn/right turn 735 301 538 438 

NB left turn  100 56 57 213 

NB through  250+ 23 23 57 

NB right turn (existing) 200 38 38 49 

Lakeville Highway / NB 101 Ramps 

NB off-ramp 1,150 72 96 74 

EB left turn 500 92 100 282 

EB through 1,100 4 13 28 

Lakeville Street / SB 101 Ramps 

SB off-ramp 600 218 224 378 

WB through 1,100 219 308 410 
* Synchro Analysis Program 
a Storage and queues are per lane for surface street intersection approaches. 
b Queue lengths presented are for the longest queue.  
Bold typeface indicates storage length is exceeded. 
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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♦ East Washington Street/Southbound Highway 101 Ramps  
 Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane 

 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard   

 Eastbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane  
 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound Highway 101 Ramps  

 Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane  

Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/McDowell Boulevard  

 Eastbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane 
 
d. Future Vehicle Queuing – Base Case (Without Project) 
Tables 4.13-8, 4.13-9 and 4.13-10 show that 95th percentile Base Case (without project) vehicle 
queues could be accommodated within available distances between intersections or within the 
lengths of turn pockets and freeway off-ramps, with the following exceptions: 
 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Highway 101 Southbound Ramps 

 Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane 
 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Ellis Street – Kenilworth Street  

 Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane  
 
e. Future Vehicle Queuing – Year 2025 (Without Project) 
Tables 4.13-8, 4.13-9 and 4.13-10 show that 95th percentile Year 2025 (without project) vehicle 
queues could be accommodated within available distances between intersections or within the 
lengths of turn pockets and freeway off-ramps, with the following exceptions. 
 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound 101 Ramps    

 Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane  
♦ East Washington Street/Ellis Street-Kenilworth Drive   

 Northbound Kenilworth Drive approach left turn lane  
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Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Ellis Street-Kenilworth Drive   

 Northbound Kenilworth Drive approach left turn lane  
 
f. Existing Freeway Operations 
Three segments of Highway 101 were identified as most likely to receive project traffic due to their 
close proximity to study area roadways: 
♦ Petaluma Boulevard to Lakeville Highway 
♦ Lakeville Highway to Washington Street 
♦ Washington Street to Lakeville Highway 

 
Existing operating conditions of the study freeway segments were analyzed using volume-to capac-
ity (V/C) ratios.  The capacities of study freeway facilities were obtained from the Highway Capac-
ity Manual (HCM).6  Based on the HCM, ideally a freeway segment with minimum 12-foot-wide 
travel lanes, 6-foot shoulder widths, 2-foot median and a traffic stream composed primarily of pas-
senger cars, interchange spacing greater than 2 miles, level terrain, and driver population composed 
of regular users, should have a capacity of 2,400 vehicles per hour (vph) per lane.  However, seg-
ments of Highway 101 through Petaluma have many features that reduce the capacity flow rates 
from the ideal of 2,400 vph per lane, including: 

♦ Heavy vehicles, including trucks, buses, and recreational vehicles represent approximately 5 per-
cent of peak hour vehicles on Highway 101. 

♦ Location with short merge distances for on-ramps. 

♦ Interchange spacing typically less than 2 miles.  
 
Therefore, the capacity of 2,000 vph per lane was selected as an approximation of freeway capacity 
through Petaluma, and is consistent with recent previous analyses performed in Petaluma.  
 
Existing traffic volumes were obtained from the Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic 
Operations Report, Fehr and Peers, May, 2008 which provided Caltrans’ AM and PM peak hour 
freeway volumes for year 2007.  Saturday PM peak hour volumes were not available, however, the 
traditional design hour is the weekday PM peak hour, thus available data is considered sufficient for 
freeway evaluation.  Using peak hour data and theoretical freeway peak hour capacities, the V/C 
ratio for each segment was calculated by dividing the actual traffic volumes by the theoretical capac-
ity.  The resulting ratio was used to determine segment level of service using the thresholds shown 
in Appendix F. 
 

                                                         
6 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (TRB), 2000. 
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Existing freeway segment capacity, V/C ratio and LOS are shown in Table 4.13-11.  During the 
AM peak hour southbound Highway 101 traffic will experience greater levels of congestion (LOS 
D) within the South Petaluma Boulevard to Lakeville Highway segment, while northbound traffic 
will be uncongested (LOS A).  During the PM peak hour northbound Highway 101 traffic will 
experience levels of greater congestion (LOS D) within the Petaluma Boulevard to East Washington 
Street segment, while southbound traffic will be uncongested (LOS A).  
 
g. Future Freeway Operation – Base Case (Without Project) 
Growth in freeway traffic will occur due to regional growth in Sonoma and Marin counties.  
Northbound and southbound peak hour traffic volumes on Highway 101 were derived from mod-
eling information developed through the U.S. 101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Operations 
Report (SPSR), May, 2008, employing the current city-wide traffic model.  Table 4.13-10 shows 
that under Base Case conditions, during the AM peak hour southbound traffic on Highway 101 
will experience greater levels of congestion (LOS C, D and E) within the Petaluma Boulevard to 
East Washington Street to Lakeville Highway segments, while northbound traffic will be less con-
gested (LOS B, C or D).  During the PM peak hour northbound Highway 101 traffic will experi-
ence levels of severe congestion (LOS E or F) within the Petaluma Boulevard to East Washington 
Street to Lakeville Highway segments, while southbound traffic will be less congested (LOS B and 
D). 
 
h. Future Freeway Operation – Year 2025 (Without Project)  
Table 4.13-12 shows that under Year 2025 conditions, during the AM peak hour southbound 
Highway 101 traffic will experience greater levels of congestion (LOS  D or E) within the Petaluma 
Boulevard to East Washington Street to Lakeville Highway segments, while northbound traffic will 
be slightly less congested (LOS B, C or D).  During the PM peak hour northbound Highway 101 
traffic will experience levels of severe congestion (LOS E or F) within the Petaluma Boulevard to 
East Washington Street to Lakeville Highway segments, while southbound traffic will be  less con-
gested (LOS C, D or E). 
 
6. Public Parking  
The site vicinity has public parking lots serving the swim center, skate park and Fairgrounds, and 
there is a 34-space park-and-ride lot located adjacent (just west of) the swim center.  The swim cen-
ter and skate park have a 21-space parking lot adjacent the skate park, 16 parking spaces located on 
the north side of the swim center, and about 15 spaces located east of the swim center (formerly 
serving Kenilworth Jr. High School).  South of the center, located adjacent the existing swim center 
solar panels, there are 22 spaces sized for truck and trailer parking (these spaces are not necessarily 
used by the swim center or skate park, but are observed to serve Fairgrounds activities).  Overall, 
there are about 108 parking spaces located on or very nearby the swim center-skate park.  There are  
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TABLE 4.13-11 FREEWAY PEAK HOUR V/C RATIO AND LOS EXISTING CONDITIONS  

Freeway Segment Direction 
Existing  
Volumea 

Theoretical 
Capacityb V/C LOS 

AM 

NB 1,931 4,000 .48 A 
So. Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 

SB 3,361 4,000 .84 D 

NB 2,327 4,000 .58 A 
Lakeville Hwy. to Washington St. 

SB 2,346 4,000 .59 A 

NB 2,448 4,000 .61 B 
Washington St. to Redwood Hwy. 

SB 2,131 4,000 .53 A 

PM 

NB 3,203 4,000 .80 D 
So. Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 

SB 1,962 4,000 .49 A 

NB 3,570 4,000 .89 D 
Lakeville Hwy. to Washington St. 

SB 2,346 4,000 .59 A 

NB 3,462 4,000 .87 D 
Washington St. to Redwood Hwy. 

SB 2,525 4,000 .63 B 
a  Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Operations Report, SPSR, May 2008 
b Assumes freeway capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour per lane.   
Source:  Freeway Volume Data and Lane Capacity from the Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Opera-
tions Report, SPSR, May 30, 2008. 

over 700 parking spaces within the Fairgrounds parking lot.  Approximately 200 of these spaces are 
within close walking distance (2 to 3 minutes) of the swim center and skate park.   
 
7. Transit 
Public transit service in the project area is provided by Golden Gate Transit, Sonoma County 
Transit and Petaluma Transit.  Golden Gate Transit provides weekday service within Sonoma 
County as well as Marin County and San Francisco to the south.  Weekday commute period buses 
pass through Petaluma, offering limited local service for Petaluma residents.   
 
Commute routes 73, 74, 75 and 76 and basic route 80 operate within Petaluma.  The primary corri-
dor for these routes is Petaluma Boulevard and East Washington Street (east of Highway 101).  Ser-
vice headways vary from 30 minutes during peak commute periods to 1.5 hours during the off-peak 
periods.  Weekday commute route 75 serves the Petaluma Fairgrounds Park and Ride Lot on 
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TABLE 4.13-12 FREEWAY PEAK HOUR V/C RATIO AND LOS BASE CASE AND YEAR 2025 

(WITHOUT PROJECT) 

Freeway Segment Direction 
Baseline 
Volumea 

Theoretical 
Capacityb V/C LOS 

AM  

Base Case Conditions   

NB 2,700 4,000 .68 B 
So. Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 

SB 4,100 4,000 1.03 F 

NB 3,178 4,000 .79 C Lakeville Hwy.  
to Washington St. SB 3,273 4,000 .82 D 

NB 3,374 4,000 .84 D Washington St.  
to Redwood Hwy. SB 3,095 4,000 .77 C 

Year 2025 Conditions 

NB 3,454 5,000 .69 B Petaluma Blvd.  
to Lakeville Hwy. SB 3489 5,000 .70 C 

NB 4,350 5,000 .87 D Lakeville Hwy.  
to Washington St. SB 4,279 5,000 .86 D 

NB 4,512 5,000 .90 E Washington St.  
to Redwood Hwy. SB 4,146 5,000 .83 D 

PM  

Base Case Conditions   

NB 4,020 4,000 1.00 F So. Petaluma Blvd.  
to Lakeville Hwy. SB 2,736 4,000 .68 B 

NB 4,510 4,000 1.13 F Lakeville Hwy.  
to Washington St. SB 3,328 4,000 .83 D 

NB 4,021 4,000 1.00 F Washington St.  
to Redwood Hwy. SB 3,552 4,000 .89 D 

Year 2025 Conditions  

NB 4,824 5,000 .96 E Petaluma Blvd.  
to Lakeville Hwy. SB 3,460 5,000 .69 B 

NB 5,980 5,000 1.20 F Lakeville Hwy.  
to Washington St. SB 4,420 5,000 .88 D 

NB 5,998 5,000 1.20 F Washington St.  
to Redwood Hwy. SB 4,534 5,000 .91 E 
a  Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Operations Report, SPSR, May 2008 
b Assumes freeway capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour per lane for Base Case.  Year 2025 assumes freeway capacity of 2,000 
vehicles per hour per lane plus one HOV lane at half the capacity of a full lane. 
Source:  Freeway Volume Data and Lane Capacity from the Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Opera-
tions Report, SPSR, May 30, 2008. 
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30-minute headways commencing at 5:52 AM and ending at 7:22 AM during the morning commute 
period, and commencing at 4:04 PM and ending at 6:26 PM during the evening commute period.   
 
Commute route 76 serves the Lakeville Highway–U.S. 101 freeway Park and Ride Lot on 30-
minute headways, commencing at 5:22 AM and ending at 7:07 AM during the morning commute 
period.  Commute route 76 serves the Lakeville Highway-S.R.116 Park and Ride Lot on approxi-
mate 25- to 30-minute headways, commencing at 4:33 PM and ending at 6:53 PM during the eve-
ning commute period.  Basic route 80 serves Petaluma from the Copeland Street Transit Mall on 
one-hour headways weekdays, weekends and holidays commencing at about 4:40 a.m. and ending 
at about 10:40 p.m.  
 
Sonoma County Transit routes 44 and 48 provide daily service between downtown Petaluma and 
downtown Santa Rosa.  Route 44 traverses East Washington Street.  Weekday service on this route 
occurs approximately every hour during peak periods and every 2 or 3 hours during off-peak peri-
ods (11:00 p.m. and 5:30 a.m.).  Weekend service along the route occurs every two to three hours 
from approximately 10:00 a.m. to 8:30 p.m.  
 
A Sonoma County Park-and-Ride Lot is located at Washington Street/Payran Street, just north of 
the Fairgrounds and just east of the Sonoma County Regional Library.  Petaluma Transit routes 
travel along East Washington Street as well as many local streets in the project vicinity. Weekday 
service headways vary from 10 minutes to 1-hour during commute peak periods, depending upon 
the route.  Petaluma Transit Route 3-North Ely serves the Ellis Street/East Washington Street bus 
stop on one hour headways from 6:47 a.m. to 4:47 p.m. weekdays; with Saturday service on 1-hour 
headways from 10:47 a.m. to 3:47 p.m. Petaluma Transit Route 3- South Ely serves the Ellis 
Street/East Washington Street bus stop on 1-hour headways from 7:50 a.m. to 5:50 p.m. weekdays; 
this route does not include weekend service.   
 
Bus stops with shelters are provided near the project site on Fairgrounds Drive near East Washing-
ton Street (serves all three transit providers), on the south side of East Washington Street just east of 
the Kenilworth Drive/Ellis Street intersection and on the northwest corner of the East Washington 
Street/Ellis Street intersection. 
 
8. Pedestrian and Bicycle 
In the immediate project vicinity, sidewalks are in place along the north and south sides of East 
Washington Street and crosswalks with pedestrian controls are provided at the East Washington 
Street/Ellis Street/Kenilworth Drive intersection.  There are no continuous pedestrian facilities 
along Kenilworth Drive or Lindberg Lane.  There is a pedestrian bridge crossing over Highway 101 
between the project site (former Junior High School) and the neighborhood located east of the 
freeway.  The City controls the gates for this bridge which are currently kept open. 
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There are no striped or posted bicycle lanes along East Washington Street, Kenilworth Drive or 
Lindberg Lane.  The Petaluma Bicycle Plan adopted in August 2000 shows planned Class II bike-
ways (i.e., signed and striped bike lanes within the roadway right-of-way) in the project area along 
East Washington Street, Payran Street, Lakeville Street and D Street.  Caulfield Lane currently has 
Class II bikeways.   
 
 
C. Standards of Significance 

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project could have a sig-
nificant environmental impact if it would: 

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e. result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
V/C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

3. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (i.e., sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

5. Result in inadequate emergency access; 

6. Result in inadequate parking capacity; or  

7. Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. 
 
For purposes of this analysis, the above general significance criteria are interpreted as follows, con-
sistent with previous environmental analyses in Petaluma: 
 
City Roadway and Intersection Impact Criteria:  The City’s current level of service standard is 
LOS D.  Based on existing CEQA and City of Petaluma standards, traffic impacts are identified as 
significant if the project would cause: 

8. Operations (level of service) at a signalized intersection to deteriorate from an acceptable level 
(LOS D or better) under conditions without the project to an unacceptable level (LOS E, or F); 

9. For signalized intersections that operate at an LOS E under conditions without the project, the 
LOS to deteriorate to the next lowest level; 
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10. For signalized intersections operating at LOS F without the project, any additional vehicle 
trips to the intersection; 

11. For unsignalized intersections operating acceptably (LOS D or better) under conditions with-
out the project, the LOS to deteriorate to unacceptable (LOS E, or F) conditions AND the 
traffic volumes at the intersection would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant criteria 
for traffic signal installation; or 

12. For unsignalized intersections operating at unacceptable levels (LOS E, or F) under conditions 
without the project, average delay to increase by five or more seconds AND the traffic vol-
umes at the intersection would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant criteria for traf-
fic signal installation. 

13. The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that the 95th percentile vehicle 
queue must be accommodated within available storage.  Project traffic adding to queue lengths, 
either by directly increasing the queue length or indirectly by adding to volumes and delay at 
an intersection which would increase unacceptable base case queues on the intersection ap-
proaches.  The 95th percentile standard is employed in order to be consistent with the standard 
requested by Caltrans in correspondence regarding this project.7 

14. The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that when a project site plan pre-
cludes the ability of the City to provide ultimate circulation system improvements to accom-
modate cumulative traffic conditions, this would be considered a significant impact.  

 
Emergency Access Impact Criteria:  An emergency vehicle access impact is considered to be signifi-
cant if the project would: 

15. Provide inadequate design features to accommodate emergency vehicles accessing and circulat-
ing within the project site; or 

16. Cause a substantial decrease in travel speeds on primary emergency response routes such that 
emergency vehicles would be significantly delayed. 

 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Impact Criteria:  A pedestrian impact is considered significant if the project 
would: 

17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns; 

18. Exacerbate a current unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle condition within the area; 

19. Restrict or compromise pedestrian and/or bicycle flows within the area; 

                                                         
7 Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 4, written 

correspondence, June 9, 2005. 
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20. Not provide good pedestrian and bicycle linkages internal to the project and connecting to 
adjacent facilities; or 

21. Not provide secure and safe bicycle parking in adequate proportion to anticipated demand for 
bicycle parking. 

 
Transit Impact Criteria:  A transit impact is considered significant if the project would: 

22. Result in significant unanticipated increase in transit patronage; or 

23. Be inaccessible to transit riders (defined as within ¼-mile of a transit stop). 
 
Since the project would not have the potential to result in a change in air traffic patterns at the 
Petaluma Municipal Airport or any other airport in the area, no further analysis of this issue is re-
quired. 
 
 
D. Impact Discussion 

This section evaluates project traffic impacts in the context of Base Case and Year 2025 baseline 
volumes.   
 
The conclusions set forth for Base Case represent buildout conditions with all approved Major De-
velopment Projects constructed and occupied (list as of July 2008); no major roadway network im-
provements are assumed for Base Case conditions for the analyzed intersections and roadways.  
 
The conclusions set forth for Year 2025 represent General Plan buildout conditions based upon 
City traffic model runs which include all approved and proposed Major Development Projects (cur-
rent list as of October 2007) and roadway network improvements assumed as of Year 2025 (see Sec-
tion B.8.b. Roadway Improvements and Figure 4.13-10).  Roadway connections would be made 
through the fairgrounds serving fairgrounds development; however, specific connections will only 
be determined as development occurs.  The D Street connection to Kenilworth Drive is assumed. 
 
1. Analysis Assumptions 
a. Project Proposed Off-Site Circulation System 
Primary site access from East Washington Street is planned via Johnson Drive, an off-site roadway 
that would replace the existing Kenilworth Drive connection to East Washington Street opposite 
Ellis Street.  Johnson Drive is planned to extend around the west and south sides of the City swim 
center and skate park to connect at a “tee” intersection with an improved and realigned Kenilworth 
Drive.  Kenilworth Drive would be extended north of the intersection with Johnson Drive and 
would intersect East Washington Street at a new right turn in/right turn out location east of the 
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Johnson Drive/Ellis Street intersection.  The project would provide the following improvements 
along East Washington Street fronting the City swim center-skate park and Sonoma-Marin Fair-
grounds access entrance (the new Johnson Drive), at the Highway 101 southbound on-ramp and on 
Kenilworth Drive: 

♦ Improve the separation between pedestrians and vehicles in the vicinity of the swim center-skate 
park by providing continuous sidewalks on all sides of the City swim center and skate park. 

♦ Clarify the poorly defined, confusing vehicle circulation, parking layout and pedestrian access 
around the swim center-skate park and (former) Kenilworth School site. Improvements at the 
swim center-skate park would include landscaping, sidewalks with wheelchair access, new sign-
age, and well-defined cross-walks, as shown on Site Plan Enlargement and Sections 3.4.  

♦ Provide an improved Kenilworth Drive with curbs, gutters, bike lanes along both sides of the 
street and continuous sidewalks along the western project frontage.  

♦ Provide an eastbound bicycle lane along the project’s East Washington Street frontage, and a 
westbound bicycle lane along the opposite side of East Washington Street, consistent with the 
City’s Bicycle Plan. 

♦ Provide a second left turn lane on the westbound East Washington Street approach to the High-
way 101 southbound on-ramp intersection.  

♦ Provide a second left turn lane on the westbound East Washington Street approach to the Ellis 
Street/Johnson Drive intersection.  

♦ Provide the right-of-way for an improved Highway 101 southbound on-ramp at East Washing-
ton Street, in order that Caltrans may implement its long-term plans for this on-ramp. Accord-
ing to Caltrans, the change to the on-ramp would better conform to current safety standards. 

♦ Create an intersection in the middle of a 90-degree curve which would serve the swim center-
skate park (on the inside of the curve) and the Fairgrounds (on the outside of the curve). 

♦ Provide 5-foot wide bicycle lanes on both sides of (proposed) Johnson Drive and a 5-foot wide 
sidewalk along the swim center side of Johnson Drive. 

 
b. Project Trip Generation 
Tables 4.13-13 and 4.13-14 show that a 364,000 square foot shopping center would be likely to gen-
erate 207 inbound and 133 outbound trips during the AM peak hour, 674 inbound and 730 out-
bound trips during the PM peak hour, and 1043 inbound and 962 outbound trips during the Satur-
day PM peak hour.  Based upon the Institute of Transportation Engineers source of passby and 
diverted linked trip capture for commercial uses, approximately 25 percent of the project’s PM and 
Saturday peak hour commercial trips would be expected to be captured from existing traffic passing 
by the site on East Washington Street and another approximately 25 percent of the project’s week-
day PM peak hour and Saturday PM peak hour commercial trips would be expected to be captured
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TABLE 4.13-13 2008  WEEKDAY  AM AND PM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION EAST WASHING-
TON PLACE  

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 

 Use 
Size/ 

# of Units Rate Vol Rate Vol Rate Vol Rate Vol 

Retail Commercial 

Shopping  Center 364,000 SF a 207 a 133 c 674 c 730 

Passby Captureb  N/A 0 N/A 0 d -170  -170 

Diverted Linked Trip Capture   N/A 0 N/A 0 d -170  -170 

Total Net New Trips  For Shopping Center  207  133  334  390 

Office 

Office  16,000 SF e 38 e 5 f 16 f 81 

Grand Total Net New Retail Commercial and  
Office Trips 

 245  138  350  471 
a Ln(T) = 0.60 Ln(X) + 2.29 (61% inbound/39% outbound). 
b Passby trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a primary trip destination without a route diver-
sion. 
c Ln(T) = 0.66 Ln(X) + 3.40 (48% inbound/52% outbound). 
d Approx 25% of inbound trips would be captured from existing traffic on East Washington Street. An additional 25% of 
inbound trips would be captured from the traffic volume on a roadway within the vicinity of the generator, but that require 
a diversion from the roadway to gain access to the site. These are “diverted linked” trips.  
e Ln(T) = 0.80 Ln(X) + 1.55 (88% inbound/12% outbound) – A.M. Peak Hour 
f T = 1.12 (X) + 78.81  (17% inbound/83% outbound) 
Source:  Development Size:  East Washington Place Site Plan and  EIR Project Description.   
Trip Rate Source:  Trip Generation, 7th Edition by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003. 
Passby and diverted linked trip capture for commercial use:  Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, June 2004, in consideration of ITE equations for Shopping Centers for Gross Leaseable Area and 
Peak Hour Traffic on Adjacent Street. 
Compiled by:  Crane Transportation Group. 

 
from existing traffic on Highway 101, as well as from arterial and collector streets in Petaluma.  
Figures 4.13-14, 4.13-15 and 4.13-16 show the project increment of traffic distributed to the road-
way system.  The negative numbers indicate a trip having been diverted to the project site.  The net 
new trips associated with the commercial component of the project would total 207 inbound and 
133 outbound weekday AM peak hour trips,  334 inbound and 390 outbound weekday PM peak 
hour trips, and 523 inbound and 442 outbound Saturday PM peak hour trips.   
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TABLE 4.13-14 2008  SATURDAY PM TRIP GENERATION  -  EAST WASHINGTON PLACE  

Saturday PM Peak Hour Trips 

Inbound Outbound 

 Use 
Size/ 

# of Units Rate Vol Rate Vol 

Shopping  Center 364,000 SF a 1043 a 962 

Passby Capture b b 260 b 260 

Diverted Linked Trip Capture b   b 260  260 

Total Net New Trips for Shopping Center  523  442 

Office  16,000 SF c 4 c 4 

Grand Total Net New Retail Commercial and Office 
Trips 

 527  446 
a Ln(T) = 0.65 Ln(X) + 3.77 (52% inbound/48% outbound) – Peak Hour of Generator 
b   Passby trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from an origin to a primary trip destination without a route diver-
sion. Approx 25% of inbound trips would be captured from existing traffic on East Washington Street. An additional 25 % 
of inbound trips would be captured from the traffic volume on a roadway within the vicinity of the generator, but that 
require a diversion from the roadway to gain access to the site. These are “diverted linked” trips. 
c Ln(T) = 0.81 Ln(X) – 0.12 (54% inbound/46% outbound)  
Source:  Development Size:  East Washington Place Site Plan and  EIR Project Description. 
Trip Rate Source:  Trip Generation, 7th Edition by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003. 
Passby and diverted linked trip capture for commercial use:  Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, June 2004, in consideration of ITE equations for Shopping Centers for Gross Leaseable Area and 
Peak Hour Traffic on Adjacent Street. 
Compiled by:  Crane Transportation Group. 

 
It should be noted that the proposed site plan depicts the expected square footage for the retail area 
based on the maximum expected Caltrans right-of-way takings for the Highway 101 southbound 
on-ramp improvements; however, there is a possibility that Caltrans would not require as large a 
right-of-way taking.  In this  event,  the  overall square  footage of the  major  retail  stores along 
Highway 101 may be increased by up to 12,940 square feet.  The 12,940 square feet is not addressed 
within the 364,000 sq ft shopping center analyzed in the current EIR traffic section. However, as-
suming the increase would be to shopping center (not office uses), it amounts to a 3.5 percent in-
crease in the retail commercial component of the project, or about 9 inbound trips and 1 outbound 
trip during the AM peak hour and 12 inbound and 14 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. 
These increases are considered minor, and would not be expected to result in any substantial differ-
ences in the analyzed results of this traffic analysis.  
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C I T Y  O F  P E T A L U M A  

E A S T  W A S H I N G T O N  P L A C E  E I R  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

 

 

4.13-55 
 
 

The office portion of the project, comprised of 16,000 square feet, would be expected to generate 38 
inbound and 5 outbound weekday AM peak hour trips,  16 inbound and 81 outbound weekday PM 
peak hour trips, and 4 inbound and 4 outbound Saturday PM peak hour trips.  
 
c. Project Trip Distribution 
Project traffic was distributed to the roadway network based upon traffic patterns developed for 
the citywide traffic model.  Table 4.13-15 provides trip distribution percentages for traffic assign-
ment to the roadway system.  AM, PM and Saturday peak hour project traffic is shown distributed 
to the local roadway network in Figures 4.13-14, 4.13-15 and 4.13-16.   
 
Figure 4.13-17 presents Base Case plus project intersection geometrics and control, while Base Case 
plus project weekday AM, weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hour volumes are shown on Fig-
ures 4.13-18, 4.13-19 and 4.13-20.   
 
Figure 4.13-21 presents Year 2025 baseline plus project intersection geometrics and control, while 
Year 2025 baseline plus project weekday AM, weekday PM and Saturday PM peak hour volumes 
are shown on Figures 4.13-22, 4.13-23 and 4.13-24. 
 
2. Project Impacts  
a. Base Case Plus Project Impacts on Intersection Level of Service and Need for Signalization 
Project traffic would increase volumes at study intersections, affecting intersection level of service 
and potential need for signalization.  
 
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e. result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
V/C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

8. Operations (level of service) at a signalized intersection to deteriorate from an acceptable level 
(LOS D or better) under conditions without the project to an unacceptable level (LOS E, or F); 

9. For signalized intersections that operate at an LOS E under conditions without the project, the 
LOS to deteriorate to the next lowest level; 

10. For signalized intersections operating at LOS F without the project, any additional vehicle 
trips to the intersection; 
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C I T Y  O F  P E T A L U M A  

E A S T  W A S H I N G T O N  P L A C E  E I R  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

 
 

4.13-64 
 
 

 

TABLE 4.13-15 PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

Percent East  
Washington Place 

Commercial  
Development 

Percent East  
Washington Place Resi-

dential  
Development 

Direction 
Weekday 

AM 

Weekday 
PM & 

Saturday 
Weekday 

AM 

Weekday 
PM &  

Saturday 
Highway 101 North 12 15 14 15 

Highway 101 South   7   8   8   7 

Lakeville Highway   6   5   5   6 
Central Downtown Petaluma and West City of Peta-
luma 

40 35 39 40 

East of Highway 101 (via East Washington Street, 
McDowell Boulevard and Caulfield Lane 

30 30 32 28 

Local to Project Vicinity Just East of Highway 101   5   7   2   4 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Source:  Current City-wide Traffic Model, City of Petaluma 2008 and observed traffic patterns. 

11. For unsignalized intersections operating acceptably (LOS D or better) under conditions with-
out the project, the LOS to deteriorate to unacceptable (LOS E, or F) conditions AND the 
traffic volumes at the intersection would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant criteria 
for traffic signal installation; or 

12. For unsignalized intersections operating at unacceptable levels (LOS E, or F) under conditions 
without the project, average delay to increase by five or more seconds AND the traffic vol-
umes at the intersection would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant criteria for traf-
fic signal installation. 

 
The addition of project traffic would not result signal warrants being met at unsignalized intersec-
tions (see signal warrant charts provided in Appendix F).  Tables 4.13-16, 4.13-17 and 4.13-18 show 
that the proposed project would not result in unacceptable peak hour level of service at analyzed 
intersections under Base Case plus project conditions with the following exceptions:  
 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street  

 Figure 4.13-14 shows that the project would add trips to this intersection, most notably add-
ing 15 westbound and 25 eastbound through trips to this signalized intersection.  The addi-
tion of project-generated trips would result in acceptable Base Case LOS D deteriorating to 
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TABLE 4.13-16 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND SECONDS OF DELAY—WEEKDAY AM 

PEAK HOUR 

Base Case  Year 2025 

Intersection Existing 

Base Case  
(Without 
Project) 

Base Case  
+ Project 

Year 2025  
(Without 
Project) 

Year 2025 
Case + 
Project 

Weekday AM Peak Hour (7:00-8:00) 

E. Washington Street/McDowell Blvd. 
(Signal) 

C-30.5a C-32.1 C-32.5 C-29.1 C-29.9 

E. Washington Street/U.S.101 
Northbound Ramps (Signal) 

A-11.1 a A-6.8 A-6.9 A-7.7 A-7.7 

E. Washington Street/U.S.101 
Southbound Ramps (Signal) 

C-23.6 a C-24.6 C-27.1 B-19.8 C-20.8 

E. Washington Street/Ellis Street 
(Signal) 

B-14.4a B-16.4 C-20.0 B-16.5 C-20.1 

E. Washington Street/Payran Street 
(Signal) 

B-13.9a B-14.6 B-16.0 C-17.4 B-19.1 

E. Washington Street/Lakeville Street 
(Signal) 

B-16.7a B-19.8 C-20.5 C-21.9 C-20.5 

Lakeville Street/D Street (Signal) C-26.0a D-41.9 D-42.7 D-41.0 D-41.4 

Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane (Side 
Street Stop Sign Control Existing & 
Base Case/ Signal for Year 2025) 

B-13.0b B-14.4 C-18.5 A-9.8 a B-10.6a 

Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane 
(Signal) 

B-16.8a B-17.5 B-18.7 F->80.0 F->80.0 

Lakeville Street/U.S. 101 Southbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

C-21.6a C-21.6 C-21.7 C-30.9 C-32.5 

Lakeville Street/U.S. 101 Northbound 
Ramps (Signal)  

A-10.9a B-12.5 B-12.5 C-23.3 C-25.3 

Caulfield Lane/ Payran Street (Signal) B-13.0a B-13.2 B-13.7 C-20.3 C-20.6 

Lindberg Lane / Payran Street (All-
Way Stop Control) 

A-7.5c A-7.5 A-7.7 A-9.1 A-9.6 
a Signalized level of service – vehicle control delay in seconds. 
b Unsignalized level of service – worst case approach  vehicle control delay in seconds (Lindberg Lane westbound approach). 
c All-way stop level of service – average vehicle control delay in seconds. 
Bold typeface indicates unacceptable level of service and delay.  
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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TABLE 4.13-17 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND SECONDS OF DELAY—WEEKDAY PM 
PEAK HOUR 

Base Case  Year 2025 

Intersection Existing 

Base Case  
(w/o  

Project) 
Base Case  
+ Project 

Year 2025  
(w/o  

Project) 

Year 2025 
Case + 
Project 

Weekday PM Peak Hour (5:00-6:00) 

E. Washington Street/McDowell Blvd. 
(Signal) 

D-40.5a D-50.2 
D-54.8 

 
D-43.7 

D-45.7 
 

E. Washington Street/Highway 101 
Northbound Ramps (Signal) 

c-20.7a  A-10.0 
B-10.7 

 
B-10.5 

B-11.3 
 

E. Washington Street/Highway 101 
Southbound Ramps (Signal) 

C-23.6a C-23.1 C-32.7 C-21.1 
C-21.1 

 
E. Washington Street/Ellis Street-
Kenilworth Street (Signal) 

B-9.7a B-11.6 
C-33.4 

 
B-19.1 

C-29.6 
 

E. Washington Street/Payran Street (Sig-
nal) 

B-17.3a  C-23.2 
C-24.5 

 
C-23.7 

C-27.4 
 

E. Washington Street/Lakeville Street 
(Signal) 

C-24.9a C-33.7 
D-40.5 

 
C-31.5 

C-33.1 
 

Lakeville Street/D Street (Signal) D-36.4a E-66.6 F- >80.0 
 

E-63.0 
E-79.9 

 
Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane (Side 
Street Stop Sign Control Existing & Base 
Case/Signal for Year 2025) 

B-12.7b C-18.0 
E-43.6 

 
A-9.8 

B-11.1 a 
 

Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane (Signal) B-18.6a C-24.4 
C-25.1 

 
F->80.0 F-> 80 

 
Lakeville Street/Highway 101  
Southbound Ramps (Signal) 

B-19.5a B-20.2 
C-20.6 

 
D-49.6 

D-53.2 
 

Lakeville Street/Highway 101  
Northbound Ramps (Signal)  

B-13.4a B-16.7 B-16.7 D-47.9 
D-48.4 

 

Caulfield Lane/Payran Street (Signal) B-18.5a B-18.6 
B-19.2 

 
C-20.2 

C-21.54 
 

Lindberg Lane/Payran Street (All-Way 
Stop Control) 

A-8.3c A-8.4 
A-9.5 

 
B-11.9 

C-15.7 
 

a Signalized level of service – vehicle control delay in seconds. 
b Unsignalized level of service – worst case approach  vehicle control delay in seconds (Lindberg Lane westbound approach). 
c All-way stop level of service – average vehicle control delay in seconds. 
Bold typeface indicates unacceptable level of service and delay.  
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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TABLE 4.13-18 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND SECONDS OF DELAY— SATURDAY PM 

PEAK HOUR  

Base Case  Year 2025 

Intersection Existing 

Base Case  
(w/o  

Project) 
Base Case  
+ Project 

Year 2025  
(w/o Pro-

ject) 

Year 2025 
Case + 
Project 

Saturday PM Peak Hour (1:00-2:00) 

E. Washington Street/McDowell Blvd. (Sig-
nal) 

C-33.1a D-40.5 
D-45.5 

 
D-39.4 D-43.6 

E. Washington Street/U.S.101 Northbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

C-21.2a A-9.6 
B-10.0 

 
A-9.2 A-10.0 

E. Washington Street/U.S.101 Southbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

B-18.0a B-18.5 
C-27.6 

 
B-19.7 C-20.0 

E. Washington Street/Ellis Street (Signal) B-10.3a B-12.2 
D-37.3 

 
B-18.2 D-54.1 

E. Washington Street/Payran Street (Signal) B-18.7a C-21.1 
C-22.3 

 
C-20.2 C-22.5 

E. Washington Street/Lakeville Street (Signal) C-20.3a C-27.5 
C-28.1 

 
C-28.4 C-29.7 

Lakeville Street /D Street (Signal) C-25.4a F->80.0 
F->80.0 

 
 E-65.7 F->80.0 

 
Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane (Side Street 
Stop Sign Control Existing & Base 
Case/Signal for Year 2025) 

D-34.3b D-28.9 
F-77.1 

 A-6.6a 
A-9.3 

 

Lakeville Street /Caulfield Lane (Signal) B-18.3a C-24.3 
C-24.5 

 
F- > 80.0 F->80.0 

 
Lakeville Street /U.S. 101 Southbound 
Ramps (Signal) 

C-21.9a B-19.0 
B-19.6 

 
C-27.2 

C-27.2 
 

Lakeville Street /U.S. 101 Northbound 
Ramps (Signal)  

A-9.6a B-10.4 
B-10.6 

 
B-16.4 

B-17.2 
 

Caulfield Lane/ Payran Street (Signal) B-17.0a B-15.9 
B-16.8 

 
B-17.1 

B-17.4 
 

Lindberg Lane / Payran Street (All-Way Stop 
Control) 

A-7.9c A-7.9 
A-9.0 

 
A-9.4 

B-11.0 
 

a Signalized level of service – vehicle control delay in seconds. 
b Unsignalized level of service – worst case approach  vehicle control delay in seconds (Lindberg Lane westbound approach). 
c All-way stop level of service – average vehicle control delay in seconds. 
Bold typeface indicates unacceptable level of service and delay.  
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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unacceptable LOS E operation.  However,  this intersection was the subject of adopted 
Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the 
General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased commercial and retail proposed by 
the East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout General Plan assumptions.  
Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be made again as part of this project-
specific EIR.  (Threshold #8)  

 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street  

 Figure 4.13-15 shows that the project would add or divert trips for most movements at this 
intersection, most notably adding 80 westbound and 48 eastbound through trips to this sig-
nalized intersection. The addition of project-generated trips would result in unacceptable 
Base Case LOS E deteriorating to unacceptable LOS F operation.  However,  this intersec-
tion was the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at 
a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased com-
mercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of total 
buildout General Plan assumptions.  Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to 
be made again as part of this project-specific EIR.  (Threshold #9) 

 
♦ Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane  

 Figure 4.13-15 shows that the project would add 21 westbound left turns, two southbound 
left turns and 12 northbound right turns to this stop sign controlled intersection, and divert 
10 southbound and three northbound through vehicle trips.  This would result in acceptable 
Base Case LOS C deteriorating to unacceptable LOS E operation for the westbound 
Lindberg Lane approach.  However, traffic volumes would not meet the peak hour warrant 
for signalization, thus, this would not be considered a significant impact.  (Threshold #11) 

 
Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street  

 Figure 4.13-16 shows that the project would add or divert trips for most movements at this 
intersection, most notably adding 83 westbound and 93 eastbound through trips to this sig-
nalized intersection.  The addition of project-generated trips would result in unacceptable 
Base Case LOS F deteriorating further.  However, this intersection was the subject of 
adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level 
in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased commercial and retail pro-
posed by the East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout General Plan as-
sumptions.  Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be made again as part of 
this project-specific EIR.  (Threshold #10) 
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♦ Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane  
 Figure 4.13-16 shows that the project would add 19 westbound left turns and one westbound 

right turn, three southbound left turns, and 17 northbound right turns to this intersection, 
and divert 17 southbound and five northbound through vehicle trips.  This would result 
Base Case LOS D operation deteriorating to unacceptable LOS F operation for the west-
bound Lindberg Lane left turn movement.  However, traffic volumes would not meet the 
peak hour warrant for signalization, thus, this would be a less-than-significant impact.  
(Threshold #11) 

 
b. Vehicle Queuing 
Project traffic would increase vehicle queues at intersections.  
 
The following threshold of significance, as identified above, is addressed in this response:  

13. The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that the 95th percentile vehicle 
queue must be accommodated within available storage. Project traffic adding to queue lengths, 
either by directly increasing the queue length or indirectly by adding to volumes and delay at 
an intersection which would increase unacceptable base case queues on the intersection ap-
proaches.  The 95th percentile standard is employed in order to be consistent with the standard 
requested by Caltrans in correspondence regarding this project.8  

 
Tables 4.13-19, 4.13-20, and 4.13-21 show that 95th percentile Base Case plus project vehicle queues 
could be accommodated within available distances between intersections or within the lengths of 
turn pockets and off-ramps, with the following exceptions:   
 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound 101 Ramps   

 
Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane – Figure 4.13-14 shows that the project 
would add a total of 139 trips to this intersection,  resulting in adding queue length to this left lane 
where capacity would be exceeded under Base Case conditions.  This would be a significant impact.  
(Threshold #13) 
 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound 101 Ramps   

 
 

                                                         
8 Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 4, written 

correspondence, June 9, 2005. 
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TABLE 4.13-19  VEHICLE QUEUING* (95TH PERCENTILE AVERAGE VEHICLE QUEUE) WEEKDAY AM 
PEAK HOUR (7:00-8:00) 

Base Case Queues 
(Feet) 

Year 2025 Queues 
(Feet) 

 

Storage 
(Feet)a 

Existing 
Queues 
(Feet)b 

Base Case 
Without 
Project 

Base Case + 
Project 

Year 
2025 

Without 
Project 

Base Case  
+ Project 

E. Washington Street / NB 101 Ramps 
NB off-ramp 1,050 128 68 75 82 89 
EB through 1,175 0 0 0 3 0 
WB through    390 212 160 171 111 121 
E. Washington Street / SB 101 Ramps 
SB off-ramp 1,000 271 294 368 291 313 
EB through    735 223 260 267 168 230 
WB through 1,175 35 146 182 126 133 
WB left turn    300 461 465 490 298 307 
E. Washington Street / McDowell Blvd. 
EB left turn 180 Existing 385 

Base Case & 2025 194 219 224 179 189 

EB through    385 46 70 74 54 65 
E. Washington Street / Ellis Street – Kenilworth (Future Johnson Dr.) 
WB left turn (existing)    130 40 55  53  
WB left turn (proposed)    500c   104  104 
WB through /right turn    735 208 266 331 137 170 
NB left turn (existing)    100 24 27   67  
NB through (existing)       250+ 24 27  60  
NB through/left plus 
exclusive left (proposed) 

      325+d   
54(left)+54 

(through) =108 
 

89 (left)+89 
(through)=178 

NB right turn (existing)    200 29 33  46  
NB right turn (proposed)    185e   36  45 
Lakeville Highway / NB 101 Ramps 
NB off-ramp 1,150 115 131 131 119 119 
EB left turn    500 63 93 94 239 247 
EB through 1,100 23 242 234 0 280 
Lakeville Street / SB 101 Ramps 
SB Off-ramp    600 301 323 323 509 523 
WB through 1,100 152 184 208 370 346 
* Synchro Analysis Program 
a Storage and queues are per lane for surface street intersection approaches. 
b Queue lengths presented are for the longest queue. 
c The proposed project would provide two 500-foot long left turn lanes for this movement. 
d The proposed project would provide a reconfigured approach with a 250-foot-long lane  through/left turn lane and an 
exclusive 75-foot-long left turn lane; queues would not be limited to the resulting 325 feet, however, as they could extend 
east along Johnson Drive as needed during peak demand periods. 
e The proposed project would provide a reconfigured approach with a 185-foot long lane for this movement. 
Bold typeface indicates storage length is exceeded.  
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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TABLE 4.13-20 VEHICLE QUEUING* (95TH PERCENTILE AVERAGE VEHICLE QUEUE) WEEKDAY 

PM PEAK HOUR (5:00-6:00) 

Base Case Queues 
(Feet) 

Year 2025 Queues 
(Feet) 

 

Storage  
(Feet)a 

Existing 
Queues 
(Feet)b 

Base 
Case 

Without 
Project 

Base  
Case+ 
Project 

Year 
2025 

Without 
Project 

Base  
Case + 
Project 

E Washington Street / NB 101 Ramps 
NB off-ramp 1,050 346 194 202 160 176 
EB through 1,175 219 0 103 77 128 
WB through 390 214 270 0 306 250 
E Washington Street / SB 101 Ramps 
SB off-ramp 1,000 307 345 518 361 384 
EB through 735 319 545 658 372 150 
WB through 1,175 317 288 375 291 347 
WB left turn 300 311 299 325 323 287 
E. Washington Street / McDowell Blvd. 
EB left turn 180 Existing 

385 Base Case  
& 2025 

253 280 280 228 305 

EB through 385 348 317 312 363 346 
E. Washington Street / Ellis Street – Kenilworth (Future Johnson Dr.) 
WB left turn (existing) 130 37 228  46  
WB left turn (proposed)   500c   229  232 
WB through /right turn 735 261 610 722 506 401 
NB left turn (existing) 100 25 26  261  
NB through (existing) 250+ 14 14  64  

NB through/left plus 
exclusive left (proposed) 

325+d   
129 (left) + 

131(through)
= 260 

 
276 (left) + 

284(through) 
= 560 

NB right turn (existing) 200 42 43  73  
NB right turn (proposed) 185e   44  57 
Lakeville Highway / NB 101 Ramps 
NB off-ramp 1,150 105 169 177 177 183 
EB left turn 500 150 166 168 398 402 
EB through 1,100 12 159 205 29 43 
Lakeville Street / SB 101 Ramps 
SB off-ramp 600 235 248 248 474 494 
WB through 1,100 329 668 683 262 626 
* Synchro Analysis Program 
a Storage and queues are per lane for surface street intersection approaches. 
b Queue lengths presented are for the longest queue. 
c The proposed project would provide two 500-foot-long left turn lanes for this movement. 
d The proposed project would provide a reconfigured approach with a 250-foot long lane through/left turn lane and an ex-
clusive 75-foot long left turn lane; queues would not be limited to the resulting 325 feet, however, as they could extend east 
along Johnson Drive as needed during peak demand periods. 
e The proposed project would provide a reconfigured approach with a 185-foot long lane for this movement. 
Bold typeface indicates storage length is exceeded.   
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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TABLE 4.13-21 VEHICLE QUEUING* (95TH PERCENTILE AVERAGE VEHICLE QUEUE) SATURDAY PM 

PEAK HOUR (1:00-2:00) 

Base Case Queues 
(Feet) 

Year 2025 Queues 
(Feet) 

 
Storage 
(Feet)a 

Existing 
Queues 
(Feet) b 

Base 
Case 

Without 
Project 

Base Case  
+ Project 

Year 2025 
Without 
Project 

Base Case  
+ Project 

E. Washington Street / NB 101 Ramps 
NB off-ramp 1,050 254 134 168 124 138 
EB through 1,175 147 95 0 6 124 
WB through 390   91 216 217 153 177 
E. Washington Street / SB 101 Ramps 
SB off-ramp 1,000 269 291 492 339 391 
EB through 735 267 198 518 434 205 
WB through 1,175 102 153 298 150 125 
WB left turn 300 243 281 343 262 287 
E. Washington Street / McDowell Blvd. 
EB left turn 180 Existing 

385 Base Case  
& 2025 

271 308 358 331 367 

EB through 385 169 260 250 223 307 
E. Washington Street / Ellis Street – Kenilworth (Future Johnson Dr.) 
WB left turn (existing) 130 18 22  28  
WB left turn (proposed) 500c   342  305 
WB through /right turn 735 301 538 522 438 387 
NB left turn (existing) 100 56 57  213  
NB through (existing) 250+ 23 23  57  
NB through / left plus 
exclusive left (proposed) 

325+d   
183 (left) + 184 
(through)=367 

 
314 (left) + 316 
(through) =630 

NB right turn (existing) 200 38 38  49  
NB right turn (proposed) 185e   40  52 
Lakeville Highway / NB 101 Ramps 
NB off-ramp 1,150 72 96 96 74 74 
EB left turn 500 88 100 100 282 288 
EB through 1,100 5 13 13 28 28 
Lakeville Street / SB 101 Ramps 
SB off-ramp 600 218 224 227 378 388 
WB through 1,100 219 308 325 410 448 
* Synchro Analysis Program. 
a Storage and queues are per lane for surface street intersection approaches. 
b Queue lengths presented are for the longest queue. 
c The proposed project would provide two 500-foot long left turn lanes for this movement. 
d The proposed project would provide a reconfigured approach with a 250-foot long lane through/left turn lane and an ex-
clusive 75-foot long left turn lane; queues would not be limited to the resulting 325 feet, however, as they could extend east 
along Johnson Drive as needed during peak demand periods. 
e The proposed project would provide a reconfigured approach with a 185-foot long lane for this movement. 
Bold typeface indicates storage length is exceeded.   
Source: Crane Transportation Group. 
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Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane – Figure 4.13-15 shows that the project 
would add a total of 548 vehicle trips to this intersection, resulting in adding queue length to this 
left lane where capacity would be exceeded.  This would be a significant impact.  (Threshold #13) 
 
Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound 101 Ramps  
 

Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane – Figure 4.13-16 shows that the project 
would add a total of 706 vehicle trips to this intersection, resulting in adding queue length to this 
left lane where capacity would be exceeded under Base Case conditions.  This would be a significant 
impact.  (Threshold #13) 
 
c. Base Case Plus Project Impacts on Freeway Operation  
Project traffic would add to freeway volumes.  
 
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e. result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
V/C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections);  

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

13. The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that when a project site plan pre-
cludes the ability of the City to provide ultimate circulation system improvements to accom-
modate cumulative traffic conditions, this would be considered a significant impact. 

 
Table 4.13-22 shows that the project would contribute traffic to freeway segments operating unac-
ceptably at LOS F under Base Case (without project) conditions.  This issue has been the subject of 
adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the 
General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased commercial and retail proposed by the 
East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout General Plan assumptions.  Thus, this 
finding does not need to be made again as part of this project-specific EIR.  
 
d. Year 2025 Plus Project Impacts on Intersection Level of Service and Need for Signalization 
Project traffic would increase volumes at study intersections, affecting intersection level of service 
and potential need for signalization.  
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TABLE 4.13-22 FREEWAY AM PEAK HOUR V/C RATIO AND LEVEL OF SERVICE (WITH PROJECT) 

Freeway Segment Direction 
Baseline 
Volumea 

Theoretical 
Capacityb V/C LOS 

AM   
Base Case Plus Project Conditions  

NB 2,722       4,000 .68 B 
Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 

SB 4,111 4,000 1.03 F 
NB 3,196 4,000 .80 D 

Lakeville Hwy. to Washington St. 
SB 3,281 4,000 .82 D 
NB 3,392 4,000 .85 D 

Washington St. to Redwood Hwy. 
SB 3,135 4,000 .78 C 

Year 2025 Plus Project Conditions 
NB 3,476 5,000 .70 C 

Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 
SB 3,460 5,000 .69 B 
NB 4,368 5,000 .87 D 

Lakeville Hwy. to Washington St. 
SB 4,247 5,000 .85 D 
NB 4,530 5,000 .91 E 

Washington St. to Redwood Hwy. 
SB 4,185 5,000 .84 D 

PM  
Base Case Plus Project Conditions  

NB 4,099 4,000 1.02 F 
Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 

SB 2,849 4,000 .71 C 
NB 4,588 4,000 1.15 F 

Lakeville Hwy. to Washington St. 
SB 3,441 4,000 .86 D 
NB 4,133 4,000 1.03 F 

Washington St. to Redwood Hwy. 
SB 3,682 4,000 .92 E 

Year 2025 Plus Project Conditions 
NB 4,902 5,000 .99 E 

Petaluma Blvd. to Lakeville Hwy. 
SB 3,573 5,000 .72 C 
NB 6,058 5,000 1.21 F 

Lakeville Hwy. to Washington St. 
SB 4,533 5,000 .91 E 
NB 6,009 5,000 1.20 F 

Washington St.  to Redwood Hwy. 
SB 4,664 5,000 .93 E 

a  Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Operations Report, Fehr & Peers, May 2008 
b Assumes freeway capacity of 2,000 vehicles per hour per lane for Base Case.  Year 2025 assumes freeway capacity of 2,000 
vehicles per hour per lane plus one HOV lane at the half capacity of a full lane. 
Source:  Freeway Volume Data and Lane Capacity from the Draft U.S.101/Rainier Avenue Interchange Traffic Opera-
tions Report, SPSR, Fehr & Peers, May 30, 2008. 
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The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e. result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
V/C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections);  

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

10. For signalized intersections operating at LOS F without the project, any additional vehicle 
trips to the intersection; 

11. For unsignalized intersections operating acceptably (LOS D or better) under conditions with-
out the project, the LOS to deteriorate to unacceptable (LOS E, or F) conditions AND the 
traffic volumes at the intersection would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant criteria 
for traffic signal installation; or 

12. For unsignalized intersections operating at unacceptable levels (LOS E, or F) under conditions 
without the project, average delay to increase by five or more seconds and  the traffic volumes 
at the intersection would satisfy the Caltrans peak hour volume warrant criteria for traffic sig-
nal installation. 

 
Tables 4.13-16, 4.13-17, and 4.13-18 show that the proposed project would not produce any signifi-
cant LOS impacts at analyzed intersections in the year 2025 during the AM, PM and Saturday PM 
peak hours, with the following exceptions: 
 
AM Peak Hour  
♦ Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane 

 
The project would add about 46 weekday AM peak hour vehicle trips to this intersection, which 
would be experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS F operation. However,  this intersection was 
the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic 
level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased commercial and retail pro-
posed by the East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout General Plan assumptions.  
Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be made again as part of this project-specific 
EIR. 
 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street  

 Figure 4.13-15 shows that the project would add or divert trips for most movements at this 
intersection, most notably adding 80 westbound and 48 eastbound through trips to this sig-
nalized intersection.  The addition of project-generated trips would result in unacceptable 
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Base Case LOS E deteriorating to unacceptable LOS F operation.  However,  this intersec-
tion was the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at 
a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased com-
mercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of total 
buildout General Plan assumptions.  Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to 
be made again as part of this project-specific EIR.  

 
Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ Lakeville Street/D Street  

Figure 4.13-16 shows that the project would add or divert trips for most movements, most notably 
adding 83 westbound and 93 eastbound through trips to this signalized intersection. The addition of 
project-generated trips would result in unacceptable Base Case LOS F deteriorating further.   How-
ever,  this intersection was the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City 
Council at a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased 
commercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout 
General Plan assumptions.  Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be made again as 
part of this project-specific EIR. 
♦ Lakeville Street/Caulfield Lane 

 
The project would add about 141 Saturday PM peak hour vehicle trips to this intersection, which 
would be experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS F operation. However,  this intersection was 
the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic 
level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased commercial and retail pro-
posed by the East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout General Plan assumptions.  
Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be made again as part of this project-specific 
EIR.  
 
Project traffic would not change LOS A, B, C or D operation at any location to LOS E or poorer 
operation.  In addition, the project would not degrade any unacceptable Base Case LOS D or E 
operation to a poorer LOS. 
 
e. Vehicle Queuing 
Project traffic would increase vehicle queues at intersections.  
 
The following threshold of significance, as identified above, is addressed in this response:  

13. The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that the 95th percentile vehicle 
queue must be accommodated within available storage. Project traffic adding to queue lengths, 
either by directly increasing the queue length or indirectly by adding to volumes and delay at 
an intersection which would increase unacceptable base case queues on the intersection ap-
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proaches.  The 95th percentile standard is employed in order to be consistent with the standard 
requested by Caltrans in correspondence regarding this project.9  

 
Tables 4.13-19, 4.13-20, and 4.13-21 show that 95th percentile year 2025 vehicle queues could be 
accommodated within available distances between intersections or within the lengths of turn pock-
ets and off-ramps, with the following exceptions: 
 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound 101 Ramps   

 
Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane – Figure 4.13-14 shows that the project 
would add a total of 139 trips to this intersection,  resulting in adding queue length to this left lane 
where capacity would be exceeded under Base Case conditions.  This would be a significant impact.  
(Threshold #13) 
 
Saturday PM Peak Hour 
♦ East Washington Street/Southbound 101 Ramps   

 
Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lane – Figure 4.13-15 shows that the project 
would add a total of 706 vehicle trips to this intersection, resulting in adding queue length to this 
left lane where capacity would be exceeded under Base Case conditions.  This would be a significant 
impact.  (Threshold #13) 
 
 
f. Year 2025 Plus Project Impacts on Freeway Operation  
Project traffic would add to freeway volumes.  
 
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e. result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
V/C ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections);  

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

                                                         
9 Timothy Sable, District Branch Chief, Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 4, written 

correspondence, June 9, 2005. 
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14. The City of Petaluma standard employed in this analysis is that when a project site plan pre-
cludes the ability of the City to provide ultimate circulation system improvements to accom-
modate cumulative traffic conditions, this would be considered a significant impact. 

 
Table 4.13-22 shows that the project would contribute traffic to freeway segments operating unac-
ceptably at LOS F under year 2025 (without project) conditions.  This issue has been the subject of 
adopted Overriding Considerations by the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the 
General Plan EIR, in which the amount of the increased commercial and retail proposed by the 
East Washington Place project was a part of total buildout General Plan assumptions.  Thus, this 
finding does not need to be made again as part of this project-specific EIR.  
 
i.  Project Circulation Impacts 
An improved Kenilworth Drive would provide access to all areas of the project site and provide an 
improved roadway connection between East Washington Street and Lindberg Lane. It would have 
single north and southbound travel lanes, left turn lanes at intersections and 5-foot-wide bike lanes 
on both sides of the street, consistent with the City of Petaluma Bicycle Plan. Kenilworth Drive 
would have curb and gutter on both sides and sidewalks along the project frontage. A detail of the 
site plan (Site Enlargements and Sections, Site Plan Sheet 3.4) shows the swim center-skate park 
with sidewalks along the perimeter of the entire site, including along Kenilworth Drive. No direct 
access to the Fairgrounds site is planned from Kenilworth Drive; this would not be considered until 
the fairgrounds is developed, thus fencing is assumed to be in place along Kenilworth Drive at the 
Fairgrounds property line. However, the site plan indicates the potential for future roadway con-
nections through the Fairgrounds as fourth (west) legs of site driveway access intersections.  The 
following describe elements of site access along Kenilworth Drive in a north to south sequence and 
expected impacts. 
 
ii. Swim Center and Shopping Center Access 
Vehicles turning right from East Washington Street to Kenilworth Drive would encounter a cross-
walk at the north end of Kenilworth Drive linking new 6-foot-wide sidewalks along the south side 
of East Washington Street.  This section of Kenilworth Drive would be about 52 feet wide.  Side-
walks would be provided on both sides of Kenilworth Drive between East Washington Street and 
Johnson Drive.  A driveway providing access to the existing swim center would be located about 
130 feet south of East Washington Street on the west side of the street.  Turns to and from the 
swim center driveway would be restricted to right turn in/right turn out due to a raised median on 
Kenilworth Drive.  
 
iii. Johnson Drive/Kenilworth Drive/Shopping Center Driveway Intersection 
This four-leg intersection would accommodate all turns, and crosswalks would be provided on all 
approaches.  A left turn lane would be provided on the southbound Kenilworth Drive approach to 
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the northernmost shopping center driveway.  As proposed, this approximately 150-foot-long left 
turn lane would accommodate 6 to 7 vehicles.  Stop sign control is shown on all intersection ap-
proaches.  
 
iv. East Washington Street/Kenilworth Drive Intersection 
A single outbound right turn lane is proposed on the northbound Kenilworth Drive stop sign con-
trolled approach to the East Washington Street intersection.  A raised median island would limit 
turns to right in/right out.  The outbound turns onto East Washington Street would be stop sign 
controlled.  The East Washington Street eastbound bicycle lane at this intersection is described in 
this section under f. Bicycle Impacts.  
 
v. Kenilworth Drive and Shopping Center Driveways South of the Johnson Drive Intersection 
The proposed 42-foot width of Kenilworth Drive south of Johnson Drive fronting the shopping 
center, consisting of two 5-foot-wide bike lanes, two 10-foot wide through lanes, an 11-foot wide 
left turn lane and no on-street parking, is consistent with City code standards.  
 
As shown on Figure 4.13-25, a total of five driveways would serve the shopping center. A sixth 
driveway would provide access to 13 parking spaces at the south end of the site. These are refer-
enced in the following discussion as driveways A through F, with the northernmost driveway des-
ignated driveway A (opposite Johnson Drive), the driveways on either side of the central shopping 
center promenade driveways B and C, the driveway adjacent the north side of building M6 drive-
way D, and the two most southerly driveways designated E and F.  Driveways A through E would 
be 30 feet wide at their intersections with Kenilworth Drive, while driveway F would be 24 feet 
wide at its intersection with Kenilworth Drive.  Driveway A, located opposite Johnson Drive, 
would have all-way (three-way) stop control at Kenilworth Drive, all others would have stop sign 
control on the outbound driveway approaches, only.  Separate left turn lanes would be provided on 
the Kenilworth Drive approaches to Johnson Drive (northbound and southbound) and driveways 
B, C, and D (southbound only).  The two driveways serving the north and south sides of the cen-
tral shopping center promenade (driveways B and C), would connect to form a “U-shape” roadway 
with intersections at both ends of the “U” at Kenilworth Drive.  These roadways would provide 
access to the central entrance to the shopping center.  Driveway E would provide access to a 28-
space parking lot and retail structure (building M6).  Driveway F at the extreme southern end of 
the site, would provide access to 13 parking spaces opposite the School District’s existing bus yard.  
 
Sign controls as proposed at project intersections and driveways appear acceptable for the antici-
pated levels of traffic. 
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g. Shopping Center Drive Aisles 
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (i.e. sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment);  

15. Provide inadequate design features to accommodate emergency vehicles accessing and circulat-
ing within the project site. 

 
Shopping center parking aisle dimensions (i.e. lot dimension layouts, specifically, aisle widths, and 
backing aisle lengths) meet City code standards and the requirements of the Fire Department, in-
cluding 28-foot-wide aisles fronting the central shopping center (buildings A1 through S10) for 
emergency access.  
 
i. Shopping Center Parking Lot Layout and Parking Supply 
All driveways and parking aisles would accommodate two-way traffic flow.  Parking lots would be 
at-grade with 90-degree parking stalls throughout the site.  Most parking spaces serving the central 
portions of the shopping center would be located on the west side of the center (about 1,380 
spaces), while the remaining 130 spaces would be located along the east and south sides of the center 
in parking lots bordered by Highway 101.  Handicapped stalls are 17 and 18 feet long, while the 
City standard is 19 feet.  No more than eight parking stalls should be located in a row without a 6-
foot-wide (minimum) landscaped divider strip.  These are not necessarily considered significant im-
pacts, but lack of adherence to city standards requires that the applicant demonstrate the need for 
the variance, and obtain review and approval by the City.  
 
The project proposes 249 parking spaces in excess of required parking, which is 1,261 spaces.  The 
excess parking would be a less-than-significant impact, but would require review and approval by the 
City. 
 
ii. Shopping Center Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns;  

20. Not provide good pedestrian and bicycle linkages internal to the project and connecting to 
adjacent facilities.    

 
The pedestrian path and bicycle route through the central Promenade lacks definition for well-
functioning, safe, combined pedestrian and bicycle access to and from Kenilworth Drive and the 
Highway 101 pedestrian bridge.  The pedestrian and bicycle route components require separation, 
or sufficient space for bikes and pedestrians to separate.  Concern exists for conflicts between shop-
pers, pedestrians using the pathway for through access, and bicyclists.  
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This is safety concern that is a significant impact.  
 
iii. Truck Access to Loading Docks 
Trucks would have access to loading docks serving the shopping center via the Kenilworth Drive 
/Johnson Drive/ Shopping Center (driveway A) intersection and driveway D near the south end of 
the center.  Trucks would enter the site from Kenilworth Drive at driveway A or D and circulate 
around the north and south perimeters of the site to loading docks and service areas located on the 
east side of the buildings.  Turning templates provided on the site plan demonstrate that large truck 
turning movements could be accommodated at each major shopping center driveway.  Thus there 
would be no impact. 
 
iv. Truck Access through the Site  
Trucks would have access to the central shopping center for all turning movements via the central 
driveways (B and C).  Turning templates provided on the site plan demonstrate that large truck 
turning movements could be accommodated at the northernmost four of the shopping center 
driveways.  The applicant states that trucks would not be routed via Lindberg Lane.  Thus there 
would be no impact. 
 
v. Number of Loading Berths 
The project would not provide a sufficient number of loading berths to meet City code.  This 
would be a less-than-significant impact, depending upon the delivery demands of the actual commer-
cial uses that would eventually occupy the site but would require review and approval by the City.  
 
vi. Johnson Drive/Fairgrounds/City Swim Center-Skate Park Driveway Access Intersection  
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (i.e., sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);  

17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns; 

20. Not provide good pedestrian and bicycle linkages internal to the project and connecting to 
adjacent facilities.    

 
This intersection would be located on the inside of a 90-degree curve of Johnson Drive.  It would 
provide a reconfigured access to the Fairgrounds, City swim center, and skate park.  This four-leg 
intersection is proposed to accommodate all turns, and crosswalks would be provided on the 
northbound Johnson Drive and Swim Center approaches to the intersection.  The intersection con-
figuration (90-degree curve) raises sight line concerns: swim center-skate park outbound vehicles 
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turning onto Johnson Drive would have difficulty seeing and being seen by Johnson Drive through 
traffic.  This is a significant impact.  
 
h. Parking Impacts 
i. On-Site Parking 
The proposed parking supply for the Shopping Center is 1,510 parking spaces.  This is a ratio of 4.0 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail space.  City code requires 1 space per 300 square feet of retail 
floor area, or a ratio of 3.33 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area.  The City code requirement 
for the Shopping Center would equate to 1,261 parking spaces and thus the project exceeds City 
code for commercial parking by 249 spaces.  The excess parking is a less-than-significant impact, but 
would require review and approval by the City. 
 
ii. Bicycle Parking 
The Petaluma Bike Plan requires a ratio of bicycle spaces equivalent to 10 percent of all auto spaces 
in commercial areas.  Of this parking, 60 percent shall be long term (in bicycle lockers, covered or 
indoor facilities) while 40 percent are to be short term bicycle parking (racks).  A total of 126 bicy-
cle parking spaces are proposed, based on 10 percent of the City code requirement for vehicle park-
ing spaces.  City code requires that 76 of the proposed spaces be long-term (indoor storage or out-
door secured storage) and 50 short term (indoor or outdoor), however, site plans do not specify 
type of bicycle parking facilities.  This is a less-than-significant impact, if the requisite types of spaces 
can be provided but would require review and approval by the City.   
 
iii. Swim Center-Skate Park Vehicle Access and Parking Supply, and Fairgrounds Parking Supply  
The following threshold of significance, as identified above, is addressed in this response:  
 

6. Result in inadequate parking capacity.    
 
The site plan shows no changes to the existing swim center buildings, pools or skate park structure.  
However, construction of Johnson Drive would relocate and reconfigure roadway access, landscap-
ing and parking facilities for the swim center and skate park: the existing 34-space parking lot (a 
park and ride facility which also serves the swim center) would be relocated eastward nearer the 
swim center buildings, and the swim center access driveway would be realigned to pass through the 
park and ride lot rather than circling around it (as it is currently configured).  The existing 21-space 
skate park parking lot would become the location of the Johnson Drive/Swim Center-Skate Park 
driveway.  Most of the parking spaces on the north side of the swim center (16 spaces) would be 
retained, but shifted south to accommodate the re-aligned and widened East Washington Street 
fronting the swim center.  Parking spaces located to the east of the center (about 15 spaces formerly 
serving Kenilworth Jr. High School) and immediately south of the center (22 spaces sized for truck 
and trailer parking located adjacent the existing swim center solar panels - not necessarily used by 



C I T Y  O F  P E T A L U M A  

E A S T  W A S H I N G T O N  P L A C E  E I R  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  

 
 

4.13-84 
 
 

the swim center or skate park) would be replaced with a newly configured 35-space parking lot ad-
jacent to and south of the swim center.  Overall, the existing 108 parking spaces located on or 
nearby the swim center-skate park would be replaced by  84 newly-configured parking spaces adja-
cent the center.  Additional spaces (208 spaces) would be re-striped (painted) on the Fairgrounds 
property immediately to the south of Johnson Drive.  The site plan shows crosswalk access to the 
re-striped fairgrounds parking spaces at two locations: the Johnson Drive/Swim Center-Skate Park 
driveway intersection and the Johnson Drive access to the 35-space swim center parking lot at its 
westernmost driveway.   
 
The fairgrounds parking lot would be disrupted by construction of Johnson Drive.  Some of the 
existing fairgrounds parking spaces (about 184 spaces) would be removed or dislocated due to the 
Johnson Drive construction.  The applicant proposes to re-stripe 208 spaces on the fairgrounds 
property, which would replace the 184 spaces disrupted by Johnson Drive construction plus replace 
the remainder of existing (disrupted) swim center nearby spaces (24 spaces).  All spaces are sized for 
automobiles.  
The applicant would replace lost parking spaces on the swim center-skate park site, thus the project 
would not result in a significant impact to swim center parking.  However the overall disruption to 
fairgrounds parking is a significant impact. 
 
i. Pedestrian Circulation Impacts 
The following thresholds of significance, as identified above, are addressed in this response:  

17. Result in unsafe pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic flow patterns;  

19. Restrict or compromise pedestrian and/or bicycle flows within the area;  
 
The project proposes 6-foot wide sidewalks along the south side of East Washington Street and a 
sidewalk along the north side of East Washington Street (width of sidewalk to be determined 
through on-going talks with the City).10  The project proposes 5-foot sidewalks at all other loca-
tions: Kenilworth project frontages, and the swim center-skate park perimeter, including the swim 
center side of Kenilworth Drive.  Sidewalks and walkways would be provided throughout the 
shopping center and all shopping center walkways and all proposed sidewalks would be intercon-
nected.  A tree-lined pathway would be provided in the center of the shopping center connecting 
Kenilworth Drive and the existing pedestrian bridge over Highway 101.  The new sidewalk along a 

                                                         
10 Discussions have taken place between the applicant and City of Petaluma staff, and the likely plan 

is to provide 6-foot-wide bike lanes on both sides of East Washington Street by narrowing travel 
lanes.  However, if for whatever reason, travel lanes cannot be narrowed, the bike lanes may need to be 5 feet 
wide.  The City has stated that it would accept 5-foot-wide bike lanes along this stretch of East Washington 
Street if necessary.   
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widened East Washington Street would extend from Johnson Drive to the Highway 101 
southbound on-ramp intersection.  Crosswalks would be provided as follows: 

♦ Across the northbound Kenilworth Drive approach to East Washington Street,  

♦ Across all legs of the Johnson Drive/Kenilworth Drive intersection,  

♦ Across Johnson Drive at the westerly 35-space swim center parking lot driveway as well as across 
the swim center parking lot westerly driveway,  

♦ Across the northbound and westbound approaches to the Johnson Drive/Swim Center driveway 
intersection, and  

♦ Across the northbound and westbound approaches to the Johnson Drive/East Washington 
Street intersection.   

♦ Across Kenilworth Drive between the school bus maintenance property and the proposed build-
ing M6 parking lot.  

 
The proposed location of the Kenilworth crosswalk adjacent to East Washington Street creates an 
unsafe condition as vehicles turning right from East Washington Street would slow down for turn-
ing movement, but would then speed up on the straight section, which provides pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity between the swim center and the shopping center.  Vehicle speeds could be 
higher than safe (i.e. vehicles turning right from East Washington Street would slow on the turn, 
but would need to immediately perceive the need to maintain a slow speed in order to maximize 
safety through this segment of the project area which is designed to accommodate pedestrian and 
bicycle activity between the shopping center and the swim center).  The mid-road crosswalk on 
Kenilworth providing pedestrian access to and from the school bus maintenance facility would raise 
a similar issue, as vehicle speeds from Lindberg Lane could be higher than safe, traffic would not be 
slowed by signal or sign controls, and visibility could be reduced through the nearby Kenilworth 
Drive curve.   
 
Similarly, pedestrian safety at the mid-road crosswalks along Johnson Drive would also be unsafe as 
through traffic would not be slowed by signal or sign controls.  
 
Additionally, pedestrians accessing the swim center or skate park from the nearby re-striped park-
ing spaces on the fairgrounds site (adjacent the Johnson Drive curve) would cross at the crosswalk, 
then have no clear path to follow to access the swim center or skate park (proposed fencing and 
lack of space appear to block access).  
 
These would be significant impacts.  
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Skate park users are prohibited by ordinance from using skate boards on City streets or sidewalks 
(City of Petaluma Ordinance 1707, January 21, 1988), and thus would be accommodated by pedes-
trian facilities to and from the skate park. 
 
City Street Design and Construction Standards require 5-foot wide sidewalks for collector streets 
and 6-foot-wide crosswalks for arterial streets, thus, the proposed sidewalks meet the City stan-
dards.   
 
j. Bicycle Circulation Impacts 
Bicycle lanes would be provided on both sides of Kenilworth Drive and Johnson Drive.  
Northbound bicycles turning right from Kenilworth Drive to travel eastbound on East Washing-
ton Street, or eastbound bicycles on East Washington Street turning right into the project site, 
could use the eastbound bike lane proposed as part of the project’s East Washington Street im-
provements.  The city traffic engineer has worked with the applicant to configure the bike lane 
along East Washington Street to avoid conflicts with Kenilworth Drive northbound right-turning 
vehicles turning onto East Washington Street.  This configuration appears to be the best solution to 
vehicle and bicycle movements at the intersection.  Eastbound and westbound bicycle access would 
be possible via bike lanes proposed on Johnson Drive.  The proposed bike lanes would contribute 
to the city’s overall system of north-south bicycle access (via improved Kenilworth Drive) and east-
west bicycle access (via Johnson Drive, south side of East Washington Street, and access to the exist-
ing pedestrian/bicycle bridge crossing Highway 101), consistent with the City of Petaluma Bicycle 
Plan.  The project would result in significant impacts to pedestrian and bicycle access as described 
above.  
 
k. Kenilworth Drive Design Impacts 
Concerns have been expressed that Kenilworth Drive would be used as a cut-through route for 
drivers wishing to avoid congestion on East Washington Street.  However, Kenilworth Drive is 
designed with all-way stop control on the two intersections nearest East Washington Street. This 
would slow the progress of through traffic.   
 
Mitigation measures recommended for other impacts in Section E below, such as raised intersec-
tions and raised crosswalks, would be effective traffic calming devices if incorporated into the site 
plans.  The proposed design with mitigations as recommended in this EIR, would be expected to 
discourage use of this roadway for cut-through traffic on East Washington Street.  Roadways such 
as Lakeville and Payran Streets would better serve through-traffic.  Furthermore, by the time a 
driver on eastbound East Washington Street reaches Johnson Drive or Kenilworth Lane, most of 
the slow progression of travel on East Washington Street would have been endured. 
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l. Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts  
The site plan has been reviewed by the City Fire Department, resulting in concern expressed re-
garding the need for the following: 

♦ Roads and aisles may need to be posted with “No Parking – Fire Lane” signs and red curbing will 
be required in select locations. 

 
These considerations will be included in the City’s design review process.   
 
m. Construction Traffic Impacts  
The project would add construction traffic to East Washington Street, Lindberg Lane, Lakeville 
Street and other roadways serving the project site, raising concerns about pavement damage on af-
fected roads and disruptions to the flow of peak hour traffic.  Construction traffic would initially 
consist of construction workers, haul trucks, and earthmoving equipment associated with initial 
site grading as well as construction of the on-site roads and infrastructure.  The next phase of con-
struction would result in truck trips for delivery of building materials.  The number of construc-
tion worker trips would vary depending upon the phase of development.  Typical vehicle equip-
ment used would include bulldozers, cement mixers, construction trailers, cranes, and material de-
livery trucks.  
 
Construction activity would have the potential to intermittently delay local traffic along East 
Washington Street, Lakeville Street, Lindberg Lane and other affected streets, and repeated trips by 
heavy vehicles could degrade the condition of the roadbeds.  These would not be considered signifi-
cant impacts if managed and monitored through the city’s Construction Management Process.  
 
Construction activity would also have the potential to impede pedestrian access through the site, to 
and from the pedestrian bridge.  This would be considered a significant impact.  (Thresholds #17, 
#18, #19) 
 
n. Conformance with Adopted Policies, Plans or Programs Supporting Alternative Transporta-

tion 
The project site has nearby transit facilities and provides for bicycle and pedestrian access through-
out the site. The plan will need to specify types of bicycle parking, and will need to clarify the bi-
cycle (versus pedestrian) route through the project (i.e. along the posed promenade).  The project 
will also be required to comply with Municipal code 11.90 supporting use of a “Transportation 
Coordinator” to reduce vehicle trips and encourage use of alternative transportation.  Otherwise, 
the site plan is considered to be in conformance with adopted policies, plans and programs support-
ing alternative transportation.  
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3. Cumulative Impacts 
As explained in Section 4.0 (Environmental Evaluation), this analysis addresses Base Case and year 
2025 + Project conditions, representing the baseline year for the cumulative analysis, when it is 
anticipated that the proposed project and approved cumulative projects (Appendix E) would be 
fully constructed and operational.  
 
The analysis above for Base Case and 2025+Project conditions addresses cumulative impacts to the 
regional transportation system.  The analysis and its conclusions are based on the assumption that 
the proposed project and the City's planned and approved projects listed in Appendix E would be 
fully operational.  As explained earlier in this section, the proposed project under Base Case and 
year 2025 conditions, in combination with cumulative projects, will contribute to significant im-
pacts to Highway 101.  This issue has been the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by the 
Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount of 
the increased commercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of 
total buildout General Plan assumptions.  Thus, this finding does not need to be made again as part 
of this project-specific EIR.  
 
Also explained earlier in this section, the proposed project under Base Case and year 2025 condi-
tions, in combination with cumulative projects, will contribute to significant impacts to operations 
at local intersections.  As discussed in detail below, while most of the potential impacts can be miti-
gated to a less-than-significant level, impacts to the Lakeville Street/D Street and Lakeville 
Street/Caulfield Lane intersections have been the subject of adopted Overriding Considerations by 
the Petaluma City Council at a programmatic level in the General Plan EIR, in which the amount 
of the increased commercial and retail proposed by the East Washington Place project was a part of 
total buildout General Plan assumptions.  Thus, a finding of significant impact does not need to be 
made again as part of this project-specific EIR.  
 
Non-traffic and on-site circulation impacts would not contribute to a cumulative impact since they 
are site specific and would be mitigated by the project and other projects within the region on a 
site-specific basis.  As a result, no additional cumulative impact, other than those identified above, 
would occur. 
 
 
E. Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact TRA-1:  95th percentile Base Case Plus Project and 2025 Plus Project vehicle queues could 
be accommodated within available distances between intersections or within the lengths of turn 
pockets and off-ramps, with the following exceptions: 
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Weekday AM, PM and Saturday Peak Hours – Base Case + Project Conditions 
♦ East Washington Street/ Southbound 101 Ramps   

 Westbound  East Washington Street approach left turn lane  
Weekday AM and Saturday Peak Hours – 2025 + Project Conditions 
♦ East Washington Street/ Southbound 101 Ramps  

 Westbound East Washington Street approach left turn lanes  
 

These would be significant impacts.  (Thresholds #1, #4) 
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1:  Implement the following improvement to the East Washington 
Street/Southbound 101 Ramps  intersection: 

♦ Eastbound left turn lane:  The applicant should  provide a second westbound East Washing-
ton Street left turn lane.  

 AM Peak Hour Base Case+ Project (Left Turn Lanes): The resultant 95th percentile 
queue per lane would be 200 feet (with a Base Case queue of 191 feet).  Resultant inter-
section operation would be LOS C with 20.8 seconds of average vehicle delay. 

 AM Peak Hour 2025+ Project (Left Turn Lanes): The resultant 95th percentile queue 
per lane would be 153 feet (with a Base Case queue of 143 feet).  Resultant intersection 
operation would be LOS B with 17.8 seconds of average vehicle delay. 

 PM Peak Hour Base Case + Project (Left Turn Lanes): The resultant 95th percentile 
queue per lane would be 158 feet (with a Base Case queue of 128 feet).  Resultant inter-
section operation would be LOS C with 24.2 seconds of average vehicle delay. 

 Saturday PM Peak Hour Base Case + Project (Left turn Lanes): The resultant 95th per-
centile queue per lane would be 120 feet (with a Base Case queue of 116 feet).  Resultant 
intersection operation would be LOS B with 19.2 seconds of average vehicle delay. 

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 

Although the Lakeville Street/Lindberg Lane intersection would change from acceptable LOS C 
(PM peak hour) and LOS D (Saturday peak hour) operation without project traffic, to unacceptable 
LOS E (PM peak hour) or LOS F (Saturday peak hour) with-project traffic, volumes would not 
meet peak hour signal warrant criteria, per Threshold #11. Therefore, the addition of project traffic 
to Base Case conditions is not considered  a significant impact for the Lakeville Street/Lindberg 
Lane intersection.  
 
Impact TRA-2: Shopping Center Pedestrian and Bicycle Access.  The pedestrian path and bicycle 
route through the central Promenade lacks definition for well-functioning, safe, combined pedes-
trian and bicycle access to and from Kenilworth Drive and the Highway 101 pedestrian bridge. The 
pedestrian and bicycle route components require separation, or sufficient space for bikes and pedes-
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trians to separate.  Concern exists for conflicts between shoppers, pedestrians using the pathway for 
through access, and bicyclists.  This would be a significant safety concern.   
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-2:  Redesign the site plan to include the following:  

♦ Separate pedestrian sidewalks and Class I bikeways through the site. 11 

♦ Contrasting pavement texture and color to distinguish between pedestrian sidewalks and 
Class I bikeways along the central Promenade.  

♦ Consider widening the promenade and public access easement to address pedestrian and bi-
cycle safety aspects while also providing space for shoppers and visitors to east, rest and 
gather.  

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 

Impact TRA-3:  Johnson Drive/Fairgrounds/City Swim Center-Skate Park Driveway Access Intersec-
tion.  This intersection would be located on the inside of a 90-degree curve of Johnson Drive.  It 
would provide a reconfigured access to the Fairgrounds, City swim center, and skate park.  This 
four-leg intersection is proposed to accommodate all turns, and crosswalks would be provided on 
the northbound Johnson Drive and Swim Center approaches to the intersection.  The intersection 
configuration (90-degree curve) raises sight line concerns: swim center-skate park outbound vehicles 
turning onto Johnson Drive would have difficulty seeing and being seen by Johnson Drive through 
traffic.  These safety concerns would be significant impacts.  (Thresholds #17, #19, #20) 

 
Mitigation Measure TRA-3: Provide stop control on all approaches to this intersection, with 
the exception of eastbound Johnson Drive through  traffic (i.e. stop sign control the swim cen-
ter outbound approach, the Johnson Drive westbound approach, the Fairgrounds northbound 
approach and the Johnson Drive eastbound left turn lane at this intersection).  This would al-
low all vehicles on the intersection approaches to see and be seen, and would not back up in-
bound through traffic on Johnson Drive.  Omit the pedestrian crosswalk at this intersection 
and direct pedestrians to nearby intersections (also see Mitigation Measure TRA-6).   

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 
 

                                                         
11 The applicant states his intention to “revise the promenade’s circulation plan to be a pedestrian 

only corridor.  Signs will be installed to route bicycles through the parking lot as conventionally done in retail 
centers.”  E-mail communication for Regency (applicant), June, 2009.  
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Impact TRA-4:  Pedestrian Circulation.  The proposed location of the Kenilworth crosswalk creates 
an unsafe condition as vehicles turning right from East Washington Street would slow down for the 
turning movement, but would then speed up on the straight section, which provides pedestrian and 
bicycle connectivity between the swim center and the shopping center.  Similarly, pedestrian safety 
at the two proposed mid-road crosswalks along Johnson Drive where through traffic would not be 
slowed by signal or sign controls.  Pedestrians accessing the swim center or skate park from the 
nearby re-striped parking spaces on the fairgrounds site (adjacent the Johnson Drive curve) or pe-
destrians walking to or from other uses within the fairgrounds, would cross at the crosswalk, then 
have no clear path to follow to access the swim center or skate park (proposed fencing and lack of 
space appear to block direct access).  These safety concerns would be significant impacts.  (Thresh-
olds #17, #19, #20) 
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-4: Revise the site plan to include the following: 

♦ Prominent crosswalk markings and cautionary signage to alert drivers and bike riders to 
pedestrians on Kenilworth Drive and Johnson Drive.   

♦ Provision of a raised intersection at Johnson Drive/Kenilworth Drive to help slow traffic.  

♦ In-pavement lighting of all crosswalks to preserve the visual prominence of crosswalks at 
night.  

♦ Elimination of the crosswalks at the Johnson Drive/Swim Center-Skate Park intersection 
per Mitigation TRA-8 and direct pedestrians parking on the fairgrounds to the crosswalk at 
the East Washington Street/ Johnson Drive intersection or at the Johnson Drive crosswalk 
providing access to the proposed 35-space swim center parking lot.  

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 

Impact TRA-5:  Construction traffic. The project would add construction traffic to East Washing-
ton Street, Lindberg Lane, Lakeville Street and other roadways serving the project site, raising con-
cerns about pavement damage on affected roads and disruptions to the flow of peak hour traffic. 
This would be a significant impact.  (Threshold #4) 
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-5:  Prior to construction, the project sponsor should be responsible 
for developing a construction traffic control plan and roadway (pavement) mitigation plan.  
The plan should be submitted to the City Traffic Engineer for review and approval prior to 
construction.  The following elements should be included in the plan: 

♦ Obtain approval for construction truck haul routes and establish hours for project con-
struction traffic that don’t significantly impact local commute traffic.  Construction deliv-
ery routes should be approved by the City of Petaluma.   
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♦ Include provisions in contractors’ construction contracts to prohibit parking of construc-
tion vehicles anywhere other than on-site. 

♦ The City Traffic Engineer should complete a before and after (construction) evaluation to 
determine if project-generated truck traffic results in substantial pavement deterioration. In 
cooperation with the City of Petaluma, the applicant should, if necessary, fund repairs to 
any deteriorated pavement along affected roadways. 

 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 

Impact TRA-6: Construction Traffic Impact to Pedestrian Access through the Site.  Construction activ-
ity would have the potential to impede pedestrian access through the site, to and from the pedes-
trian bridge.  This would be considered a significant impact.  (Thresholds #17, #18, #19) 
 

Mitigation Measure TRA-6:  Throughout construction a pedestrian accessway should be main-
tained and kept separate from construction vehicle activity.  This could be accomplished with 
movable bollards or rail fencing and signage directing pedestrians through the site.  
 
Significance After Mitigation:  Less than significant. 
 

 




