ATTACHMENT A
INTERSECTION CHANNELIZATION WARRANT WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Road/Clark Road



Paraiso Springs Road/Clark Road
Southbound Direction

LEFT-TURN WARRANTS - MONTEREY COUNTY
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A. Cumulative AM . 0 500 No | Adapted from Monterey County
|B.  Cumulative PM 0 500 No | Left Tumn Policy, adopted on
_9. Cumulative Saturday 7! 500 No ] _: February 26, 1980.

Note- Warrant is met if dot is above ando the left of curve showr above. - &
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Paraiso Springs Road/Clark Road
Northbound Direction
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" Scenaric Total | Right-Tuming | Warrant Met? |
[A. Cumulative AM 14 10 No |
B. Cumulative PM 37 20 No |
C. CumuatveSat | 50 45 No |

Note: For posted speeds at or under 45 mph, peak hour right turns greater than 40 vph,
and total peak hour approach less than 300 vph, adjust right tum volumes.

Adjust peak hour right tums = peak hour right turns - 20.
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Source: Transportation Research Board,
"Intersection Channelization Guide”,
NCHRP Report 287, November, 1985, p. 64.
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ATTACHMENT B
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road Intersection



Anatyst Armoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08728111 [ Jurisdiction Monterey County
Ui fized three-leg (stop control on minor-foad Analysis Year 1891

Input Data Base Conditions 8Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 45T, 45G) -
ARDT pogy (vehiday) Wax® 19,500  (vehiday) - 1,000
PADT ey (veTiday) x| 4300 (vehvday) = 33
Infersection skew angle (degrees) _[If 45T, does skew difer for minor 0 Skew for Leg 1 25 Skew for Leg 2 (4ST only): 0
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a left-tum fane (0. 1, 2, 3, 4} 0
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a right-tum Iane {0. 1. 2, 3, 4) []
Intersection lighting (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00 1.00

Worksheet 2B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Tw‘:le Roadway intersections
4]

)] @ ® @ ©
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turn Lanes CMF for Right-Tumn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF 3 CMF CMF ¢ CMF coun
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from 10-24 (1 @°ErE
131 T 100 131
Wi 2C -k i hes for Rural | Two-Lane Teray Roadway Intersections
[0} [63) (€] @ 5 [G] m O]
Crash Severity Level N s 47 or 450 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s 357 457 or a5 by Severity Calibration Factor, C; Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted rt
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table - from (5) of Worksheet N
1010 1062 105 @hroa* 4) Ererm
Total 0.107 0.54 1,000 107 .00 1118
Fatal and Injury (F1) - - 0.415 .044 .00 .049
ngﬂ Dnmagu Only (PDO} = - 0.585 .062 .00 .069
—
Workshest 2D - Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lans Two Way Rosd intersections
1) @) 3) 4 5 (6) 7
Collision Type Proportion of N proctcter ine (roTaL) Proportion of Collision N srestens s rg (Crashesiyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroc) N sreatetne it (poc) (crashesfyear)
Collision {crashesiyear) Typer
T AL}
o e | (B from Worksheet 2 from Table 106 (8} from Worksheet 2C from Table 106 {Blweo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.118 1.000 0.049 1.000 0.069
(2)x(3)rora Ax(S)m E)x(Tiroo
SINGLEVERIGLE
Colision with animal 01 002 008 000 026 002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overturned .01 .002 .022 .00 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .029 .240 .01 .247 .01
Other single-vehicle collision .016 .002 .011 .00 .020 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 035 .283 .01, .302 .02
— WULTIPLE VERETE
coliision .237 .028 .275 .01 .210 014
Head-on collision .052 .008 .081 .004 .032 .002
Rear-end collision .278 .033 .260 01 .292 .020
Sideswipe collision 097 .011 .051 .002 131 .009
Other muttiple-vehicle collision 042 .005 .050 .002 .033 .002
Tota) multiple-vehicie crashes .708 .083 717 .035 698 048
Worksheot 2E — ,RuumMRumMm“Tw-w;RMhmnccﬂms
(1) ) 3)
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (prop ) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8} from Worksheet 2C
Total 000 0.
Fatal and Injury {Fl} 415 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 0.




Analyst Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company Cilark Road
Date Performed 08/25/11 |Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-le, control on minor-road { Year 1892
_input Data Base Condltions Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 4ST, 4SG) =
AADT,ny, (vehiday) [ AABTwx= 19,500 (velvday) =z 1,000
IW ke
AADT e (vevday) ax = 4,300 {veh/day) - 83
Intersection skew angle (de, A4ST, does skew differ for minor 0 Skew for Leg 1 (AT): 25 Skew for Leg 2 (4ST []
Number of ed or uncontrolied aches with a left-turn lane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
Number of d or uncontrolied approaches with a tumn lane (0, 1,2, 3. 4} []
Intersection lighting (pre present) Not Present
Cafibration Factor, C; 1.00 1.00
Workshoet 2B — Crash Mod ication Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way R 7
[§)] @ [£] [ 5)
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF,, CMF CMFy CMF CMF coup
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)"(4)
717 100 7.00 T30 KAl
Wo 26 -1 ; Tor Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Intersections
) @ €] @) [G] [G] [G) ]
Crash Severity Level N apr 357, 45T or 456 Overdispersion | Crash Severity {N sor 357 ast o asc by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodicted
from Equations 10-8. 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet "
10-10 1082 105 o * ) 28 ererm
Total 0.107 0.54 .000 .107 00 118
Fatal and Injury (FI) = = 415 .044 .00 .049
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - .585 .062 .00 069
Worksheet 2D — Grashes Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane ?wo-Wuy Road Intersections
(1) @) 3 #) [ON )
Collision Type Proportion of N prosscrs ine (TOTAL) Proporstion of Collision N areciems ine () {Crasheslyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo) N preeictnd me (po0) {crashaslyear)
) Typery
| Typegoray
from Table | (8imomw. from Worksheet 2 from Table 10-6 (B from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 {Bewo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.118 1.000 0.049 1.000 0.069
(2)x(3)rora {A)x{S)m : Ex{7)ro0
— SOLEVERRLE
Cofiision with animal .018 002 .008 .000 0.026 .002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 0.001 .000
Coliision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .002 .022 .00 .007 .000
Ran off road b 029 .240 .01 .247 .017
Other -vehicts collision X .002 .011 .00 .020 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .035 .283 .01 .302 .021
~— WULTIPLE VERICLE
Angle colision .237 .028 275 .013 210 .014
Head-on colision .052 .008 .081 .004 .032 .002
Rear-end collision .278 .033 .260 .013 .292 .020
Sideswipe collision .087 .011 .051 .002 131 .009
Other mutiple-vehicie colision .042 .005 .050 .002 .033 .002
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes .706 .083 717 035 .698 .048
Workshest 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two—Wuy Road Intersections
(1} 2} (3)
Crash severity level Crash Sevaerity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C {8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 .1
Fatal and injury (F1) 0.415 I
Property Damage Only (PDO) 0.585 X}




Worksheat 2A — General Information and Input Data Tor Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Intersections

General Information Location Information
Analyst DT Roadway Asroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM |intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 082511 |Jurisdiction Monterey County
U ed three-leg (stop control on minorroad appr Analysis Year 1993
Input Data Base Conditions Site Condlitions
infersaction type (351, 45T, 456) i =
AADT gy (veh/day) wx® 19500 (veh/day) - 1,000
AADT e, (vehiday) MAX ® 4,300 {veh/day) - 83
intersection skew angie (degrees) i AST, does skew r of le 0 Skew for 1 3 2! Skew for Leg 2 (4ST : []
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a left-tum lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
Number of ed or uncontrolled approaches with a -tum lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
Intersection lighting (present/not present} Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00 1.00
Worksheet 2B — cruhMle Roadway Intersections
@ @ (€] @ J
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turn Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF 3 CMF CMF ¢ CMF coup
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)*(4)
T 760 T8 160 J'zi).u
Workshee! 2C — ] hes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Intersections
0] @ @ @ ) © ] 0]
Crash Severity Level N s, 57 or a3 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N spr 357, 457 or 45 by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
) Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodicted ini
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet e
10-10 1062 105 Chrorw. " 4) 28 Srerm
Total 0.107 0.54 000 107 = .00 118
Fatal and Injury (FI) - - 415 .044 R .00 .049
Property Damage Only (PDO) = - .585 .062 : .00 .069
Worksheet 2D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collls Tor Rural Two-Lane ay Road Intersections
(1) _(@) @) @) 5) 6 [G)
Collision Type Proportion of N provtene s rrotasy Proportion of Collision N prvtretes it () (Crashesiyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo N prosicned i pecy (Crasheslyear)
Collision (crashes/yean) Typer
| Typegoray
from Tabie | (8horw. from Worksheet 2 from Table 10-6 {8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)roo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.118 1.000 0.049 1.000 0.069
@x3)ora @x(Sn EpxdT)eoo
SINGLEVEHICLE _
Collision with animal 01 002 008 1000 026 002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Coflision with pedestrian .00 .000 - .001 000 B .001 .000
Overtumed .01 .002 .022 .00 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .029 .240 01 .247 .017
Other single-vehicle coliision .016 .002 .011 00 .020 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .035 .283 .01 .302 .021
WULTIPLE VERIGLE n
e colision 237 028 205 01 210 014
Head-on coflision .052 .006 .081 .004 .032 .002
Rear-end collision .278 .033 .260 .01 .292 .020
Sideswipe coflision ,087 .011 .051 .002 131 .009
_Other muttiple-vehicie coflision .042 .005 .050 .002 .033 .002
Total multiple-vehicle crashes 0.706 .083 717 .035 598 .048
Worksheot Z€ — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Tmly Road Intersections
[0} (€3] 3)
Crash severity level - __Crash Severity Distribution {proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 K
Fatal and Injury (Fl) 415
Property Damage Only (PDO) 585




8| neral and Input R T Intersections
General Information Location
Analyst : oT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08725111 |Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsij d thres-le; control on minor-road aj Analysis Year 1994
input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Tntersection type (35T, 451, 45G) =
AADT o (vetvday) wax = 19,500  (vehvday) - 1,000
i
AADT oy (velVday) A = 4,300 (vehvday) = 83
Intersaction skew degrees 4ST, does skew m 25
Number of mnzed or uncontrolied approaches with a left-tum lane (0.1, 2, 3, 4]
Number of d or uncontrofled spproaches with a right-tum lane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4)
Intersection 0t present} Not Present
Calibration Factor, C; 1.00
Workshest 26 — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Infersections
[§)] ) 3} “) [
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF 3 CMF 5 CMF 4 CMF cous
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 {1)°(2)°(3)"(4)
T 100 100 L5l
Worksheet 2C — intersection Grashos for Rural Two-Lans 'I’wo—Wuy Roadway intersections —
0] @ 6] () ) ©)_ ) )
Crash Severity Level N arsor as7or 450 Overdispersion | Crash Severity |N ¢ ss. 487 or 4 by Severity Calibration Factor, C. Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs procicted it
from Equations 10-8, 10-8, or | from Section from Table - from {5} of Worksheet| P
10-10 106.2 10-5 @hrow.” 4) 28 Brerm
Total 0.107 0.54 .000 107 . 00 118
Fatal and Injury {Fl) = - 415 .044 .00 049
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - .585 .062 00 .069
Wi 2D - ty Level and Collison Type for Rural T_vLo-me muy Road Intersections
1) 2) G) [U] 6} 6] [U]
Cotlision Type Proportion of N provteses ion (rotaL) Proportion of Collision N prosteree ¢ (r (CTashastyear) Proportion of Collision Typervo N proctend it rocy (Crashesiyear)
Collision (crasheslyear) Typem
ALY
ﬁ:’:;“h {8)rora from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)m from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)roo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.118 1.000 0.049 1.000 0.069
@)x{3jrora @)x(S)m E)x(7)reo
[GLE-}
Collision with animal 018 002 008 - 7000 026 002
Cofiision with bicycle 0.00° .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian 0.00° .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .0 .002 .022 .00 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .029 .240 .01 .247 .01
Other single-vahicle collision 016 .002 .011 .00 .020 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .035 .283 .01 .302 .02
—MULTIPLE-VERICLE
colision 237 028 275 013 210 014
Head-on coflision .052 .006 .081 .004 .032 .002
Rear-end coliision .278 .033 .260 .013 .292 .020
Sideswipe collision .097 .011 ‘0.051 .002 131 .009
Other multiple-vehicte collision .042 .005 .050 002 0.033 .002
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes .706 .083 717 0.035 0.698 048
Worksheot 2€ — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane 'I'w_o-Wuy Road Intersections
m @ (3)
Crash soverity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(#) from Worksheet 2C {8} from Worksheet 2C
Total 000 .1
Fatal and Injury (FI) 415 .0
Property Damage Only (PDO) 585 X




Intersections

Location Information i
Analyst Roadway Aroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08/25/11 [Jurisdiction Monterey County
Ui d three-le; control on minor-road is Year 1995
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (35T, 4ST, 45G) ~
AADT oy (velvday) MAx 19,500 {vehvday) - 1.000
S
ARDT ey (veNVdY) wx® 4,300 (vehvday) - 8
Intersection skew a degrees) 45T, does skew 1 for m Skew for
Number of Mad of uncontrolled ﬁronm with a left-turn lane 0.1.2,3, 4}
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a right-turn tane (0. 1,2, 3, 4)
Intersection lighting (pr present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00
Worksheet 2B — Crash Modification Factors fof Rural Two-Lane Two-Way R Intersections
[§)] @ 3 4) 5)
CMF for intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMFy, CMF 5 CMFy CMF CMF comes
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 {1)*(2)*(3)°(4)
T 100 700 100 11
W 2C - b ion Crashes for Rural Two-l.nn?l‘w_o-W-y Roadway Intersections
(U] : 2) 3) ) ©) [U] 8
Crash Severity Level N o357 as7er 50 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s sst ast or 45 by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
) Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodictad it
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| era
10-10 1062 105 @row.* ) 28 Ererm
Total 0.107 0.54 .000 107 .00 .118
Fatal and Injury (Fi) = - 415 .044 .00 .049
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - .585 .062 .00 .069
— “Worksheet ZD - Crashes Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane may Road Intersections
(1) @) (3) (U] {6) @
Collision Type Proportion of N prodiorws ine (rovAL) Proportion of Collision N preeiene e 7y (Crashes/year) Proportion of Collision Typeroo) N srectens mt pooy (crasheslysar)
'year) Typem
| Typerroray
"‘:’;;"’" (8o, from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)n from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 {B)roc from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.118 1.000 0.049 1.000 0.069
2)x(3)roms A)xiS)m Ex(T)roo
SINGLE-VERIELE
Collision with animal 019 0.002 008 000 — 002 002
Cofision with bicycle .00 0.000 .001 .000 0.001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 0.000 .001 .000 0.001 .000
Overtumed X .002 .022 .00 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .029 .240 .01 .247 .01
Other single-vehicle coliision A .002 .011 .00 .020 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes 29 .035 .283 .01 .302 .02
WMULTIPLE VEHIGLE
Angle coliision .237 .028 .275 .013 0210 .014
Head-on collision .052 .008 .081 .004 0.032 .002
Rear-end coffision .278 .033 .260 .013 .292 .020
Sideswipe collision .097 .011 .051 .002 131 .009
Other muitiple-vehicle colision .042 .005 .050 .002 .033 .002
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes .706 .083 717 .035 698 .048
Worksheet 2E — Summary Resuits for Rural Two-Lane Two-v-Vny Road Intersections
(0] 2) (3)
Crash saverity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
{4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Workshest 2C
Total .000 A
Fatal and Injury (FI} 415 )
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 A




Analyst oT Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Clark Road
Date Performed 0828111 Monterey County
ar 1996
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 457, 45G) =
AADT g (vetvday) wx® 19,500  (vehiday) = 1,300
AAD T (veday) woe 4,300 (vehday) - 3
Intersection skew degrees) if 4ST, does skew 0 Skew for Leg 1 Fi] Skew for Leg 2 (4ST only): []
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a left-tun Iane [0 1,2,3,4) []
Number of signalized or uncontrofled approaches with a right-turn lane (0. 1, 2. 3, 4) 0
Intersection esent/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C. 1.00 1.00

Worksheet 26 — Crash Modfication Flcmn for Rural Two-Lane may Roadway Intersections

m @ 4) )
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tumn Lanes CMF for qum -Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMFy, CMF CMFy CMF 4 CMF cous
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 )2 GrE
T 750 — 100 160 117
W 2C - hes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way R intersections
(1) @) @) 5] 1) (8)
Crash Severity Level N yrssr s7or 56 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s 357 st o as by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9. or | from Section from Table - from {5) of Worksheet| oo,
10-10 1062 10-5 o ” 4} Ererm
Total 0.131 0.54 000 1131 .00 .145
Fatal and Injury (Fl) = -~ 415 .054 00 .060
Property Damage Only (PDO) — — .585 .077 .00 .0B5
— W 2D - by y Level and Collsion 7yp| Tor Rural T_v_lo-um ‘N—o-WIy Road Intersections
(1} ) 3) “4) 5 [G]
Collision Type Proportion of N prooseses mt roTal) Proportion of Collision N precictes it (1) (Crashaeslyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo; N prosens mt ooy (Crashesiysar)
) Typern
Typegoray
from Jable | (@rrow rom Worksheet 2 from Table 10-6 (B from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8o from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.145 1.000 0.060 1.000 0.085
X0 @)x(5m Bx(T)roo
“SINGLE-VERICLE
Colision with animal 019 003 008 000 _ 026 002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 001 .000
Overtumed .01 .002 .022 .00 007 .001
_Ran off road .244 .035 .240 .014 .247 .021
Other single-vehicle collision .016 .002 .01 .00 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .043 .283 .01 302 .026
— WMULTIPLE-VERIGLE
‘Angle colizion 237 034 275 017 210 018
Head-on cofiision .052 .008 .081 .005 032 .003
Rear-end colfision .278 .040 .260 .01 .292 025
Sideswipe cofiision .097 .014 .051 .00 131 .011
Other multiple-vehicle collision .042 .006 .050 .00 .033 .003
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .706 102 717 .043 598 .058
Worksheet ZE — y Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-le Road Intersections
()] 2) (3} 3
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)

(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 1
Fatal and injury (F1) A5 1
Property Damage Only (PDO) 585 .1




Workshest 2A — General Information and Data for Rural Two-Lane WM Intarsections
General information Location Information
Analyst DT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM |Intersection Clark Rond
Date Performed 08/25/11 |Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-leg [stop control on minor-road appry Anslysis Year 1997
input Data Base Conditions 3ite Conditions
Type (357, 45T, 45G) = =
AADT ngpor (veh/day) MAx = 19,500 (veh/day) - 1.200
S
AADT e (veh/day) Thax = 4,300 (voh/day) - 83
Intersection skew angie {degrees) _[If 4ST, does skew differ for m 0 Skew for Leg 1 : 25 Skew for Leg 2 (4ST B 0
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a left-tum lane (0, 1,2, 3, 4) 0
Number of Med or uncontrolied mnnehes with a gg-am lane (0, 1,2, 3,4} 0
Intersection lighting (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C; 1.00 1.00
Worksheet 28 — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane may Roadh Intersections
) (@) 3 [] ]
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF, CMF CMFy CMF . CMF cous
from Eq 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from E 10-24 (1)°(2)°3)°(8)
T 100 100 %o 137
Worksheet 2C — cti forRumlTwo-anTwo—VﬁyR Intersections
M @ (3) [C) (5) lsi (7 8
Crash Severity Levef TEENTES Overdispersion | Crash Severity {N i 357 as7 w 433 by Severity| Calibration Factor, C; Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs pradicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5} of Worksheet| N
10-10 1062 10-5 @hromw. " 4) 28 srerm
Total 0123 0.54 000 1123 . 00 0.136
Fatal and Injury (F1) - - .415 051 g 00 0.057
Proze& DlmuE m (PDO) = ~ .585 .072 . .00 0.080
W 20— y Leval and Collislon Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road bnersections
(1) @) (3) @ 5} 6 @)
Collision Type Proportion of N proicres it roTay) Proportion of Collision N prearwies s (g (Crashasiyear) Proportion of Collision Typerrco) N presteses it (P00 (crasheslyear)
Collision (crashesiysan) Typers
ALY
""1'3_;"’" (o from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 ()00 from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.136 1.000 0.057 1.000 0.080
(2)x(3}rora 4)x{5)n Ex(T)roo
SINGLE-VERICLE
Coliision with animal 019 003 —0.008 .000 028 2002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Coflision with pedastrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .00 .000
Overtumed - .01 .002 .022 .00 .00’ . .001
Ran off road .244 .033 .240 .014 .24 .020
Other single-vehicle coflision .016 .002 .011 .00 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 040 283 .016 .302 .024
s WULTPLE VERICEE
Collision 237 032 275 016 210 017
Head-on collision .052 007 .081 .005 .032 .003
Rear-end coliision .278 038 .260 .015 .292 .023
e collision .097 013 .051 .003 131 .010
Other muttiple-vehicle colfiston .042 006 .050 .003 .033 .003
Total muitiple-vehicle crashes .708 096 717 . 041 .698 .056
W 2E - Y Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road Intersections
) (2) 3)
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
{4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 000 0.
Fatal and injury (Fl) 415 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 0.




Worksheet 2A - General | and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two—W! Roadway Intersections
General information i__ Location Information
Analyst oT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 0872511 Jurisdiction Monterey County
U d three-le; controf on minor-road appri Year 1998
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Irtersechsn fype (3ST. 45T. 45G) R _
AADT gy (veh/day) MAX = 19,500 {veh/day) - 1,900
AADT ey (veHIGaY) Twx= 4300 (vehiday) 5 83
Intersection skew es) 4ST, does skew r for minor Skew for 1 ;
Number of ed or uncontrolied aches with a lefi-tum lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}
"Number of or uncontrolled approaches with a Tane (0,1, 2. 3. 4)
Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00
Worksheet 28 - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Intersections -
(1) @ [©] 5}
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF ,, CMF 3 CMFy CMF 4 CMF coup
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from 10-24 (1)°(2)"(3)°(4)
711 100 750 T00 111
Worksheet 2C - i for Rural Two-Lans Twoﬁay Roadway Intersections
[} @ (6] @ ©) [G) [U) 0]
Crash Severity Level N St oo Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N st 357 487 or 455 by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs precivted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet N
oo 1062 10-5 @ * (4 o ererm
Total 0177 0.54 000 177 g .00 1196
Fatal and Injury (Fl) - - 415 .074 .00 081
Property Damage Only (PDO} - = 585 104 00 115
We 2D - h Y Lw_:_l and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road Intersections
m @ (O] @ E)] ®)_ )
Collision Type Proportion of N proctons ine troTaL) Proportion of Collision N preciens 1t =) (Crashes/year) Proportion of Collision Typeroo) N sresteren 1ot pocy (Crasheslyear)
Collision (crashes/year) Typewn
| Typerotay
from 2able | (Brroma from Worksheet 2 from Table 106 (B from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 {Blroo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.196 1.000 0.081 1.000 0.115
(3ot (4)x(5)e (B)x(7)ro0
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 019 004 508 . 001 0% 003
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Coflision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .01 .003 .022 002 .007 .001
Ran off road .244 .048 .240 .020 .247 .028
Other singie-vehicle collision .016 .003 .011 .001 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .058 .283 .023 .302 .035
L = VEHICTE
Angle colision 237 046 275 52 210 024
Head-on coflision .052 .010 .081 .007 .032 .004
Rear-end coflision .278 .054 .260 .02 .292 .033
Sideswipe collision .097 .019 .051 .004 131 .015
Other muitiple-vehicte collision .042 .008 .050 .004 .033 .004
Total muitiple-vehicle crashes .708 138 .717 .058 .698 .080
Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-w-y Road Intersections
[U] 2) )
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 .2
Fatal and Injury {FI) 415 A
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 A




Worksheet ZA - General Input Data for Rural T Vay R Intersections

Qeneral i'ﬁ "~ Location information
Anatyst oT oadway Amoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08728111 Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignaiized three-leg (stop contro! on minor-road apprt Anatyeis Year 1999
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection fype (35T, 45T, 45G) -
AADT , (veh/day) MAX = 18,500 (vah/day) - 1.200
AADT ey (veh/day) wax 4,31 (velvday) = 83
Intersection skew angle (degrees) _[If 4ST, does skew minor 0 Skew for Leg 1 3 25 Skew for Leg 2 (457 ; 0
Number of signafized o uncontrolled approaches with a left-tum lane (0, 1,2, 3, 4} 0
Number of d or uncontrofled oaches with & -turn lane (0,1, 2, 3, 4) []
Intersaction lighting (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00 1.00
Worksheet 2B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway | ]
M @) €] ] 5]
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tumn Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF 4, CMF 3 CMF y CMF 4 CMF coup
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from ion 10-24 (1°(2)*(3)°(4)
T 700 100 100 131
W 2C ~ ion Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way R Intersections
) @ )] @ 6] 3] (U] —®
Crash Severity Leve! [ —— Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s ssr. as7 or 45 by Severity Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| s,
1010 1062 10-5 @how* 4) ©rerm
Total 0.123 0.54 .000 1123 4 .00 136
Fatal and Injury (Fl) - - 415 .051 K .00 .057
Property Damage Only (PDO} — = 585 072 g 00 080
Wi 2D — Crashes Severity Level and Collision Type Tor Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road intersections
(1) 2) O] 4] 6) (7]
Collision Type Proportion of N previeme int troTas Proportion of Collision N prviens it (r (crashes/year) Proportion of Collision Typeroo; N sreoteres it ooy (crasheslyear)
Collision (crasheslyear) Typern :
|__Typeqoray
from Table | (8w fiom Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (B}n from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (Blroo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 _;l:iﬂ@ 1.000 0.057 1.000 0.080
@x3hrom A5} (E)x(7)roo
. - SRGLEVERRLE
Colfision ‘with animal .018 0.003 .008 .000 .026 .002
Coliision with bicycle .001 0.000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Coliision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed . .002 .022 .00 .007 .00t
Ran off road .244 .033 .240 .01 .247 .020
Other sin, colision . .002 .011 .00 .020 .002
Total singie-vehicie crashes .29 .040 .283 .01 .302 024
_ WOLTIPLE VERICLE .
colision 237 032 275 016 210 17
Head-on colfision .052 .007 .081 .005 .032 .003
Rear-end colision 278 .038 .260 .015 .292 .023
Sideswipe collision .087 .013 .051 .003 131 .010
Other multiple-vehicle collision 042 .006 050 .003 .033 .003
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes .706 .096 717 .041 .698 .056
Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two—V-IIy Road Intersections
m @ 3)
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 ;
Fatal and Injury (FI) 0.415
Property Damage On_l_y (PDO} 0.585




forks! ral Information put Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa: Intersections
General information }“ Location
Analyst DT Roadway Amoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08725111 Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignaiized three-leg (stop control on minor-road appr Year 2000
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 4ST, 4SG) -
AADT e (vehvday) wAx® 19,500 (veh/day) = 1.300
ARDY e (VelVdlay) W= 4300 (vehiday) = L
Intersection skew degrees] _[if 45T, does skew differ Skew for Leg 1 25 Skew for Leg 2 (457 0
Number of wnlzed of uncontrofied mad\n with a left-turn lane 10.1.2.3.4)
Number of signafized or uncontrolled approaches with a righ-tum tane (0. 1,2, 3, 4)
Intersection present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C. 1.00 1.00
Worksheet 28 - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway intersections —
m @) ) “) 5
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turn Lanes CMEF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF 4 CMF 5 CMF 5 CMF 4 CMF coms
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)"(4)
T 100 ~1.00 1.00 111
‘Worksheet 2C — _; Crashes for Rural Two-Lane ‘I‘wchay Roidlny Intersections
) @) €] @ E)] [G] 0 __ g
Crash Severity Level N st 570 456 Overdispersion | Crash Severity |N s ssr. 47 or 455 by Severity ? Cafbration Factor, C, Predicted average crash fiequency, N
Parameter, k Disfribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table N from (5) of Worksheet| .
10-10 1062 10-5 Zhow.* ) 28 Ererm
Total 0.1 0.54 000 131 . 00 145
Fatal and Injury (FI} = - 415 '0.054 .00 060
Property Damage Only (PDO) d - .585 .077 .00 .085
— Worksheat 2D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road intsrsections
1) (2) (6] [U] (6] 6] @)
Collision Type Proportion of N procterse st (roTaLy Proportion of Collision N presweres st g (Crashesfyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo N presterns 1o (roc) (Crashes/year)
Collision (crashes/year) Typem
| Typeroray
o 4% | (8w rom Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (Broo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.145 1.000 0.060 1.000 0.085
@x{(3prota @)x(5m E)x{7}ro0
SINGLE-! ICLE
Coflision with animal .019 .003 .008 .000 .026 0.002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Cotision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .01 .002 .022 .001 .007 001
Ran off road .244 .035 .240 .014 247 .021
Other singie-vehicle collision .016 .002 .011 .00 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .043 .283 017 .302 .026
WULTIPLE-VERICLE
Angie colision 237 034 275 017 210 018
Head-on colision .052 .008 .081 005 0.032 .003
Rear-end collision .278 .040 .260 016 0.292 .025
Sideswipe coflision 097 .014 .051 .003 0.131 .011
Other muitiple-vehicle colision .042 .008 .050 .003 0.033 .003
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .706 102 717 .043 0.698 .059
Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane le Road Intersections
Q1) @ 3)
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion] Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 ' 1
Fatal and | (Fl) 415 A
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 X]




Worksheot 2A — General Int and mput 7 Rul T ay intersections

General Inf Location Information
Analyst oT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM [Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08/25/11 Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-leg (stop control on minor-road appr Analysis Year 2001

Input Data X Base Conditions Site Conditions

Intersection type (351, 45T, 45G) = =
AADT gier (veh/day) MAX ™ 19,500 (vehiday) = 1,400
APADT i, (vehiciay) wx= 4300 (vehiday) = 83
Intersection skew angle (degrees) If 4ST, does skew r minor

Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a left-tum lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4)
_Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a right-tum lane (0. 1, 2, 3, 4}

Intersection ighting (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C; 1.00
Worksheet 2B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Rosdway Intersections —
(] @ €] @ ®
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF 5 CMF 5 CMF 4 CMF cous
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)°(2)(3)°(4)
T 700 T30 750 11T
Worksheet 2C — Intersection Crashes for Rurn_l_ Two-Lane ‘I‘wo-Way R Intersections
) @ 3) “) 5) ©) [0/
Crash Severity Level N oot a7 or 456 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N o337 4570 43 by Severity| Catibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs pradcied int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table N from (5} of Worksheet| orove,
10-10 1062 10-5 @hronw* 4} 28 Ererm
Total 0.139 0.54 1.000 .139 . .1.00 154
Fatal and injury (FI) = - 0415 .058 R 00 .064
Property Damage Oniy (PDO) - = 0.585 081 : 00 090
‘Worksheet 2D — Crashes Severity Level and Tollisior ﬁpo Tor Rural Two Lane Two-Way Road Intersections
[)] 2) 3) [C] 5 6) . [U]
Collision Type Proportion of N arevtens it rotay) Proportion of Collision N proescne 14 7y (crashestyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo N previens iz (roo; (Crasheslyear)
Collision (crashesiyear) Typer
| Typegoray
fom aoble | (Bhrow trom Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)~ from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (B1roo trom Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.154 1.000 0.064 1.000 0.090
@x(3proma @)x(S)n E)x(T)eoo
SINGLE-VENICLE
Collision with arimal 01 003 008 001 026 002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .01 .002 .022 .00 .007 .001
Ran off road 244 .038 240 .01 .247 .022
Other single-vehicie collision .016 .002 .011 .00 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .045 .283 .018 .302 .027
_ WULTIPLE-VERICLE -
colision 237 036 . 275 018 Z10 019
Head-on collision 052 .008 .081 .005 .032 .003
Rear-end collision .278 .043 .260 01 .292 .028
Sideswipe collision 097 .015 .051 .00. 1131 .012
Other multiple-vehicie collision 042 .006 .050 .00 .033 .003
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .706 109 717 046 .698 .063
Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road intersections
€] 2) 3)
Crash severity level ? Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.2
Fata! and Injury (FI) 0.415 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 0.585 0.




Workshout ZA — General Ifformation and li.ug' pit Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway intersechions
General information Location Information
Analyst DT Roadway Artoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM {Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08725111 [Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-leg {stop control on minor-road & Year 2002
input Data Base Conditions S|
type (3ST, 48T, 4SG) . -
AADT ey (vehiday) Max ® 18, (veh/day) - 1,100
AADT ey (velvday) wx® 4300 (veh/day) = (5]
Intersection skew degrees; If 4ST, does skew differ
Number of d or uncontrolled approaches with a left-turn fane (0, 1,2, 3, 4)
Number of si ed or uncontrolled approaches with a right-turn lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}
intersection nt/not present}
Calibration Factor, C;

Worksheet 2B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Inhmcﬁons

(] @) 3) @ 5)
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF CMFy CMF 4 CMF cous
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)°(4)
111 T.50 150 100 111
Worksheet 2C — intersection Crashes for Runl Two-Lane Two-W-y Roadway Intersections.
(@] (2) 3) O] B (U] 8
Crash Severity Level N aprsst asToras6 Overdispersion { Crash Severity N s 351 457 or 456 by Severity Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
. Parameter. k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet .
10-10 1062 10-5 @hrom " (4) 28 6rerm
Total 0.115 0.54 000 115 .00 127
Fatal and Injury (F) =, = 415 .048 .00 .053
Property Damage Only (PDO) = - .585 .067 .00 .074
Worksheet 2D - Crashes by Severity Lml and Callision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road T
[0 2) (3) 5
Collision Type Proportion of N presteine in¢ {TOTALY Proporﬁon of Collision N snewe int 7 (Crasheslyear) Proportion of Collision Typewoo N preund mt ooy (Crashesfyear)
Collision (crashesfyear) Typera
| Typegoray
: "‘:’;‘;"’" (BJrora. from Worksheet 2C from Table 106 (8)r from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)roo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.127 1.000 0.053 1.000 0.074
(2)x(3)rora @)x(5)m E)x{Teoc
Collision with animal 019 002 7008 000 026 002
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .01 .002 .022 .00 .007 .00
Ran off road 244 .031 .240 .01 .247 .018
Other single-vehicle colfision .016 .002 .011 00 .020 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .037 .283 .01 .302 .022
— WULTPLEVERELE
‘Angle colision 237 030 2715 il 210 016,
Head-on collision .052 .007 .081 004 .032 .002
Rear-end collision .278 .035 .260 .014 .292 022
Sideswipe coliision .097 .012 .051 .003 1131 .010
Other mi hicle collision .042 .005 .050 .003 .033 .002
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes .708 .090 717 .038 ,698 062
Work 2E y Results for Rural Two-Lane Twoﬁ.y Road intersections
) 2)
Crash severity lovel Crash Severity Distribution (prop ) F wm_ncy_[c__mm 1 ywar}
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 K
Fatal and Injury (FI) 415 1
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 .1




2A — General and Input r Rural T lay 3

o General Information Location
Analyst DT Roadway Anoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Iintersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08725/11 |Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsij ed three-le; control on minor-road Analysis Year 2003
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Infersection type (351, 45T, 45G) =
AADT gy (veh/day) MAX ® 18,500 {veh/day) - 1,300
AADT ppe, (voidy] k= 4300 (veniday) - 5
Intersection skew angile (degrees) [If 4ST, does skew 7 Tor minor :

Number of signafized or uncontrolled approaches with a lefi-tum lane (0. 1.2, 3, 4}
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a Mﬂ fane [0, 1,2, 3, 4)

Intersection fighting (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C; 1.00
Workshest 2B -- Grash Modlfication Factors for Rural Two Lane W&y Roadway ntersections
m [] @) ) 4]
CMF for intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tumn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF,, CMF CMF 5 CMF CMF coun
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1) 31 (4)
T —1.00 700 T:00 LKl
Worksheet 2C — fntersection Crashas for RUIIL Two-Lane 'I‘wo-v-\luy oady I .
1) @) (€] “) S ® [U] [
Crash Severity Level N o7 45t or 48 Overdispersion | Crash Severity |N s ss7. 4s7 or 456 by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency. N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodicted ini
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| Tt
1010 1062 105 @hrow.” 4} 28 ererm
Total 0.131 054 .000 131 K ] .145
Fatal and Injury (F1) = - .415 .054 g 00 .060
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - .585 .077 i .00 .085
We heet 2D - ity Level and Collis| r Rural T_wo-uno lay Road Im-u%
() €3] [©)] (O] 5) 6] (]
Coliision Type Prop: of N o i) Prop: of Collision N prestcnw 2e ) (Crashesiyear) Proportion of Collision Typeros N preawetes w: rocy (Crasheslysar)
Collision (crashesl/year) Typer
| Typeroray
o T8b® | (8o from Workaheet 2 from Table 10-6 {8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (B from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.145 1.000 0.060 1.000 0.085
2)x(3)rore @S (6)x(7)roo
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Cofiision with animal 018 .003 .008 .000 .026 002
Coliision with bicycle 00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Cofiision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .01 002 .022 .00 .007 .001
Ran off road .244 .035 .240 .014 .247 .021
Other single-vehicle collision .01 .002 .011 .00 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .043 283 .017 .302 .026
WULTIPLE VEHICLE
Angle colision 237 034 275 017 210 018
Head-on collision .052 .008 .081 .005 .032 .003
Rear-end collision .278 . .040 .260 .016 .292 025
Sideswipe collision .097 .014 .051 .003 1131 .011
Other multiple-vehicte collision .042 .006 050 .003 .033 .003
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes .706 102 717 .043 .698 .059
W 26 - y Resuits for Ruraj Two-Lane may Road Intersections
(1) 2) 3}
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) = Predicted average crash crashes /
(4) from Worksheet 2C {8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.1
Fatal and Injury (FI) 0.415 X}
Property Damage Only (PDO) 0.585 0.1




Analyst Artoyo Seco Rosd
Agency or Company Clark Road
Date Performed Monterey County
Unsignalized three-eg (stop control on minor-road { Year 2004
input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Tntersection type (357, 45T, 45G) =
AADT e (vehiday) wx® 19,500 (velvday) - 1,800
o
AADT iy (velvday) ax ® 43 (vetiday) - 83
Intersection skew degrees) 4ST, does skew 7 for minor
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a left-tum lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}
Number of signalized or uncontrofied approaches with a right-tum lane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}
Intersection lighting {present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00
—
W et 2B — Crash Modification Factors fof Rural Two-Lane mly Roadway Intersections
m @ §] @ G
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMFy CMF CMFy CMF CMF cous
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)*(4)
T 700 — 100 .00 117
Worksheet 2C — Intarsection Crashes for Rural Two-Lane. Twoﬁly Roadway Intersections —
(U] £2) 3) 4 ©) ) (8)
Crash Severity Level N AR w0 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s sst. 4s7 or 455 by Severity] Calibration Factor, C; | Predicted average crash frequency. N
: Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5} of Worksheet| rRye,
10-10 1062 10-5 @hromw.” &) 28 Ererm
Total 0.170 0.54 .000 170 . .00 188
Fatal and injury {FI) - - .415 .070 .00 .078
Property Damage Only (PDO) - — .585 099 .00 110
Worksheot 2D — by y Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane muy Road Intersections
(O] @ 3) [U] S {6) (2]
Collision Type Proportion of N srottetes it roTasy Proportion of Collision N prevtene i iy (Crashes/year) Proportion of Collision Typeroo N precies e ooy (crashesiyear)
year) Typern
T AL)
from Table | (8o from Workshset 2C from Table 10-6 {8} from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (BJruo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.188 1.000 0.078 1.000 0.110
. @x(3)rora “@xSin (E)x(7)ro0
SINGLE-!
Collision with animal 018 004 008 001 026 003
Coliision with bicycle .001 .000 001 .000 .001 .000
Coliision with pedestrian 001 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed 013 .002 .022 .002 .007 001
Ran off road .244 .046 .240 .019 247 .027
Other single-vehicle collision 016 .003 011 .001 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294. .055 .283 .022 302 .033
—MULTIPLE-VEHICLE ¥
‘Angie collision 237 044 275 0.021 210 023
Head-on colision .052 .010 .081 0.006 .032 004
Rear-end collision .278 .052 .260 0.020 .292 032
Sidsswipe coliision .097 .018 .051 0.004 .131 .014
Other m: hicle collision 0.042 .008 .050 0.004 .033 .004
Total muttiple-vehicle crashes 0.706 132 717 0.056 .698 077
Wi 2E — y Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-le Road Intersections
[€)] €3] (O] :
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion} Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
{4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .2
Fatal and injury (F1) 0415
Property Damage Only (PDO) 0.585




W heet 2A— Genoral on and Input Data for Rural Tw»-h_n.o Tm—WWs
General information i__ Location information
Analyst DT Roadway Arfoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 0872511 Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-leg (stop control on minor-road Analysis Year 2008
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 4ST, 45G) = -
AADT gy (vehvday) MAX 19,500 (veh/day) - 1,900
AADT s (vehvday) MAX = 4,300 (veh/day) - 83
Intersaction skew ees) f 4ST, does skew differ r Skew for : 25 Skew for Log 2 (451
_Number of fized or uhcontrolied approaches with a lsft-tum lane (0, 1,2, 3, 4)
_Number of alized or uncontrolied roaches with a t-turn lane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4)
Intersection lighting {presentinot present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00
Workshest 28 — Crash Modffication Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way R [ i
(0] @ (] ] R
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF,, CMF 3 CMF 5 CMF 4 CMF coug
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 {1)*(2)*(3)"(4)
71T 100 700 T 1)'131'“_
— Worksheet 2C — & B for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road Intersections _
(O] ) [©] (4) 5 ) (U] (8}
Crash Severity Level N s sor o7 o450 Overdispersion | Crash Severity | N sorssr. 457 or 436 by Severity| Catibration Factor. C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
) Parameter. k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-8, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet e
10-10 1062 105 @hro.” ) 28 1’
Total 0.177 0.54 000 .77 ;i .00 .196
Fatal and Injury (F1} - - 415 074 .00 .081
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - .585 .104 .00 115
— W 20 — h y Lovel and Collision Type Tor Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road Intersections
(1) 2) (3) (O] [C]
Coflision Type Propostion of N precteses i roTAL) Proportion of Collision N protreree ie (77 (crashesfyear) Proportion of Coliision Typeroo N proterse it (reer (Crasheslyear)
Collision (crashes/year) Typer
h AL
from Table 1 (8rroma from Worksheet 2 from Table 10-6 (8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 105 {Blros from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.196 1.000 0.081 1.000 0.115
@x(3protas (4)x(5)e E)x(T)roo
_ —___SINGLEVEAIC
Collision with animal 019 004 008 001 026 003
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .01 .003 .022 .002 .007 001
Ran off road 244 .048 .240 .020 .247 028
Other icle collision .016 .003 .011 .001 .020 002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .058 .283 .023 .302 .035
WULTIPLEVERIGLE
‘Angle collision 237 046 275 022 Z10 024
Head-on colision .052 .010 .08 .007 032 .004
Rear-end collision .278 .054 .260 .02 .292 .03
Sideswipe coflision .097 .019 .051 .004 131 .01
Other mi vehicle collision .042 .008 .050 .004 .033 .004
Total multiple-vehicie crashes .708 138 117 .058 .698 .080
Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-v-\l-y Road Intersections
1) (03] (3)
Crash severity lavel Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
{4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 2
Fatal and injury (1} 415 1
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 .1




Workshest 2A — General Information and m_ Data for E:nl Two-Lane Tmﬂ Roadway Infersections

General Information Location Information
Analyst DT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM |intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08725111 [Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-leg (stop control on minor-road appry Analysis Year 2008
“Input Data Base Conditions | Site Conditions

Type (351, 45T, 4SG) =
AADT gy (vehiday) AKX = 19,500 {veh/day) - 1,900
AADT gy (vetvday) wax = 4,300 {vehvday) T 20
Intersection skew angle (de; 4ST, does skew diffar for m 0
Number of signafized or uncontrolled approaches with a left-tum lane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
Number of signalized or uncontrofled approaches with a rigtt-tum tane (0. 1. 2. 3. 4) 0
Intersection kghting {present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00

Workahaet iB —~ Crash Modfication Factors for Rura] Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Intersections

M @ €] @ )
CMF for intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF,, CMF 5 CMFy CMF 4 CMF cous
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Ex 10-24 (1)(2°(3)'(4)
T 700 100 100 711
Worksheet 2C — I i for Rural Two-Lane 'I‘wo-Way Ro_l_dwuy Intersections
(U] 2) [©)] “) 5 6} ] 8)
Crash Severity Levet N aor 387, 48T 435 Overdispersion | Crash Severity |N s 357, 457 or 456 by Severity| Cafibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
i Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs procicted ist
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet arpre,
010 1062 105 @how.* () 28 Ererm
Total 0.088 054 000 088 100 098
Fatal and Injury (F1} - - 415 .037 .00 040
Property Damage Only (PDO) — - .585 .052 .00 057
Worksheet 2D — rity Leve! and Coliision Typc Tor Rural Two-Lane mly Road intersections
[0 2 G) @) 5 7)
Collision Type Proportion of N prestens tot (rotar) Proportion of Collision N sovateten st 0 (Crashesiyear) Proportion of Collision Typerso) N proticwt st (po0y (Crashes/year)
Collision (crashes/year)} Typer
T AL
from Table | (8Jrow from Workaheet 2C from Table 106 (B from Workshaet 2C from Table 106 (Bleoo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.098 1.000 0.040 1.000 0.057
@)x{3pota @x(5pn Ex(T)eoo
SINGLE-VERICLE
“Collision with animaj 019 002 008 000 026 001
Collision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .00 .000
Overtumed .01 .001 .022 .001 .00 .000
Ran off road .244 .024 .240 .010 .24 .014
Other single-vehicle collision .016 .002 .011 .000 020 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .029 .283 .011 .302 .017
MULTIPLE-VERICLE
‘Angle colision 0237 023 2715 ikl 210 012
Head-on collision 0.052 .005 .081 .003 .032 .002
Rear-end collision .278 .027 .260 .011 .292 .017
Sideswipe coliision .087 .008 .051 .002 1131 .007
Other multiple-vehicie collision .042 .004 .050 .002 .033 .002
Total muitiple-vehicle crashes 706 069 .717 .029 .698 .040
Worksheet 2E Summary Resuits for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road Intersections
[0] 2) 3)
Crash severity level Crash Distribution ortion] Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.1
Fatal and Injury (Fl} 0.415 0.0
Property D-mng Only (PDO) 0.585 0.1




Work: - ata for Rui an Two-Wi 0
General information Location Information
Analyst oT Roadway Anoyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM |Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 0872511 Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignalized three-leg (stop controi on minor-road appr Year 2007
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 45T, 4SG) -
AADT oy (vehVday) wx® 19500  (vehiday) = 1,850
AADT ey (veh/day) wax * 4,300 (vehvday) - 20
Intersection skew angle (degrees) if 4ST, does skew minor 0 kew for Leg 1 25 Skew for Leg 2 (4ST 0
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a ieft-tumn tane {0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
_Number of signalized or uncontroflled approaches with a right-tum lane [0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
Intersection esent/not ] Not Present
Cafibration Factor, C, 1.00 1.00
Worksheoet 2B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane W.y Road Intersections
©] _ 2] €] @ B
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turn Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF CMF CMF ¢ CMF cous
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equ 10-24 (1)°RFGr©)
T .00 1.00 T 117
Worksheet 2C - Intorsection Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two—Wny Roadway Intersections
(0] @) [©)] @ (6) @)
Crash Severity Level N oiar i s30 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s as7 457 or 436 bY Severity] Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
| Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted it
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| .
10-10 1062 10-5 Qo " () 28 Grerm
Total 0.086 0.54 000 .086 .00 .095
Fatal and injury (F) = - 415 036 00 1040
ngﬂ Damage Ow {PDO) - - .585 .051 .00 .056
Worksheet 2D — ity Lovel and Collision ?ypo for Rurai Two-Lane Tmny Road Inhrucﬁon_s‘
(1} 2) 3) 4] g [CH (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N prosreted it rovAL) Proportion of Collision N prestesms int (my {Crasheslyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroc) N srotiesee 1x pooy {Crasheslyean)
Collision {crashesfyear) Typern
1 Typeqoway
fiom 7abie | (8o from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (B from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)r=o from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.095 1.000 0.040 1.000 0.056
(2)x(3)rora, (4)x(S}m E)x(T)roo
"SINGLE VERIGLE
Collision with animal 019 002 008 000 026 001
Collision with bicycle 001 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Coilision with pedestrian .001 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed .013 .001 .022 .001 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .023 .240 .010 .247 .014
Other single-vehicle coliision .016 .002 .011 .000 .020 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .028 .283 .011 .302 017
WULYPLE VERTELE —
‘Angle colision 237 023 275 011 210 012
Head-on collision .052 .005 .081 .003 032 .002
Rear-end coflision .278 .027 .260 010 .292 .016
Sideswipe collision .097 .009 .051 .002 131 .007
Other multiple-vehicle collision .042 .004 .050 002 .033 .002
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .706 .067 .717 028 698 .039
Workshoot 2E — Results for Rural Two-Lane mly Road Intersections
(U] 2) 3}
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution {proportion) Predicted ave crash [crashes /
{4) from Worksheet 2C (8] from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 1
Fatal and Injury (FI) 415 .0
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 A




Worksheet 2A — General information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane 7wo—Wﬂ Rm Intersections

Generat Information i_‘ Location Information
Analyst pT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency of Company HMM Iintersection Clark Road
Date Performed 0872511 Jurisdiction Monterey County
U afized three-leg (stop contro! on minor-road aj Analysis Year 2008
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (3ST, 4ST, 4SG) =
AAD Ty (veh/day) AX = 18,500 (veh/day) - 1,800
S ik
AADT ey (veh/day)} Thaax * 4,300 {veh/day) - 20
Intersection skew angie (d s)___[If 4ST, does skew Skew for Leg 1 (All: 25 Skew for Leg 2 (45T oniy): [}
_Number of signalized or um:ontmllcd approaches with a left-turn lane (0 ; 1 2,3.4)
_Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a right-tum tane {0, 1. 2, 3, 4)
Intersection esent/not Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00 1.00
Workshest 2B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane mly Roadway Intersections
m [£3] (€] @ (5}
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turn Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF CMFy CMF CMF cous
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)*(2)°(3)°(4)
11 .00 T.00 700 117
[ 2C — i hes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway intersections
[6)) ) 3) [0)] {5) [6) [12] —®
Crash Severity Level N et £57er 456 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s ss7. 481 or 455 by Severity Calibration Factor, C; Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| P
10-10 1062 105 @hrora* (4) 28 &rerm
Total 0.085 0.54 .000 .085 . .00 .093
Fatal and Injury (FI) - - 415 .035 . .00 .039
Progﬂ D!mlE Only (PDO) - —~ .585 .049 . .00 .055
Worksheet 2D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane TwoWay Road Inarsections
(0] ) G) () ] € ]
Collision Type Proportion of N precrend e (ToTAL Proportion of Collision N pretens it (rg (Crasheslyear) Proportion of Collision Typepoo; N prosicns iox P00y (crashes/year)
) Typer
T ALY
oM 328 | (8rromw from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 {8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 106 {Bleoo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.093 1.000 0.03% 1.000 0.055
(3o ([4)x(5)m ExTreo
SINGLEVERIGLE
Collision with animal .018 .002 .008 .000 .026 .001
Cottision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Coliision with pedestrian .00 .008 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overturned 1 .001 .022 .001 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .023 .240 .009 247 .01
_Other single-vehicle coflision 016 .00t .011 .000 .020 00
Total single-vehicle crashes 294 .027 .283 .011 .302 .01
WULTIPLE VERICLE
colision 237 022 275 011 210 011
Head-on collision .052 .005 .081 .003 .032 .002
Rear-end collision .278 .026 .260 .010 .292 .016
Sideswipe collision .097 .009 .051 .002 .131 .007
Other muitiple-vehicle coliision .042 .004 .050 .002 .033 .002
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .708 .066 717 .028 .698 .038
Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road Intersections
[0 2) 3}
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 .
Fatal and Injury (F1} 415
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585




General Information Location information
Analyst DT Roadway Asroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 0872511 Jusisdiction Monterey County
Ui ed three-le; control on minorsoad { |Analysia Year 2008

Inpui Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Intersection fype (35T, 45T, 45G) =
AADT e (vetvday) ax ™ 19,500 (veh/day) - 1,500
AADT i (veh/day) Max ® 4,300 (veh/day) - 20
Intersection skew angle (degrees) [if 45T, does skev r r
Number of signaiized or uncontrolied approaches with a left-tum Iane (0. 1.2, 3. 4)
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a right-tum lane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4)
Intersection [ ntinot present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, C, 1.00

Worhhnt}g - Cras| v Rural Two-Lane ay Roadh Intersections
M @ [€] ® &)
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tumn Lanes CMF for Right-Tum Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF 5 CMF y CMF 4 CMF cous
from Equations 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)°(4)
117 160 750 T 117
"Viorksheot 2C - i Crashes lchuriTwo-um Two-WayR Intersections
()] 2) G) ) S ©) (U] (8
Crash Severity Level N rssr. a7 or 50 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N s 387 457 or 45 by Severity| Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
. Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs predicted Int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| R
10-10 1062 105 Zhow. * 4) 28 &era
Total 0.073 0.54 000 .073 .00 .081
Fatal and Injury (F1) = = 415 .030 .00 .034
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - .585 .043 .00 047
—
Wi 2D y Level and Collision + Rural Two-Lane Two Way Road
(1) (2) ] @ 5 6 (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N prevterse int (roTan) Proportion of Collision N pomeree mt 7y (crasheslyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo N presicns int (po0y (Crashesiyear)
Collision (crashesiyean) Typem
T AL}
"“1';;”" (B)roma. from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)n from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (Bleeo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.081 1.000 0.034 1.000 0.047
@x(3)rotas m @)x(5)m Ex(T)reo
Collision with animal 019 .002 .008 .000 .026 001
Colfision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 001 .000
Overtumed .01 .001 .022 .001 007 .000
Ran off road 244 .020 .240 .008 .247 .01
Other sin; hicle collision .016 .001 011 .000 .020 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .024 .283 010 .302 .01
WULTIPLE VERICLE -
Angle coliision 237 .019 275 .009 .210 .010
Head-on collision .052 .004 .081 .003 .032 .002
Rear-end colfision .278 .022 .260 .009 .292 .014
Sideswipe collision .097 .008 .051 .002 1131 .006
Other muitiple-vehicle collision .042 .003 .050 .002 .033 .002
Total multipte-vehicle crashes .706 .057 717 .024 .698 .033
Workshnt 2E — Summary EnuB E Eum Fwo-um Two-Way Road Intersections
[{] 2) 3}
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C {8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 0.1
Fatal and [njury (Fl} 415 0.0
Property Damage Only (PDO} 585 0.0




Workshoet 2A — General Information and Input Data for Rural TWo-Lane mﬂ Roadway Ilmrucﬂon_s
Generaf information Location information
Analyst oT Roadway Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM |Intersection Clask Road
Date Performed 0872511 |Jurisdiction Monterey County
Unsignatized three-leg (stop control on minor-road appry Year 2010
input Data Base Condltions Sits Conditions
Intersection type (351, 4ST, :§G} m—— -
AADT e (vehiday) MAX = 19,500 (veh/day) - 1,500
AADT gy (vehiday) Wax = 4,300 (veh/day) - 20
Intersection skew angle (degrees} [ 4ST, does skew differ
Number of signaltzed or uncontrofled approaches with a left-tum lane (0, 1. 2, 3, 4)
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a right-turn fane (0. 1, 2, 3, 4)
Intersaction resentinot present) Not Present
Caiibration Factor, C, 1.00
—
‘Workshaet 2B — Crash ModHfication Factors for Rural Two-Lane muy
m 5] B @ )
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Tum Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF 5, CMF 5, CMF CMF cous
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (131 (4)
T T.00 100 50 117
Workshewt 2C — Intersection Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-le Roadway intersections e
[{J] 2) (3) “4) S 6} 0 8)
Crash Severity Leve! N a7, 457 0450 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [Nyt 357,457 o <5 by Severity Caibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs. prodicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| ol
10-10 1062 10-5 o " 4) 28 ererm
Total 0.073 054 000 .07 00 .081
Fatal and tnjury (FT) = - 415 .03 00 034
Property Damage Only (PDO) - us; .585 .04 .00 047
Worksheet 2D — Crashes Sevarity Level and Collision 7ypo for Rural Two-Lane W.y Road Imurucﬁgn_s
(1) 2) (3) “4) 5) 6) @)
Collision Type Proportion of N prvstcred int (roTal) Proportion of Collision N presseses i (ry (Crashesfyear) Proportion of Collision Typewroo) N prosicies st ooy (Crasheslyear)
Collision (crashes/year) Typem
FAL)
from Table | (8homw froin Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8)n from Workeheet 2C from Table 106 {B)rus from Workshest 2C
Total 1.000 0.081 1.000 0.034 1.000 0.047
2)x(3}rota xS Epd7)ro0
SINGLE-VERIGLE
_Collision with animal .019 .002 .008 0.000 .026 .001
Cofiision with bicycle .00 .000 .001 0.000 .001 .000
Coliision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Overturned .01 .001 .022 .001 .007 .000
Ran off road .244 .020 .240 .008 .247 .01
Other single-vehicle collision .016 .001 .01 .000 .020 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .024 .283 .010 .302 .014
—UITPTEVERTE
‘Angle colision 237 019 275 009 210 0.010
Head-on collision .052 .004 .081 .003 .032 0.002
Rear-end collision 278 .022 .260 .009 .292 0.014
Sideswipe colfision .097 .008 .051 .002 131 0.006
Other mutiple-vehicie collision .042 .003 .050 .002 .033 0.002
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .706 .057 717 .024 698 0.033
Wi 26 - y Ruulﬁ for Rural Two-Lane Two—Way Road Intersections
1) 2) 3)
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution ortion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
{4) from Worksheet 2C {8) from Worksheet 2C
Total .000 1
Fatal and Injury (F)) 415 .0
Property Damage Only (PDO) 585 .0




Worksheet A — General Information and nput Data for Rural Two-Lano TWo-Way Roadway Intersections
Genaral information Location information
Roadway
[Intersection

Analyst oT Arroyo Seco Road
Agency or Company HMM Clark Road
Date Performed 08725111 fJurisdiction Monterey County
U d three-leg (stop control on minor-road appr{Base Perlod Accldent Prediction |Analysis Year
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Intersection type (351, 451, 45G) ¥ =
AADT e (velvday) waAX ™ 18,500 {veh/day) - 1.398
AADT g, (vehvday) wax ™ 4,300 {veh/day) 87
intersection skew degrees) 4ST, does skew o1 Skew for 25
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a left-turn lane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4)
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a right-tum lane (0. 1,2, 3. 4)
Intersection lighting (present/not present)
Calibration Factor, C,
Worl 2B - Cras| ification Factors for Ruraj T ay R Intersections
] ) ] 3 @ (5}
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turmn Lanes CMF for Right-Turn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMFy, CMF CMFy CMF ¢ CMF cous
from 10-22 or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)@ Er@
111 100 700 108 137
Workshest 2C — Intersection Crashes for Rural Two-Lane T@uy__ ) o
1) 2) @) “) ] ©) {7 (8)
Crash Severity Level N ogi s e o Overdispersion | Crash Severity |N s sst, 437 o e by Severity Calibration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
¥ Parameter, k Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodicted int
from Equations 10-8, 10-8, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet orcare,
10-10 1062 105 @hrow ") 28 Ererm
Total 0.125 0.54 000 125 .00 138
Fatal and Injury (Fl} - = 415 .052 .00 .057
Property Damage Only (PDO) — - .585 073 .00 .081
W 20 - ity Level and Collision Type for Rural TWo-LAR® mly Road Intersections
0] @) 6] ) 6) €) @
Collision Type Proportion of N peestcrs me (rOTAL) Proportion of Collision N presicses st 1, (Crasheslyear) Proportion of Collision Typeroo N preentne e ro0y (Crasheslyear)
Collision {crashes/year) Typers
AL}
from Table | (8mom. from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (8 from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 (Bleoo from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0.138 1.000 0.057 1.000 0.081
2x(3oma {4)x{5)n (E]x(T)roo
—SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 0.019 .003 1008 000 026 002
Collision with 0.00° .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Colfision with pedestrian .00 .000 .001 000 .001 .000
Overturned .01 .002 .022 .00 .007 001
Ran off road .244 .034 .240 01 .247 020
Other single-vehicle colfision .016 .002 .011 .00 .020 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .294 .041 283 .016 .302 024
——WUCTPLEVERIELE
‘Angie collision 237 033 275 016 210 017
Head-on collision .052 .007 .081 .005 .032 .00:
Rear-end collision 278 .038 .260 .015 .292 .02
e collision .097 .013 .051 .003 131 .01
Other mi -vehicle collision .042 .006 .050 .003 0.033 0.003
Total muitiple-vehicle crashes .706 .098 717 .041 0.698 0.056
‘Worksheet 2E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane TWo-W-y Road Intersections
m (2) (3)
Crash severity level Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) Predicted average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Workshest 2C
Total 000 .1
Fatal and Injury {Fl) .415 -1
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 1




Workshest 2A - General ata ural Two-Lane Ri Intersections
General Information Location Information
Anatyst [*13 Roadway . Arroyo Seco Road

Agency or Company HMM | Intersection Clark Road
Date Performed 08/25/11 Jurisdiction Monterey County
U three-le, control on minosr-road appr{Project Bulldout Predicted Accidents Analysis Year
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Tntersection type (35 T, 45T, 4SG) i =
AADT oy (veh/day) Ax = 19,500 (veh/day) - 1,829
e
AADT e (vehvday) wax * 4,300 (veh/day) - 258
Intersection skew angle (degrees) _[if 4ST, does skew r minos 0 Skew for 1 (Ad): 25 Skew for Leg 2 (4ST ; []
Number of signalized or uncontrolied approaches with a left-tumn [ane 0.1.2.3.4) 0
Number of signalized or uncontrolled approaches with a right-turn tane (0, 1, 2, 3, 4) 0
Intersection i esent/not Not Present
Calibration Factor, C; 1.00 1.00
Worksheet 2B — Crash ‘Modification Factors fof Rural TWO-LaNe m-y Roadh [ ik
] @ B) ] 0
CMF for Intersection Skew Angle CMF for Left-Turn Lanes CMF for Right-Tumn Lanes CMF for Lighting Combined CMF
CMF CMF CMF 5 CMF CMF coun
from 10—32_ or 10-23 from Table 10-13 from Table 10-14 from Equation 10-24 (1)°(2)°(3)"(4)
T 700 750 150 137
Workshest 2C - Intel Crashes for Rural Two-Way Roadway Intersections
[} @ ©) @ () 1) 0]
Crash Severity Level N s, 457er 456 Overdispersion | Crash Severity [N sprssr 4sTor a5 by Severity| Cafbration Factor, C, Predicted average crash frequency, N
| Parameter, k [Distribution Distribution Combined CMFs prodicted Int
from Equations 10-8, 10-9, or | from Section from Table . from (5) of Worksheet| e,
10-10 1062 105 @, " @) 28 srera
Total 0.300 0.54 000 0.300 B .00 1331
Fatal and Injury (FI) - = .415 0.124 . .00 137
Proparty Damage Only (PDO) = — .585 0175 00 194
Workshest 2D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane TwoWay Road & 2
(1) 2) 3) (O] %) ) (7]
Collision Type Proportion of N jrwstetes ot (TOTAL Proportion of Collision N prvstiens i 7y (Crashesiyear) Proportion of Collision Typeoo; N srestens &2 (poo; (Crashoeslyear)
J ) Typery
AL)
from Table | (8yrora from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 {8n from Worksheet 2C from Table 10-6 {8)rco from Worksheet 2C
Total 1.000 0331 1.000 0.137 1.000 0.194
@)x(3prora “xS)m {6)x(7}ro0
"~ SINGLEVEHIGLE
Collsion with animal 019 006 008 001 026 005
Collision with bicycle .001 .000 .001 .000 .001 .000
Collision with pedestrian .00 .000 .00 .000 .001 .000
Overtumed X .004 .022 .003 .007 .001
Ran off road 244 .081 .240 .033 247 .048
Other single-veliicle coliision .016 .005 .01 002 .020 .004
Total single-vehicle crashes . 204 .097 283 .039 .302 .059
WULTIPLE VERIGLE
‘Angle coliision 237 079 278 038 210 041
Head-on collision .052 .017 .081 .011 .032 .006
Rear-end collision 278 .092 260 .036 .292 .057
e coffision .097 .032 .051 .007 131 .025
Other mi vehicle collision .042 .014 .050 .007 .033 .006
Total multiple-vehicle crashes 706 234 .717 .099 .698 135
Workshaet 2E — y Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road
) _2 3)
Crash severity lovel Crash Severity Distribution (proportion) P average crash frequency (crashes / year)
(4) from Worksheet 2C (8) from Worksheet 2C
Total 000 .3
Fatal and injury (F) 415 1
Property Damage Only (PDO) .585 .2




ATTACHMENT C -
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Road Segment A



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment A
1991-2005

Worksheet 1A — General Information and Input Data for Rural No«L:_m Two-qu Roadway Segments

General Information ocation Information

Analyst DT Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -A
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment A
Date Performed 0772911 Jurisdiction Monteray County, CA
Analysis Condition 1891-2005 Analysis Year 1681

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (mi) - 0.131
AADT (vehiday) T AABTwx= 17,800 (vohiday) - 463 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (ft) 8
Shoulder type Paved [ LeftShid]
Length of hortzontal curve (m) ]
Radius of curvature (ft} Radius Value OK

Spiral transition curve

Superelevation variance (ftfty

resent/not prese

Grade (%}
drivewa;

Driveway den:

o)

Centerline rumbie strips (present/not present)

Passing lanes [present (1 lane]

resent

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

lane) / not

esen

Not Present

Roadside hazard (1-7 scale) 3
Segment lighting (present/not present) Not Present
Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)
Calibration Factor, Cr
\'r-lorksl\ut 1B - Crash Modﬁlclﬂon Fnct?_n for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
(1) 2) 3 U] [E7) ©) (U] 8) (O] (10 (DN (12) [{E)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for  |Combined
Width Width { F Grades Driveway (Centerline] Passing | Two-Way | Roadskle Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumbte Lanes | Left-Tumn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR & CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r | CMF9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10§ from from from Table [from Equationf from from from from Equation | from Equation [ from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section [Equation 104 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 1071 10.71 |18&10-19
101 1.05 2.05 1.00 100 7.00 100_| 1,00 .00 0.4 T.00 1.00 2.036
Wi 1C - Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-ﬁ-iy Roadway Segments
(0] ] 3 @ [©] ® [0] []
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs Oy P Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) {2)TOTAL X (4) Worksheet 18 S)x@)x(7
Total 0.016 1.80 1.000 0.018 2.04 1.00 0.033
Fatal and Injury (Ff) = - 0.321 0.005 2.04 1.00 0.011
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.011 2.04 1.00 0.022
Workshest 1D — Crashes by Severity Lavel and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wa
Ul 2) 3 4) ] © ()
Collision Type Proportion of N prodicreers roTany Proportion of Collision N prodicredss (7 Proportion of Collision N precicredra ooy
Collision {crashes/year) Typem {crashes/year) Typeroo {crashes/year)
Typerotay
oM Te® | @ from Workshost 1C | from Tablo 104 [ (6 fom Worksheet from Table 104 (Blepe from Workshet
Total 1.000 0.033 1.000 0.011 1.000 0.022
[P @G ©B)x(T)roo ;
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal .121 004 .038 .000 .184 .004
Collislon with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overtumed .025 001 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .017 0.545 .008 .505 .011
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .001 0.007 .000 .029 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .693 .023 0.838 .007 735 .016
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE _—
Angle collision .085 .003 .100 .001 072 .002
Head-on collision .018 .001 034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .005 164 3.002 122 .00:
Sid: collision .037- .00 .038 .000 0.038 .00
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .026 .000 0.030 .00
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .01 362 .004 0.265 .008
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-le Roadway Segments
[0]) ) 3) @) ®)
Crash severity level Crash y D (prop ) P ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) {mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Workshset 1C 3)i(4)
Total 1.000 .0 0.13 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) 0.321 0 0.13 [X
Property Damage Cnly (PDO) 0.879 .0 0.13 0.2
Hatch Mott MacDonald Parsiso Springs Seg A -080911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - 1991-20051



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment A
2006-2010

Worksheet 1A - General Information and Inpust Data for Rural Two-Lane Twc-Wﬂ_ Roadway Segments

General Information ocation information
Analyst oT Roadway araiso Springs Rd -A
Agency or Company MHaich Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment A
Date Performed 07726111 |Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Anatysis Condition |2008-2010 Analysis Year 2008
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of segment, L (mi) — 0,131
AADT (vehiday) T "ABTux= 17.800  (veniday) N 150 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (i) y 8 Right Shid: Loft Shid:
Shoulder type Paved ht Shid: Left Shid:
Length of horizontal curve (mi} 0 .11
Radius of curvature (ft) 0 5 Radius Value OK
Spial ansiion curve Giesenirol presert) L e — L —
Superelevation vartance () <0.01 0
Grade 0 | 0
Drivi de drivt ile] S 0
Centertine rumble strips (present/not present} Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not present)] Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale} 3

ent esant/not present Not Present
Auto enforcement {present/not presen Not Present

Calibration Factor, Cr

— —_—
Workshest 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roa

M @ @ @ 6) ® 1) ® ® 0 01 (2) 13
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for [CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for { CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for  |Combined
Width Width | | Grades DOriveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Autornated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips tane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r | CMF9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from Eq 101 from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation {from Section [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10] 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
701 1.05 2,05 700 .00 700 7.00 1.00 1.00 054 700 1,00 2019
J_\TI 1C - y Segment Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two—le Roadway Segments
M @ ® @ 5] © ) @
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O P F Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation} from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) )TOTAL X (4) \Worksheet 18 (S)x(B)x(T)
Total 0.005 1.80 1.000 0.005 2.02 1.00 0.011
Fatal and Injury (F) = - 0.321 0.002 2.02 1.00 0.003
Property Damage Only (PDO) = — 0.679 0.004 2.02 1.00 0.007
— — —
Worksheet 1D ~ Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(0] @) 3) (U] [©) (O] (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N precicred s rotay) Proportion of Collision N proscroars 7y Proportion of Collision N prodcroers pocy
Collision {crashes/year) Typem {crashes/year) Typewrooy {crashes/year)
Typeqoray
f"’;“ol“"" {Byrora. from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 @&n '""“1‘:;“"“"“‘ from Table 104 (Broo "°"1‘(‘:"°"“"“'
Total 1.000 0.011 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.007
@x@B)rora @xS)a E)x(Nroo
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal .121 .00 .038 .000 .184 .001
Collision with bicycle .002 .00 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .00C .007 .000 .00 .000
Overtumed .025 .000 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .008 .545 .002 .505 .004
Other single-vehicle collision 0.021 .000 007 .000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes 0.693 .007 838 .002 .735 .005
P! E-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .001 .100 .000 .072 .001
Head-on collision .018 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .002 164 .001 122 .001
Sideswipe collision .037 .000 .038 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision 027 .000 .0268 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes 307 .003 .362 .001 265 .002
= — ——
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa
) 2 ) @) 6]
Crash severity level Crash y D (proportion) P d ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crashesfyear) {mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Workshest 1C (3)(4)
Total .000 .0 0. 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) 321 .0 0. 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 .0 0. 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg A -080911 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Springs Rd ; 2008-20101



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment A
Phase 4 - Buildout

W 1A - General Inf and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Rond_v:ﬂ S!!mcnts
General Information E__ ocation Information
Analyst [*14 Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -A
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section SsgmentA
Date Performed 07/28/11 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Bulldout Analysis Year :
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (mi)} - 0.131
AADT (vahiday) [ ARBTwx=_ 17,800 (vehiday) - 482
Lane width (ft) 12
_Shoutder width {ft} 8 Right Shid: Left Shid:
Shoulder Paved ht Shid: Left Shid:
Length of horizontal curve (mf) 0 0.11
Radius of curvature 0 450

iral transftion curve (] {present/not present)

Superelevation vartance (f/f)

Not Present
<001 []

Grade (%) 1 0
Driveway d { ys/mile) []
Centerline rumble strips present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present {1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not pr Not Present

Two-way left-tumn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rafing {1-7 scale}

3

Segment lighting {present/not present}

Not Present

Auto speed enforcement {present/not present}

Calibration Factor, Cr

Not Present
1

Worksheet 1B — Crash ModHication Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
[0} @ 6} @ 5 ® ) B ® (0) N (12) a3)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width Width | + Grades Drivewsy |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes Left-Tumn Design Speed
. Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 51 CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r ICMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table {from Equation| from from from from Equation { from Equation | from Section [{1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section [Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.71 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 1071 1071 |18 & 10-19
701 105 205 7.00 700 T.00 T00_ | 100 .00 0.94 1.00 1.00 2.042
e =
Wi 1C - g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane mo—!!y R y
[} 2) [©)] @ (5) (6) [1/] (8)
Crash Severity Lavel Nspfrs On P F Crash Severity N spfrs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL X (4) Worksheet 1B (S)x(B)x(T}
Total 0.017 1.80 1.000 0.017 204 1.00 0.034
Fatal and Injury (F{) - - 0.321 0.005 204 1.00 0.011
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.011 204 1.00 0.023
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Cofl‘lslon Type for Rural Two-Lane TWO-WI Roadway Segments
[0} 2) 3) ()] (5} 8] [0)
Collision Type Proportion of N proscred s (rovar) Proportion of Coliision N prescreera (=) Proportion of Collision N procacred r Fec)
Collision {crashesiyear) Typer {crashes/year) Typeroo) {crashes/year)
Typerotay
from Tebl2 | @rorw. from Workshoet 1C | o Tabie 104 | from Workshoet from Table 104 ©)roo from Worksheet
Total 1.000 0.034 1.000 0.011 1.000 0.023
@)x(3rora @x(5)= Bx(7)eoo
SINGLEVERICLE =
Collision with animal 121 .004 .038 .000 184 .004
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .01 .545 .008 .505 01
Other single-vehicie collislon .021 .00 .007 .000 .029 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 .02: 638 .007 .735 01
MULTI -fE CLE vy
Angle collision .085 .003 100 .001 .072 .002
Head-on collision 016 .001 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .005 .1684 .002 122 .00:
Sideswipe collision 037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .00
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .028 .000 030 .00
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .01 ,362 .004 0.265 .008
— — —
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[U) 2) 3 @ 6}
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop ) F ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi}) {crashes/mifyear)
(4) from Workshest 1C (8} from Worksheet 1C (3)(4)
Total .000 .0 0.131 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) .321 .0 0.131 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 .0 0.131 0.2

Hatch Mott MacDonald

Paraiso Springs Seg A 060911 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Springs Rd - Buildout!

AADT OK

Radius Value OK




Paraiso Springs Road - Segment A
Base Prediction

(1991-2010)
Worksheet 1A — General Information and input Data for Rural Two-Lane No—le y Seg:

General Information I ocation Information
Analyst oT oadway Paraiso Springs Rd -A
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment A
Date Performed 07/2911 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition [Hist. Base Calc. (1891-2010 Avg ADT) Analysis Year

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L (m) i = 0.131
AADT (veh/day) [ "ADTwx= 17.800  (enday) = 385 AADT OK
Lane width (ff) 12
‘Shoulder width ]
Shoulder typs Paved
Le of horizontai curve 0 E
Radius of curvature (ft} Radius Value OK

Spialansion curve presonirolpresen] - L 1 —
Superelevation variance (/) <0.01 0

Grade {%) 3 0
Driveway density (driveways/mile) 5
Centeriine rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present {2 [ane] / not presen Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale) 3
Segment lighting {present/not g{mgﬂ Not Present
Auto speed enforcement (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, Cr 1

= —
Worksheet 1B - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Road
0] @ e} — @ § | ® T m ®) @) (10) ) (iz) 03
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for _|CMF for Super-{ CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width Width { + Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane E
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5¢ CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r | CMFOr CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section [ (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 10{ 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-18
1.01 1.05 205 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 1.00 2.019
W 1C ~ g! Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two—le Roadway Segments
M [7) O] @ 5] © ) ®
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs [+ P F Crash y Nspfrsby y | C C P gt
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 {from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (QTOTAL X (4) Worksheet 1B Ex@)(7)
Total 0.013 1.80 1.000 0.013 2.02 1.00 0.027
Fatal and Injury (F)) - - 0.321 0.004 2.02 100 0.009
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.009 2.02 1.00 0.018
= —
Wi D by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
(0] @) (3) (O] (5] 8 [
Collision Type Proportion of N prodicted 1z roTay Proportion of Collision N prescredes 7y Proportion of Collision N presicred rs (Po0)
Coliision (crashes/year) Typem (crashes/year) Typerroo} {(crasheslyear)
Typeroray
flom TAbI® | @yromw. from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 | & from Workshest from Table 104 (B)eoo from Workshoet
Total 1.000 0.027 1.000 0.009 1.000 0.018
2x(3)romaL @G Bx()row
SINGE-_VEWCLE
Collision with animal .121 .003 .038 .000 .184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road 521 .014 .545 .005 .505 .009
Other single-vehicle collision 021 .00 .007 .000 .029 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes 893 .018 .838 .008 .735 .014
LTIPLE-VEHICLE T
Angle collision .085 .002 .100 .001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .004 .164 001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .026 .000 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .008 .362 003 .265 .005
Workshoot 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane TWO-WIV Roadway Segments
(4] 2) (€] @ 6]
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop ) P d ge crash g length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C {3)i(4
Total .000 .0 0.131 0.2
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 .0 0.131 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .679 .0 0.131 0,

Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg A 080911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Sprgs - Historics! Basel



ATTACHMENT D
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Road Segment B



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment B

1991-2005
Wo A= | information and input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
General Information I_ Location

Anatyst oT Roadway Peraiso Springs Rd -B
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment B
Date Performed 07728111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 1991-2005 Analysis Year 1901

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (mi = "0.568
AADT (veh/day) I AADT wx® 17,800  (veh/day) - 431

Lane width (it}

Shoulder width (ft}

Shoulder type

Length of horizontal curve (mi)

0.00

Left Shid:
[ LeftShid]

Radius of curvature (ft)

Spiral transition curve {present/not present)

Suparelevation vartance (Rt}

0

<0.01 []

Grade (%) 0 1 0
Driveway d driveways/mife] 5 5
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present
P lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not Not Present

Two-way lefi-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)

3

Segment fighting (present/not present)

Not Present

Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

—
~Worksheet 1B — Gras! Mod_l_ﬁuﬁon Factors for Rural Twoum_'l;wo-Wny Roadway Segments
(1) 2) 3) [C) [©] ) @ 8} ) (10} (an (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  {CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | ¢ Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Lef-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane E
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF&r CMF 9r CMF 1or CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from Equation |from Equation 0] from Equation | from Equations | from Table {from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation [from Section [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 104 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
103 105 1.00 100 100 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 094 1.00 1.00 1017
Wi 1C — Segment for Rural Two-Lane Two—Way Roadway Segments
4] 2 3) @ S 0 _ [O]
Crash Severity Level Nspirs [O P [; Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion} (2)ToTAL X (4) Workshest 1B (S)x(6)x(T)
Total 0.085 0.42 1.000 0.0685 1.02 1.00 0.067
Fatal and injury (Ff) - - 0321 0.021 1.02 1.00 0.021
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.678 0.044 1.02 1.00 0.045
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Colllsion Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[U] 2] 3 @ [©] © B U]
Collision Type Propostion of| N presicred 2 (roTan Proportion of Collision N presscroers 7y Proportion of Collision N proascroe s rocy
Collision (crashes/year) Typer (crasheslyear) Typeiron (crasheslyear)
Typecoray
o TSbIE | (8yrona from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 [ (&) fom Workshoet from Table 10-4 @l from Workshost
Total 1.000 0.067 1.000 0.021 1.000 0.045
(2)x(3)rora @xGn E)x(@)ee
— SNGLEVENELE =
Collision with animal 121 .008 038 .001 .164 .008
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .002 037 .001 .01 .00
Ran off road .521 .035 545 .012 .505 .02
Other single-vehicle collision 021 .001 007 .000 .029 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 .048 638 .014 .735 .033
WMULTIPLE-VERICLE
Angle collision 085 006 100 002 072 003
Head-on collision 016 .001 .034 .00 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .008 164 .004 122 .008
Sideswipe collision 037 .002 .038 .00 .038 .002
Other muttiple-vehicle collision 027 .002 .028 .00 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .020 .362 .008 .265 012
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane mo—le Roadway Segments
[€)] 2 (3 @ 5)
Crash severity level Crash y D (prop ) Predi ge crash length Crash rate
B frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/miyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Workshest 1C 34
Total .000 A 0.568 0.
Fatal and Injury (Fi) 321 .0 0.568 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .679 0 0.568 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paruiso Springs Seg B -080911 HSM SpreadsheetParsiso Springs Rd - 1991-20051

AADT OK

Radius Value OK




Paraiso Springs Road - Segment B

2006-2010

W 1A - and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two—ﬁy Roadway Seg
General Information ocation Information
Analyst oT Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -|
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment B
Date Performed 07720111 {Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 2008-2010 Anal Year 2008
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (s = -~ 0.588
AADT (veh/day) I RADT wax® 17,800 (vehiday) = AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width () [
Shouider type Paved
Length of horizontal curve {(mi) []
Radius of curvature (ft) 0 Radius Value OK
Spiral transition curve (present/not presen Not Present
Superelevation variance (ft/ft) <0.01 0
Grade (%} 0 1 0
Driveway density (driveways/mile 5 0
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not present Not Present

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)

3

Segment lighting (present/not present)

Not Present

Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

Worksheet 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[O) 15} 3 @ 5 © [W) ® o) (10 1 1 13
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  {CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width ] Width | Hori Grades Driveway |Centeriine| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes Lef-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR & CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF&r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 104 from from from Table [from Equation} from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10417 Section | Section [Equation 10§ 10-20 10-21 10.71 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 10.7.1 |18 & 10-19
103 105 100 1.00 —_1.00 100 7.00 1.00 7.00 0.4 100 1.00 1,008
— —
We 1C - Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way ——
[0) @) 3) @) 5) © [U) )
Crash Severity Leve! Nspfrs Oy P Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash uen: N
from Equation ¥ from Table 10-3 (13) from
o from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2TOTAL X (4) Workahoot B EEXTD
Total 0.018 042 1.000 0.018 1.01 1.00 0.018
Fatal and Injury (FI} - - 0.321 0.008 1.01 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) - = 0.879 0.012 1.01 1.00 0.012
= — —
W heet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wa; y Segn
0] 2 6] @ 6] [N )
Collision Type Proportion of N presscree s (roTAL) Proportion of Collision N preacred s () Proportion of Collision N preserodrs rooy
Collision {crasheslyear) Typer (crasheslyear) Typeooy (crasheslyear)
Typeroray
"°;“°:""" (B)roma. from Workshest 1C | from Table 104 ®n "°'“1Vg°""""' from Table 10-4 Eproo "°”1‘g”°"“"'°‘
Total 1.000 0.018 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.012
@)x(3)rora @)x(S)n Ex(@)rec
SINGLEJ—_VE“ICLE
Coltision with animal 121 .002 .038 .000 .184 .002
Collision with bicycle 002 .000 004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian 003 .000 007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned 025 .000 037 .00 .01 .000
Ran off road 52 .009 545 .003 .505 .0068
Other single-vehicle collision 0.02 .000 007 000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes 0.69: .013 838 004 .735 .009
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE e
Angle collision .085 .002 .100 .00 072 .001
Head-on collision 16 .000 .034 000 003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .003 .164 .00 122 .001
Sid collision .037 .001 .038 00! .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle colfision .027 .000 .026 .000 .030 0.000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .008 .362 .002 .265 0.003
— — —
Workshest 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
[§)) ) 3) @ (6]
Crash severity level Crash y (prop ) P ge crash fength Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C (3)/(4)
Total .000 .0 0.568 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 .0 0.568 [X
Property Damage Only (PDO) .879 .0 0.568 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg B 080911 HSM SpresdsheetParsiso Springs Rd - 2008-20101



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment B

Phase 4 - Buildout
— —
Worksheet 1A — and input Data for Rural Twowo-Ww Roadway Segments
General Information fﬁ ocation Information
Analyst DT oadway Paraiso Springs Rd -8
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment 8
Date Performed 07129111 [Jurisdiction Montarey County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Buildout afysis Year
input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L {mi) = 0.568
AADT (veh/day) [ AADTwx=  17.800  (vehiday) - 450 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (ft) [:] Right Shid: Left Shid:
Shoulder type Paved ht Shid: Left Shid:
Length of horizontal curve {(mi) 0 00
Radius of curvature {ft) 0 Radius Value OK
‘Spialanstion cuve presentnet pesar T e L
Supsrelevation variance (ft/f) <0.01 0
Grade (%) |
Driveway density (driveways/mile}
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Presen
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane} / not present)] Not Presen
Two-way left-turn lane stent/not present) i Not Present
Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale) 3

ment lighti resent/not presen! Not Present
Auto enforcement (present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

—_—
Worksheet 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments

[0} @ [€)) @) [G) [0} @) ©® ® 0 1 2 13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for |CMF for Super-] CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width Width | T Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r | CMF9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{ from Eq; from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10] 10-20 1021 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
1.04 5 1.00 700 .00 T.00_ 7.00 1.00 1.00 0.4 1.00 100 1023
Wi 1C ~ g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane TWO-WIY Roadway Segments —
) 7)) [©) @ 6] © 4] (UM
Crash Severity Level Nsptrs [+ P F Crash y N spfrs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
13 Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation - from Table 10-3 (13) from
106 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) {2)TOTAL X (4) Worksheet 18 Sx@x(M)
Total 0.068 042 1.000 0.068 1.02 1.00 0.070
Fatal and Injury (FT) — - 0.321 0.022 1.02 1.00 0.022
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.048 1.02 1.00 0.047
= —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wa: ogn
(0] 2 3) O] &) [C] [U]
Collision Type Proportion of N procieroers roTa Propostion of Collision N proacreare (my Proportion of Collision N presierners pooy
Collision {crasheslyear) Typen (crashesl/year) Typeroo; (crasheslyear)
Typeroray
fom e | (@rom. from Worksheet 1C | from Tablo 104 | (3 from Workshoet from Table 10-4 (Gipasfrom Workshest
Total 1.000 0.070 1.000 0.022 - 1.000 0.047
2X(3)rora @xGIn E)x(Dree
SINGLE-VEHICLE —
Collision with animal .121 .008 .038 .001 0.184 .009
Coilision with bicycle 002 000 1004 .000 000 000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .D00
Overturned .025 .002 .037 .001 .01 .00
Ran off road .521 .038 .545 .012 .505 024
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .001 .007 .000 .029 .00
Total slnllgohicle crashes .693 .048 .638 .014 .735 035
— MULTIPLE-VEHICLE iaa
Angle collision .085 .008 .100 .002 .072 003
Head-on collision .018 .001 .034 .00 .003 .000
Rear-end collision .142 .010 .184 .004 122 008
Sideswipe collision .037 .003 .038 0.00 .038 002
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 0.002 .026 0.00 .030 001
Total multiple-vehicie crashes .307 0,021 .362 0.008 265 013
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Twoﬁly Roadway Segments -
(0] @) 3 @ ©5)
Crash severity level Crash y (prop ) P ge crash length Crash rate
fr_uquency (crashesfyear) (mQ {crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C {8) from Workshest 1C (3)/(4)
Total 000 A 0.568 0.
Fatal and Injury (F)) .321 0 0.568 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 . 0 0.568 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg B -090911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - Bulidout!



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment B
Base Prediction

(1991-2010)
Workshest 1A - General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments

General Inf ' ocation Information
Analyst bT Roadway Paralso Springs Rd -8
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment 8
Date Performed 072811 Jurisdiction Montarey County, CA
Analysis Condition Hist. Base Calc. (1991-2010 Avg ADT) Analysis Year

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of segment, L (mi) — 0.588
AADT (vehiday) [ AABTwx= 17,800  (vehiday) - 352 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
“Shoulder width @ []
Shoulder type Paved
Length of horizontal curve {mi) 0
Radius of curvature (ft) [ Radius Value OK
STt e G ] L e 1 —
Superelevation variance <0.01 0
Grade (%) 0 |
Di de di ile] g 5

Centerline rumble strips present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not presen Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale} 3

Segment lighting (present/not present) Not Present
Auto speed enforcement {present/not present} Not Present

Calibration Factor, Cr

—_— —_— _—
Workshest ‘E — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway &Mm

0] @ E)] @ 6] © ) 0] @ (i0) (D] (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for | CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width { | Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way Roadside Ughting Automated CMF
end Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 104 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 10.7.1 |18&10-19
103 105 1.00 700 7.00 .00 T.00 .00 1.00 094 7.00 .00 7009
W, 1C — Yy &ﬂum for Rural Two-Lane Two—\Tlly Roadwa San_l'onh
(0] 2) (3) (O] (5) ©) [U] ®)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs [; Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 : (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 {proportion) (2)ToTAL X (4) \Workshest 18 (SxEX()
Total 0.053 0.42 1.000 0.053 1.01 1.00 0.054
Fatal and Injury (FI) - - 0.321 0.017 1.01 1.00 0.017
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.036 1.01 1.00 0.037

— —
Worksheet 1D - Crashes by Severity Level and Coliision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa Slg_mom

(1) ) [©] @ [0)] ) [G)
Collision Type Proportion of N predicresrs (roTAY Proportion of Collision N presscreers 7y Proportion of Collision N preacredrs rocy
Collision (crasheslyear) Typem (crasheslyear) Typeroo) {(crasheslyear)
Typermoray
"°:“J4“"'° (B)rora. from Workshest 1C | from Table 104 @) "°'“1"g°"“"“' from Table 10-4 @)oo "°"1‘l‘:" orkshest
Total 1.000 0.054 1.000 0.017 1.000 0.037
@x(3yrora @xG)m Ex(Npoo
— SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .007 .038 .001 .184 007
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .001 .037 .001 01 .00
Ran off road .521 .028 .545 .009 50! .01
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .001 .007 .000 028 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes 893 .037 .838 .011 735 .02
LTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .005 .100 .002 072 003
Head-on coliision .018 .001 .034 .001 003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .008 164 .003 122 .004
Sideswipe collision .037 .002 .038 .001 038 .00+
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .001 .028 .000 .030 .00
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .017 .362 .006 .265 010
Worksheet 1€ — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
0] 2) (3) @ ]
Crash severity level Crash y D proportion) [; ge crash length Crash rate
. . frequency (crashes/year) (mi) y {crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) trom Worksheet 1C 34
Total .00D 0.1 0.568 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI) 321 0.0 0.568 0.0
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 0.0 0.568 0,

Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg B 080511 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Sprgs - Historical Basel



ATTACHMENT E
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Road Segment C



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment C
1991-2005

—_— =
Worksl_n_uLM 1A — General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lﬂo Two-Way Roadway Segments

General Information ocation Information
Analyst oT Roadway Paraiso §prlnm AdC
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section SegmentC
Date Performed 07720111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 1991-2005 Analysis Year 1991
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L {mi) =, - 0.208
AADT (vehiday) [ ABTux= 17800 (veniday) = 398 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (ft) 8 Right Shid:
Shoulder typs Paved Right Shid: | Leftshid]
Length of horizontal curve (mi} 0 0.00
Radius of curvature () [] [] Radius Value OK
‘Spral vanson curve (resoniRoTpieson] T e —L T —
Superelevation variance (ft/ft} <0.01 []
Grade (%) | []
D densily (driveways/mile 5
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present
Passing Ianes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not n! Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane present} Not Present
Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale} 3
ment lighting (present/not prese Not Present
Auto s enforcement (present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, Cr 1 1.00
Setnel e L=
Worksheat 16 - Grash ModHfication Flcto_rﬂor Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roa
[U] 2) 3 @ 5) ) 8 (0] 10) an (12) (13
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |[Combined
Width hould ; Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tum Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 111 CMF 12r |CMF comb
from Equation (from Equation 10{from Equation | from Equations | from Table |from Equation] from from from from Equation | from Equation |from Section [(1}x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 10§ 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x{11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18 &10-19
103 .05 .00 100 1.00 100 1.00 7.00 1.00 700 1.00 .00 7.079
W 1C — g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane TVVO-WIV me
(0] 2 ) 4 S 6 _n (O]
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs |O p F Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
rom Equaton|  trom Equation 10-7 "°$r::°“r;°:“)"3 @rotacx) | U Tom EXEXD
Total 0.022 1.13 1.000 0.022 1.08 1.00 0.024
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.007 108 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) - — 0.879 0.015 1.08 1.00 0.018
Worksheet 1D — Grashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Twm_n_u Two-Way Roadway Segments
(0] 2 3) [O] 8 ©) (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N presicesrs rotasy Proportion of Colilsion N proacreers 70 Proportion of Collision N prectcredra proay
Collision (crasheslyear) Typer (crasheslyear) Typeroo (crashesiyear)
Typeroray
fiom Tabi® | (o from Worksheet 1C | from Tabie 104 | & jrom Worishest from Table 10-4 Gl from Worksheet
Total 1.000 0.024 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.016
X(@)roTaL @A ©x)ron
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .003 .038 .00D 184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .0D! .037 .000 .01 000
Ran off road .521 .01 .545 .004 .505 .008
Other single-vshicle collision .021 .00 .007 .000 .029 000
Total single-vehicie crashes .693 .01 .638 .005 0.735 .012
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .002 .100 1001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .003 .164 .001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .001 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collislon .027 .001 .026 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicls crashes .307 .007 .362 ,003 285 .004
Worksheot 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-ilL-y Roadway Segments
[0 ) (] @) 5
Crash severity level Crash y DI: (proportion) [ ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C 8) from Worksheet 1C 3y
Total 000 .0 0.208 0.
Fatal and injury (F)) .321 .0 0.208 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 679 .0 0.208 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Parmiso Springs Seg C 080911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - 1991-20051

.



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment C

2006-2010

Workshset 1A — General Information and input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway 3.’“\.“'3

General Information

Location Information

AADT OK

Radius Value OK

Analyst DT Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -C
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MecDonald Roadway Section Segment C
Date Performed 07720111 (Jurisdiction Monteray County, CA
Anatysis Condition 2008:2010 \nahysls Year 2008
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L {mi) - 0.208
AADT (vehiday) [ "ADTwx= 17,800 (vehiday) - 85
Lane width (1) 12
Shoulder width (it} 8
Shoulder Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi) 0
Radlus of curvature (ft) 0
?ml transition curve (present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance (ftft) < 0.01 0
Grade (%) 0
Driveway dnw (driveways/mile) 5 0
Ci rumble strips (p! present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane] /present (2 lane) / not prese: Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale} 3
Segment lighting (present/not present} Not Present
Auto speed enforcement {present/not presen! Not Present
Calibration Factor, Cr
Workshut 18 - Crash Modificatio n Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[0 2) 3 (U] S (0] ® 9) [{) (11 12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-f CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for {Combined
Width Width | F Grades Driveway |C Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes Left-Tumn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5 CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table [from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10417 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(31)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
103 1.05 100 7.00 1.00 .00 700 1.00 100 1.00 .00 1.00 7079
Wi 1C —~ y Seg: Crashes for Rural Two-Lane 'I'wo@y Roadway Segments
[} 2) 3 @) B 6 [G) (]
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs p F Crash y N spfrs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 (13) from
106 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (QToTAL X (4) Worksheet 18 (Gix@x(T)
Total 0.005 1.13 1.000 0.005 1.08 1.00 0.005
Fatal and tnjury (FI) - = 0.321 0.002 1.08 1.00 0.002
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.003 1.08 1.00 0.003
Worksheet 10 — Crashes by Sevarity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(1) 2) 3) “4) 5 [©] (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N prectcwers roTay Proportion of Collision N pracevars 7y Proportion of Collision N prodicrears jrooy
Collision {crasheslyear) Typer (crasheslyear) Typewos (crashes/fyear)
Typeroray
"°;“01°"'° (Byroma from Worksheet1C | from Table 104 B)n ""'“1"‘;'"'“""' from Table 10-4 B)roo "°"1‘(‘:”°""h”'
Total 1.000 0.005 1.000 0.002 1.000 0.003
(2)x@homa @xE)n Ex(Meoa
— SINGLE-VEHICLE \
Collision with animal 121 .001 .038 000 3 .001
Collision with e .002 .000 .004 .000 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .000 -
Overturned .025 .000 .037 .000 . .000
Ran off road .521 .003 .545 .001 .505 .002
Other single-vehicle collision .021 0.000 .007 .000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes .693 0.004 .638 .001 .735 .003
MULTIPLEVERICLE
‘Angle collision 085 1000 100 000 072 000
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision .142 .001 .184 .000 122 .000
Sideswipe collision .037 .000 .03 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .000 0268 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .002 .362 .001 .265 .001
Worksheot 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Ssgments
(0] 2) 3 [O) 0]
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop ) P d ge crash fength Crash rate
frequency (crashesiyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear}
(4) from Workshest 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 3)(4)
Total .0 0.208
Fatal and Injury (F) 0.321 .0 0.208
Property Damage Only (PDO) 0.679 .0 0.208
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springe Seg C -080911 HSM SpreadshestParsiso Springs Rd - 2008-20101



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment C

Phase 4 - Buildout

Worksheet 1A — Gm-ml Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-\l-vnyI Roadway Segments

General Information l_ ocation Information
Analyst oT Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -C
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Sagment C
Date Performed 07/29/11 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Bulldout Analysis Year

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L (mi} - 0.208
AADT (veh/day) [ AADTax= 17,800  (vehiday) = "7 AADT OK
Lane width (R 12
Shoulder wiith (ft) 8
Shoulder type Paved
Length of horizontat curve (mi} 0
Radius of curvature (ft} 0 Radius Value OK
Spiral transition curve {present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance (ft/ft) <001

Grade (%)

0

D de driveways/mile;

Centerline rumble strips (present/not present)

Cd
Not Present

Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

lane) / not presen

Not Prasent

Not Present

3

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)
hti T

ment present) Not Present
Auto speed enforcement {pre present} Not Present
Calibration Factor, Cr
e
Worksheet 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural T wo-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
0 @ Q) @ ) ©) Q1 ® ®) {10) () 2] (15
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for {Combined
Width Width | Grades Driveway |C: Passing | Two-Way Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r | CMFSr CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation |from Section {(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.71 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.71 10.71 [18&10-19
103 .05 7.00 1.00 7.00 1.60 100 7.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.084
Wi 1C - gment Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way g
M @ €] @ () ® U] ®
Crash Severity Level Nsptrs [+ P P Crash y N spfrs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13} from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)ToTALX (4) \Workshest 1B (S)x(Bx(T)
Total 0.023 1.13 1.000 0.023 1.08 1.00 0.025
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.007 1.08 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) — - 0.679 0.016 1.08 1.00 0.017
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Saverity Leval and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway s-g_mcnh
(1) 2) 3 ] 6] ) (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N predcredrs (roTan) Proportion of N proscrners Proportion of Cellision N preascredrs (P00}
Collision (crasheslyear) Typem {crashesl/year) Typeiroo; {crashesiyear)
Typeqoray
o Table | (@orw from Workshoet 1€ | from Tabte 104 [ ()7 fiom Werkshaot from Table 10-4 (BlS i Roshest
Total 1.000 0.025 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.017
2)x(3)ro @)x(5)= Gx@Dro
SING LE-E“]CLE I
Collision with animal 1121 .00: .038 .000 184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .00 .004 ,000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .00¢ .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .01 .545 .004 .505 .008
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .00 .007 .000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes .693 .01 .638 .005 . 0.735 .013
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE = _
Angle collision .085 .002 .100 .001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .004 .184 .001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multipfe-vehicle collision .027 .00 .028 .000 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .008 .362 .003 .285 .005
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-le y Segments
(0] 2) [©)] . @) )
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop P ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crashesiyear) {mi {erashosimilyear)
{4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C (34
Total .000 .0 0.208 0.
Fatat and Injury (FI) .321 0 0.208 0.0
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 0 0.208 D.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Parsiso Springs Seg C -090911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - Bulidout!



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment C
Base Prediction

(1991-2010)
Worksheet 1A — General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two—Wn? Roadway Segments

General Information | ocation Information
‘Analyst DT Roadway Paralso Springs Rd -C
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald |Roadway Section Sagment C
Date Performed 07720111 |Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Hist. Base Calc. {1991-2010 Avg ADT) Analysis Year

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of segment, L (m)) = 0208
AADT (veh/day) |_mJTm = 17,800 (vehiday} - 320 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (ft) 8
Shoulder type Paved
Le of horizontal curve {mi 0
Radius of curvature 0 Radius Value OK
Spiral transition curve (present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance () <00 0
Grade (%) 1] 0
Drivewsy density (driveways/mile) S 0
Centerline rumble strips presenf) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not gmseﬁi Not Present
Two-way left-tumn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale} 3
Segment lighting (present/not present} Not Present

Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)
Calibration Factor. Cr

V-V 18 — Crash Moaiﬁtion Factors for Rural Two-umT'wo-\le Roady
4) 8]

JON @) ) @ 6] ® @ ®) (o) o) 1 (3 1 (3
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Shoulder Width | | Grades Driveway |Centerine| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Spead
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5 CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from Equation [from Equation 10{ from Equation | from Equations | from Table ffrom Equation{ from from from from Equation { from Equation | from Saction [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.71 x{11)x{12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
103 105 100 7.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1079
W 1C~ g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two—le y —
) @ Q) @ 5) [0) ) 0!
Crash Severity Leve! Nspfrs P P Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash uen: N
from Equation{ from Table 10-3 {13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) {2JToTAL X (4) Worksheet 1B (S)x@x(?
Total 0.018 1.13 1.000 0.018 1.08 1.00 0.019
Fatal and injury (F)) - - 0.321 0.008 1.08 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) - — 0.679 0.012 1.08 1.00 0.013

Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments

[U] 7] 3) O] 5) & [t]
Collision Type Proportion of N preicrodrz (rOTAL Proportion of Collision N proticred s (7 Proportion of Collision N predicred = rooy
Collision (crasheslyear) Typer; (crashesl/year) Typeroo (crasheslyear)
Typeporay
"°f|“°:""° (B)roraL from Worksheet 1C from Table 104 B f’°"‘1"c”°"“h”‘ from Table 104 (B)roo "°";‘ g’ orksheet
Total 1.000 0.018 1.000 0.006 1.000 0.013
(2)x(3)rotar d @)x(5)= B)x(T)ece
SINGLE-VEHICLE K
Collision with animal 1121 .002 .038 .000 .184 .002
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .000 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .010 .545 .003 .505 007
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .000 007 .000 .029 0.000
Total single-vehicle crashes .693 .013 .838 .004 .735 0.010
WULTIPLE VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .002 .100 .001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .003 .164 .001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 001 .038 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .001 .026 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .006 .362 .002 285 003
e e s
Worksheet 1E ~ Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments —
1 ) 3) “) 5
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop [; ge crash length Crash rate
e trequency (crashesiyear) {mi) {erashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C (3)i(4)
Total .000 .0 0.208 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) 1321 .0 0.208 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 679 0 0.208 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg C -080911 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Sprgs - Historical Base1



ATTACHMENT F
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Road Segment D



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment D
1991-2005

Worksheet 1A . General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane TWo-w!z Roadway Segments

General Information

ocation Information

Analyst
Agency or Company
Date Performed

Analysis Condition

Hatch Mott MacDonald

11991-2005

DT ;l-!ondway
Roadway Section
Jurisdiction

0772011

1891

Paraiso Springs Rd -0
Segment D
Monterey County, CA

Input

Data

Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L (mi)

0.247

AADT (veh/day)

[ A Taes

17,800  (veh/day) 388

Lane width (ft)

Shoulder width (ff}

Right Shid:

Shoulder typs

ight Shid:

tLength of horizontal curve {mi)

Left Shid:
Left Shid:

Radius of curvature (ft)

Spiral transition curve (present/not present)

Superelevation variance (f/ff}

Grade (%)

D de: drivewa! le]

Centerline rumble strips present)

Passing lanes nt (1 lane] nt

lane) / not present)]

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)

3

ment lighf esent/not present) Not Present
Auto enforcement {present/not present) Not Present
Calibration Factor, Cr
— -
Worksheet 16 -- Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
(1) @) () 4 5) (6) (U] 6] 9) (10) _(an (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width Width | Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadskle Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane E
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 51 CMF 6r CMFT7r | CMFé&r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from from 10{ from from i from Table [from Equation] from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 1015, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x{11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.71 10.7.1 |18&10-19
1,03 T06 7.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 100 | 1.00 .00 122 1.00 1,00 7329
Worksheet 1C — Roadway Segment for Rural Two-Lane No-\f_l_nlﬂoldww Segments
[UX 2) 3) (O] & 8] (U] 8
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O P F Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)ToTaLx (4) 1B S)xBX(7)
Total 0.024 0.95 1.000 0.024 133 1.00 0.032
Fatal and Injury (FI) - - 0.321 0.008 133 1.00 0.010
Property Damage Only (PDO) - — 0.679 0.016 133 1.00 0.022
— = —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[0) 2) 3 @ ) ® [G)
Collision Type Proportion of N presicred s (ToTAL Proportion of Collision N precteredrs Proportion of Collision N predervars pecy
Collision (crashes/year) Typer (crashesl/year) Typerooy (crashesiyear)
Typeqonay
R Te™® | @rom from Workshest 1C | rom Table 104 | ()7 fom Worksheat from Table 104 (@)oo fom Worigheet
Total 1.000 0.032 1.000 0.010 1.000 0.022
2)x(3pora @x(5)a E)x(Droo
- SINGLE-VEHICLE —
Collision with animal 121 .004 .038 .000 .184 004
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overtumed 025 .001 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road 521 .017 .545 .008 .505 .011
Other single-vehicle collision 021 .001 .007 .000 .029 001
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 .022 .638 .007 .735 016
— MULTIPLE-VEHICLE s
Angle collision .085 .003 0.100 .001 .072 002
Head-on collision .018 .001 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-and collision 142 .005 .184 .002 122 003
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .026 .000 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .01 .362 .004 .2685 .008
V-Vorkshul ‘E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two—W-y Roadway Segments
(0] ) 3 4) 6]
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop ) P crash R fength Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 3)/(4)
Total .000 .0 0.247159091 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) .321 .0 0.247159081 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .679 .0 0.247159081 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald

Paraiso Springs Seg D -080911 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Springs Rd - 199120051

AADT OK

Radius Value OK



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment D

2006-2010

Workshest 1A — General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane MW-; Roadway Segments

General Information I_ .ocation Information

Analyst oT Roadway Paralso Springs Rd -D
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Ssgment D
Date Performed 0772911 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 2008-2010 Anal Year 2008

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (m) = 0247
AADT (vehiday) [ AADTwa= 17,800 (vehidsy) - 53
Lane width (it} 12
“Shoulder width () 5
Shoulder : Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi)
Radius of curvature ()

Spiral fransition curve (present/not present}

Superelevation variance (fft)

T 1
< 0.01 [1]

Grade (%) ]
Drivi de: drivewa) e 5

Centarline rumble strips (present/not present)

Not Prasent

Not Present

Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not Ermng]“
sent)

Two-way left-turn lane (p pre:

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale}

Segment ligh esent/not

Auto speed enforcement (present/not Emnﬁ

Calibration Factor, Cr

— — —
Worksheat 1B - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
0] @ ©] @ &) NG 7} © ® ] (10 ) (12) RE)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width houlder Width | + Grades Driveway [Centerline} Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes Left-Tum Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMFTr | CMF8r | CMFSr CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{ from from from Table [from Equation| from from from  |from Equation|from Equation |from Section [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10417 Section | Section |Equation 104 10-20 10-21 1071 x{(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.71 10.71 [(18&10-19
7.03 1,08 1.00 .00 700 100 100 1.00 100 12 700 1.00 1329
W C = y Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two—Way Roadway Segments
) @ () ) (5) ) ) &)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O P Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) {2)TOTAL X (4) Workshest 1B (5ix@)x(T)
Total 0.003 0.95 1.000 0.003 133 1.00 0.005
Fatal and Injury (FY) = - 0.321 0.001 133 1.00 0.001
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.002 1.33 1.00 0.003
— —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(1) 2) 3) @) 5) ©) (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N preaicredrs (ToTal) Proportion of Collision N prosscreere () Proportion of Collision N preictedrs pocy
Collision (crashes/year) Typem (crashes/year) Typeroo (crasheslyear)
Typegomay
fiom Tabl8 | @yronu rom Workshost 1C | from Tabte 104 | (B fom Workshet from Table 10-4 (S)roo from Workhget
Total 1.000 0.005 1.000 0.001 1.000 0.003
2xB)ora @xB)n ©)x(7)roo
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .001 .038 0.000 .184 .001
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned 025 .000 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road . 52 .002 .545 .001 .505 .002
Other single-vehicle collision 02 .000 .007 .000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes 69! .003 638 .001 .735 .002
MULTIP! _-_EHICLE
Angle collision .085 .000 .100 .000 .072 .000
Head-on collision .018 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end coliision .142 .00 164 .000 122 .000
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .026 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes ,307 .00 362 .001 285 .001
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane TWO—WIV Roadway Segments
[()) 2) 3 (O] 5)
Crash sevarity level Crash Y (prop: ) P d ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) {crashes/milyear)
{4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C [O10)
Total 000 0.0 0.24715908 0.
Fatal and Injury (F)) .321 0.0 0.24715909 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .679 0.0 0.24715909 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg D -080911 HSM SpreadsheetParsiso Springs Rd - 2008-20101

AADT OK

Radius Value OK




Paraiso Springs Road - Segment D
Phase 4 - Buildout

Workshet 1A - General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wa Roadway Segments

General Information

oT |Rondway

ocation Information

Analyst Paraiso Springs Rd -D
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment D
Date Performed 07729111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Bulldout Analysis Year
Input Data | Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, 1. (m) — 0.247
ARDT (veh/day) [ ARBTux= 17,800  (vehday - 385 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width {ff) 8 Right Shid: Left Shid:
Shoulder type Paved ht Shid: Left Shid:
Length of horizontal curve (mi) 0 0.00
Radlus of curvature (ft} 0 0 Radius Value OK
Spiral transition curve (present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance (ftft) <001
Grade (%) 0 0
] den: drivewa ile] S 0
Centerline rumble strips present) Not Present

Not Presen
Not Presen
3
Not Present

Not Present

Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not presant)]
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale}

ment resent/not presen

Segment lighting (presant/not present)
Auto spaed enforcement {present/not present)
Calibration Factor, Cr

—_—
Workshest 18 - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roa
0] @ E] @ O] © 0] ®) ®__] (o) ) {12) 3
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width Width | F 1 Grades Drivoway |Centerine| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automnated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tum Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMFé&r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from from 10{ from from from Table |from Equation} from from from  [from Equation|from Equation |from Section |(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section {Equation 10 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 1071 1071 {18 &10-18
1.03 .06 1.00 T.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 _ 122 1.00 1.00 1328
W 1C - g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Twoﬁny Roadway Segments
(1) @ ] “4) (O] () [G) 8)
Crash Severity Level Nspirs O P F Crash Y N spfrs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash uen: N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
106 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL X (4) 18 (S(@)x(7)
Total 0.025 0.95 1.000 0.025 1.33 1.00 0.034
Fatal and Injury (F)) - - 0321 0.008 133 1.00 0.011
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.017 1.33 1.00 0.023
—
W D - by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
@] @ 3 ) 5 ) )
Collision Type Proportion of N srecne = (ToTA) Proportion of Collision N proscreers (7 Proportion of Collision N procroare rocy
Collision (crashes/year) Typem (crashes/year) Typepvo) (crashesiyear)
Typeromay
"°:"°1°"" (8)roraL from Worksheet 1C from Table 104 ©)n f"”“;g"""'"’" from Table 104 B)roo "°"1'“:”°"""”‘
Total 1.000 0.034 1.000 0.011 1.000 0.023
@x(3)rora {@x(S)n Ex(Tyroo
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collislon with animal 121 .004 .038 .000 .184 .004
Collislon with bicycle 002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road 521 .01 .545 .008 .505 .01
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .00 .007 .000 .029 .00
Total slnglmhlda crashes 893 .02: 838 .007 735 .01
— LTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .003 .100 .001 .072 .002
Head-on colision 016 .001 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end coilision 142 .005 164 .002 122 003
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicie collision 027 .00 .026 .000 .030 001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes 0.307 .01 .362 .004 .265 008
= — —
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments —_
0] 2) 3 @) )
Crash severity level Crash y (prop: ) P ge crash Roady length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/mifyear)
{4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 34
Total .000 0.0 0.247159091 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 0.0 0.247159091 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) if] 0.0 0.247158081 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg D -090911 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Springs Rd - Buildout!



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment D

Base Prediction

(1991-2010)
W 1A ~ and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa ments

General Information

ocation Information

Analyst oT Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -D
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald” Roadway Section Segment D
Date Performed 0772811 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Hist. Base Calc. (1991-2010 Avg ADT) Analysis Year
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (mi) ~ 0.247
AADT (vehiday) [ AABTwx® 17800 (vehiay) = 287
Lane width () 12
Shoulder width (f} 8
Shoutder type Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi} [
Radius of curvature (ft) 0
Spiral transition curve (present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance @ <0.01
Grade (%) 0
D dei d mile} S
Centerline rumble strips prasent) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane} /present (2 lane} / not present Not Present

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale}
Segment lighting (present/not present)

Auto speed enforcement {present
Callbration Factor, Cr

3
Not Present
Not Present

= —
Workshest 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway

AADT OK

Radius Value OK

[ 2 () @ [0] [©] (U] (8) ) (10) an (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Supesr-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for  |Combined
Width Width | Hori Grades Driveway [Centerline} Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{ from Equation | from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation |from Section |(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 10.7.1 |18&10-19
703 1.06 7.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 7] 1.00 1.00 1329
workshut 1C — Ruﬂy s.gnm Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa Snglr_nnts —
) @ 3) [0 5) 6) [} ®)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O P F -Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_ | crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13} from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) {2)TOTAL x (4) \Worksheet 1B (5Ix(B)x(7)
Total 0.019 0.85 1.000 0.019 133 1.00 0.025
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.008 133 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) = - 0678 0.013 1.33 1.00 0.017
— — —
Worksheet 1D - Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[} ) 3) @ 5 [G)
Collision Type Proportion of N prosicredrs Tomasy Proportion of Collision N procreses 7 Proportion of Collision N proderners rocy
Collision (crasheslyear) Typem (crashes/year) Typepooy (crasheslyear)
Typermotay
fom Te™t® | @)rom from Workeheet 1C | from Taplo 104 | (87 rom forkshest from Table 104 Riroc fom Worlaheet
Total 1.000 0.025 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.017
2)x(3proma @x(5)= BxDroo
— SInGLE-EHICLE
Collision with animal 1121 .003 .038 .000 184 .003
Collision with bicycle 002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian 003 .000 .007 000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .01 .545 004 .505 .009
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .00 007 000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes .893 .01 .638 005 .735 .013
WMULTIPLE VEHICLE
Angle collision 085 002 100 001 072 001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .004 .164 .001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .001 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .001 .026 .000 .030 .001
Total multipte-vehicle crashes .307 .008 .362 .003 .265 .005
— — —
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa Segments
[0 2) [©) 4 ®)
Crash severity level Crash D (prop ) F ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) {mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Workshest 1C [S1T])
Total .000 .0 0.247159091 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 .0 0.247159091 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 679 I 0.247158081 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald

Paraiso Springs Seg D -080911 HSM SpresdshestParaiso Sprgs - Historical

Baset



ATTACHMENT G
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Road Segment E



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment E

1991-2005

Workshest 1A - General information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Twoﬁa: Rondw-z Segments

General Information f_ ocation Information

Analyst oT Rosadway Pareiso Springs Rd -E
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald |Roadway Section Segment E
Dats Performed 07/20111 |Jurisdicton Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition [1981-2005 |Analysis Year 19891

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (mi) - 0_.337
AADT (vehiday) [ AABTas= 17800 (vehiday =
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (it} 8
Shoulder type Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi) 0 7
Radius of curvature (ft) 0

_Spiral transition curve (present/not present)

Not Present
<0.01 ]

_Superelevation variance ()

d ile

Centerline rumble stnr (present/not present)

Passing lanes [present (1 tane) /present (2 lane} / not presen

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale}

3

ent lightil esent/not present)

Not Present

enforcement (present/not present)
Calibration Factor, Cr

0
5

. —_—
Worksheet 1B ~ Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way

AADT DK

Radius Value OK

)] 2 O] @ & ® 1) ) ®) (10) )] (2) {13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for | CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | F Grades Driveway [Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Cuives Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 51 CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF 8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from om 10{ from from from Table |from Equaton| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 10} 10-20 10-21 10741 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
703 1.06 1.00 —1.00 .00 100 1.00 100 1.00 T14 .00 700 1243
W, 1C — Segment for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
[€)) (2) 3 @ 5 6) ) (8
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O persion F Crash y N spfrs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 {13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL X (4) 1B BGXEx(7)
Total 0.021 1.00 1.000 0.021 1.24 1.00 0.026
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.007 124 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) — — 0.679 0.014 1.24 1.00 0.018
—_— —
Workshest 1D ~ Crashes by Ssverity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[U] 2 3) (O] [C)] (0] (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N proascroars rotay Proportion of Collision N preaxcners ,y Proportion of Collision N presscred s P00}
Collision (crashes/year) Typery (crashesl/year) Typeron (crashes/year)
Typeroran
o T ® | (Brow fom Workshest 1C | from Table 104 | ()7 fiom Workshast from Table 104 (Shgs oo Torhes!
Total 1.000 0.026 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.018
(2)x(3)rora 4)x(5)a Ox(Tece
SINGLE-VEHICLE __
Collision with animal 121 .003 .038 .000 .184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 01 .00D
Ran off road .52 .014 .545 .005 .505 .008
Other single-vehicle collision .02 .00 .007 .000 .029 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes .89 .01 .838 .005 .735 .013
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .002 .100 .001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-and collision 142 .004 .164 .001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .026 .000 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes 307 .008 .362 .003 .265 .005
Workshoot 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way _
[©) 73] 3) [3) S
Crash severity level Crash y [ (proportion) ¥ ge crash y length Crash rate
frequency (crashesiyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 34
Total 000 X 0.237 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI} 321 0.237 0.
Property Damage Only (FDO) 679 0237 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg E -060911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - 1981-20051



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment E

2006-2010
Wi 1A ~ ‘and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa ments
General Information I ocation Information

Analyst 533 Roadway Paralso Springs Rd -E
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment E
Date Performed or/20111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 2008-2010 Analysis Year 2008

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (m) - 0.237
AADT (veh/day) [ RABTux=  17.800  (vehiday) = 20 AADT OK
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder vidth s [ Conshd]
Shoutder type Paved
Length of horizontal curve {mi} 0 0.00
Radius of curvature (ff} 0 0 Radius Valua OK
Spiral transition curve (present/not present) Not Present
Superslevation variance (ftT) <0.01 0
Grade (%) [] 1 0
Driveway de! driveways/mile S 0

Centerline rumble strips (present/not present)

Not Present

Passing lanes [present (1 [ane) fpresent
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

lane} / not presen

Not Present
Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)

3
Segment lighting {(present/not present) Not Present
Not Present

Auto speed enforcement (presentnot present)

Callbration Factor, Cr

1

e e
— —
Worksheet 1B - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
0] @ 3 @ g © 0] ®) ®) (10 ) (2] RE)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for [Combined
Width Width | ¢ Grades Driveway |Centeriine] Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tumn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5 CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r | CMF9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 104 from from from Table |[from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section -| Section |[Equation 10 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 1071 [18&10-19
103 .06 1.00 1.00 —1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 114 .00 1.00_ 1243
Worksheet 1C ~ Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-VTlly Roadway Segments
[) @) 3) @) 5 6 @ 8)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs On P P Crash Yy N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation; ¥ from Table 10-3 {13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL x (4) 1B (SI(B)x(T)
Total 0.001 1.00 1.000 0.001 124 1.00 0.002
Fatal and Injury (FI) - - 0.321 0.000 124 1.00 0.001
Property. Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.001 1.24 1.00 0.001
= — —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Sevarity Lavel and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[U] 2 3) O] 6 (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N preticnd s (roTAL) Proportion of Collision N predcredre iy Proportion of Collision N presscroars pocy
Collision (crashes/year) Typery (crasheslyear) Typerroo; (crashesfyear)
Typeqortay
from Te™® | row. from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 | (87 rom Worksheet from Table 104 @ipos from Worksheot
Total 1.000 0.002 1.000 0.001 1.000 0.001
(2)x(3)rorar A5 O
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .000 .038 .000 184 .000
Colision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .000 037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road 521 .001 545 .000 .505 .001
Other single-vehicle collision 021 .000 007 .000 .029 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 .001 638 .000 735 .001
— MULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision 085 .000 100 .000 .072 .000
Head-on collision 016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .000 164 .000 122 .000
Sideswipe collision 037 .000 038 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision 027 .000 .026 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .000 .362 .000 .265 .000
V-Vorkshuth —~ Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-V-Vly Roadway Segments
1 2) 3) L) 5)
Crash severity level Crash y (prop: P d ge crash fength Crash rate
frequency (crashesfyear) (mi) {crashes/mifyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C (3)4)
Total 000 0.0 0.237 0.
Fatal and Injury (Fi) .321 0.0 0237 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) .879 0.0 0.237 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg E -080911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - 2006-20101



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment E

Phase 4 - Buildout
— —
Wi 1A ~ and input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
General Inf ‘ﬁ_ ocation Information
Analyst oT oadway Paralso Springs Rd -E
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment E
Date Performed 0772911 Jurisdiction Monteray County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Bulldout Analysis Year
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L (mi) = - 0.237
AADT (vehiday) [~ CTux=_ 17800 (vehiiny) = 352
Lane width (%) 12
“Shoulder width (ft) [} Right Shid: Left Shid:
Shoulder type Paved t Shid: Left Shid:
Length of curve 0 0.00
Radius of curvature (ft) 0

Spiral transition curve {present/not present}

Superelevation variance (ft/ft)

Grade

Driveway density {driveways/mile)

Ci rumble strips present)

Passing lanes [present (1 [ane} /present (2 fane) / not presel

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)

3

Segment lighting {present/not prese:

Not Present

Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

AADT OK

Radius Value OK

— — e e e e
Worksheet 1B - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Tw«Hanuj_Wo-W:y oa
[() (2) 3) @) (5) 6) (U] 9) (10) an (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | Horizontal Grades Driveway [Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tum Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 111 CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from Equation |from Equation 10} from Equation { from Equations | from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ..
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.71 1071 (18&10-19
103 1.06 1.00 .00 1.00 1.00 100 | 1.00 .00 114 .00 1.00 1243
“Worksheet 1C — Seg for Rurai Two-Lane No-Wny Roadway Segments
0] @ ) @ (5) (6) _(0 @)
Crash Severity Level Nspirs O P F Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash uenc! N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL x (4) Worksheet 1B Sx@)x(7)
Total 0.022 1.00 1.000 0.022 1.24 1.00 0.028
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.007 124 1.00 0.009
Property Damage Only (PDO} - - 0.879 0.015 1.24 1.00 0.018
= — —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
0] @ @) @) 5) ©___ ]
Collision Type Proportion of N preccted s (roTAL Proportion of Collision N prescrnd s 71y Proportion of Collision N prestcrears o0y
) Typer (crasheslyear) Typeroo (crasheslyear)
Typeqoway
) "°;“°1""" (B from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 @r "°'“1"(‘:'°"""°°‘ from Table 10-4 (B)roo "°"1‘(‘;”°"""‘°"
Total 1.000 0.028 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.019
[roem @G B
SINGLE-VEHICLE —
Collision with animal 1121 .003 0.038 .000 .184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .014 .54/ .005 .505 .01
Other single-vehicle collision 021 00" .007 .000 029 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .893 019 .638 .006 .735 .01
ULTIPLE-VEHICLE o
Angle coflision .085 .002 100 .001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .018 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 004 .184 .00 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .00 .038 .001
Other muttiple-vehicle colfision .027 .00 .026 .00 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 009 .362 .00 .265 005
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[0 ) 3 @ (5)
Crash severity level Crash y DI {proportion) F ge crash y seg length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/mifyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 34
Total 000 .0 .237 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) .321 .0 .237 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 679 .0 .237 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Parxiso Springs Seg E 090911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - Bulidout!



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment E

Base Prediction
(1991-2010)

W 1A -~

General Information

and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wﬂ Roadway Segments

ocation Information

Anatyst DT Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -E
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald {Roadway Section Segment E
Date Performed 07720111 [Jurisdiction Menteray County, CA
Analysis Condition Hist. Base Calc. {1991-2010 Avg ADT) Analysis Year

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (mi) ~ 0.237

e =

AADT (vehiday) [ AADTwx= 17,800 (vehwiay) = 255 AADT OK
Lane width {ft) 12
Shoutder width (ft) 8 Right Shid: Left Shid:
Shoulder Paved t Shid: Lef Shid:
Length of horizontal curve {mi) 0 0.00
Radius of curvature (ft) 0 []
Spialanson ourvo (Frosarindtpesert SetP | Vo S —
Superelevation variance (fuft} <0.01 0
Grade (%) 0
D density (driveways/mile 5
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present

Passing lanes [present (1 lane]
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

esent (2 lane) / not presen

Not Present
Not Present

Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale)

3

Not Present

Segment lighting {present/not present)
Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

—_—
Workshest 18 - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments

Radius Value OK

[0} 2) 3 @ ) 6) (8) 9 (10 [{K)] (12) (13
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-{ CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | F Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tum Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 51 CMF 8r CMFT7r | CMF&r CMF 9r CMF 101 CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{ from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation |from Section [{1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x{(11)x{12)
or 10-16 1071 1071 [18&10-19
1.03 106 100 1.00 1.00 .00 7.00 .00 7.00 114 7.00 .00 1243
— =
W 1C —~ g for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way g
(0] 6] @) 4) B ® (U] ®)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs P F Crash N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 (13) from
10-6 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (QToTAL X (4) Worksheet 18 Gx@)x(7)
Total 0.016 1.00 1.000 0.018 124 1.00 0.020
Fatal and [njury (F) - - 0321 0.005 1.24 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.011 1.24 1.00 0.014
= —_—
Workshest 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(1) 2 3 @ ) 6) o
Collision Type Proportion of N prederears roTay Proportion of Collision N prescre s oy Proportion of Collision N prescreera Fo0Y
Collision (crashes/year) Typers {crashesl/year) Typerooy {crashes/year)
Typegoray
fom TAbe | rorw from Worksheat 1C | from Table 104 | (&)= fom Worksheet from Table 104 oo f’°"1‘(’:”°"""”‘
Total 1.000 0.020 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.014
@X@)ota, (@)x(5)n [OIuE
— SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .002 .038 .000 .184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .001 037 .000 .01 000
Ran off road .521 .010 545 .004 .505 007
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .000 007 0.001 .028 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 .014 838 0.004 .735 010
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .002 1100 .001 0.072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .00 .034 .000 0.003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .00; .164 .001 122 002
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision 027 .00 .026 .000 .030 .000
Total muliple-vehicle crashes .307 .008 .362 .002 .265 .004
Worksheet 1€ — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two—Wny
O] () B) @ )
Crash severity level Crash y [ {proporti P crash Roadh length Crash rate
frequency (crashesfyear) (mi) (crashes/mi/year)
(4) from Worksheet 1C {8) from Worksheet 1C )4
Total .000 .0 0.237 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 .0 0.237 [X
Property Damage Only (PDO) .679 .0 0.237 0.
Hatch Mott MacDonald Paraiso Springs Seg E -080911 HSM SpreadsheetParsiso Sprgs - Historical Base{



ATTACHMENT H
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Paraiso Springs Rbad Segment F



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment F
1991-2005

W, 1A — and Input Data for Rural Two-ugu Two—WlJ Roadway Segments
General Information 4_ ocation Information
Analyst o7 Roadway Paraiso Springs Rd -F
Agency or Company Hatch Moit MacDonald |Roadway Section Segment F
Date Performed 0772811 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 1991-2005 Analysis Year 1891
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (mp) - 0.0275
e
ARDT (vehiday) T *ABTax=_ 17,500 (vehiday) = 388 AADT OK
Lane width (1) 12
Shoulder width {ft) 8 Right Shid: Left Shid:
Shoulder Paved ht Shid: Left Shid:
Le of horizontal curve {mi} 0 0.03
Radius of curvature (it} [] 100 Radius Value OK
Spiral transition curve {present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance {ftf) <0.01 ]
Grade (%) 0 | 0
D den drive ile] 5 5
Centerfine rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present

P lanes [present (1 lane) /present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

lane} / not presen

Not Present
Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale}

3

ment ligh resent/not presel Not Present
Auto s| enforcement {present/not pr Not Present
Calibration Factor, Cr
Worksheot 18 — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
() 6] 3 @) 5) ©) [U) 8 ®) (10 an (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for | CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for {Combined
Width Width | ¢ Grades Driveway |Centeriine| Passing | Two-Way Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR & CMF &r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from Eq from 10{from from from Table |from Equation| from from from  [from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10§ 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 10.7.1 [18&10-19
103 1.06 19.84 100 .00 1.00 7.00 1.00 7.00 122 1.00 100 | 26.371
= —
W 1C - Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way
[{)] 2) 3 @) ) 6] [} (8)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs [+ P P Crash y N spf rs by Severity {| Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash fraquency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13} from
108 from Equation 10-7 rtion) {2)ToTAL X (4) 1B (5)x(8)x(7)
Total 0.003 8.58 1.000 0.003 26.37 1.00 0.071
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.001 2837 1.00 0.023
Property Damage Only (PDO) - — 0.879 0.002 26.37 1.00 0.048
— = —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wa) gn
[0} 2) (O] @) (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N presseredrs (roTar) Proportion of Collision N preskrars 70 Proportion of Collision N predictes s (rocy
Collision (crasheslyear) Typarn (crashes/year) Typewroo (crasheslyear)
Typeporay
'"’:"01""‘ (8)rora from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 @& "°"‘1‘(':v°"""”' from Table 104 B)roo '"’";g“"“"“‘
Total 1.000 0.071 1.000 0.023 1.000 0.048
@X(@)oma @x()n BxDroc
SINGLE-VEHICLE -
Collision with animal 121 .009 .038 .001 .184 .009
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 000 .00 .000
Coliision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .002 .037 .001 .01 .00
Ran off road .521 .037 .545 .012 .505 .024
Other single-vehicte collision .021 .001 .007 .000 .029 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .683 .049 .638 .015 .735 .035
— MULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .008 .100 .002 .072 0.003
Head-on collision .018 .001 .034 .00 .003 0.000
Rear-end coflision .142 .010 .164 .004 122 .006
Sideswipe collision .037 .003 .038 .00 0.038 .002
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .002 .026 .00 0.030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .022 .362 .008 0.265 .013
Worksheat 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane 'I'wo—Wny Roadway s.wm:
(0] 2 (3 @) ]
Crash severity level Crash y D (prop F crash gt length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashesimilyear)
(4) from Workshest 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C {3)/(4)
Total 000 A 0.027! |
Fatal and Injury (Fi} .321 I 0.027!
Property Damage Only (PDO) .679 .0 0.027!
Hatch Mott MacDonald Parsiso Springs Seg F -080911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - 1991-20051



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment F

2006-2010
Worksheet 1A ~ Genoral Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
General Information [__' ocation Information

Analyst DT Roadway araiso Springs Rd -F
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment F
Date Performed 07720111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 2008-2010 Analysis Year 2008

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (mi) = 00275
ARDT (vehiday) [ AADTwx= 17,800 (vahiday) - 53 AADT OK
Lane width (ft)
Shoulder width ()
Shoulder

Length of horizontal curve (mf}

Radius of curvature (ft)

Radius Value OK

e ransiln curve (resonirolpese L 1 S ——
Supsrelevation variance <0.01 0

Grade (%) 0 1
Drivi den driveways/mile} 5
Centerline rumble strips esen Not Present
Passing |anes w"‘ (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not ptesenﬁ Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale} 3

ent lighti esent/not present Not Present
Auto speed enforcement (present/not present) Not Present

Calibration Factor, Cr

Worksheet 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
[0) @ 6) @ 5 B [} ® ® (10 () (12) 13
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for  [Combined
Width Width | F Grades Driveway |Centeriine| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tun Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF&r CMF 5r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from Equation |from Equation 10{ from Equation { from Equations | from Table |from Equation|{ from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section [(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section jEquation 10 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.4 10.71 |18 &10-19
703 1,06 19.84 .00 1.00 .00 100 7.00 .00 1.22 .00 7.00 26,371
— =
W 1C - g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(0] @) 3) O] 5 ®) (U] [O)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs On P Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted a
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_{ crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)ToTAL x (4) \Worksheet 1B (S)x(BX(7)
Total 0.000 858 1.000 0.000 26.37 1.00 0.010
Fatal and Injury (F) = - 0.321 0.000 2837 1.00 0.003
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0879 0.000 268.37 1.00 0.007
— —_—
Wi heet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Ln_n_l Two-Way gn
(0] 2) (3) @ [C)] ®) @
Collision Type Proportion of N prosictvd re (1OTAL) Proportion of Collision N sresetvdrs (73 Proportion of Collision N preacree s ooy
Collision (crashes/year) Typewr (crashesiyear) Typersy (crasheslyear)
Typenoray
from Tebl® | @rorw. from Workshest 1C | from Taplo 104 | (8= from Workshest from Table 104 e from Workshest
Total 1.000 0.010 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.007
@X(3)rora @xSn : (OGRS
SINGLE-VEHICLE —
Collision with animal 121 .001 .038 .000 .184 .001
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .000 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road 521 .005 545 0.002 .505 .004
Other single-vehicle collision 021 .000 .007 0.000 .028 000
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 .007 .838 0.002 .735 .005
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE ees
Angle collision 085 .00 .100 .000 .072 001
Head-on collision 018 .00 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .00 .184 .001 122 .00
Sideswipe collision 037 .000 .038 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision 027 .000 .026 .000 .030 .000
Total multipte-vehicle crashes .307 .003 .382 .001 265 .002
— — —
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Segments
(0] 2 [O] @) )
Crash severity level Crash y {prop P ge crash fength Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Workshest 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 3)4)
Total 000 . .0275 0.4
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 X .0275 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 X .0275 0.3

Hatch Mott MacDonald

Paraiso Springs Seg F 080911 HSM SpreadsheetParaiso Springs Rd - 2006-20101



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment F
Phase 4 - Buildout

AADT OK

Radius Vatue OK

W 1A -~ and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wl_y Roadway Segments
General Information I Location Information
Analyst DT Roadway Paralso Springs Rd -F
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment F
Date Performed 07/28111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Bulldout Analysis Year
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L {mi) = - 0.0275
'ARDT (vehiday) | AADTux= 17,800 (vehiday) = 385
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (ff) 6
Shoulder Paved
Length of horizontal curve {mi) [
Radius of curvature (ft) 0 100
Spiral transiion curve (present/not present) Not Present
Superelevation variance (fift} <0.01 0
Grade (%) 0 | 0
Driveway den driveways/mile 5 0
Centerline rumbie strips {present/not present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not presen Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard ra 1-7 scale] 3

ment esent/not presel Not Present
Auto spaed enforcement (present/not present Not Present

Calibration Factor, Cr

= — —
Wi 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Lwo—Wny
m 2 ©] @) 6] ®) M 1 ® ©) 10) ) (7 3
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for  |Combined
Width Width | F Grades Driveway |Centeriine| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|ICMF comb
from from 10{ from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ..
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10§ 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 1071 1071 |[18&10-19
1.03 1.06 19.84 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.22 100 1.00 26.371
Wi 1C — So!_mom for Rural Two-Lane Two-W-y Roadway Segments —_
@) 7] [6) @ ® G] 0 5
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O F Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash uen N
from Equation} from Table 10-3 (13} from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL X (4) Workorcet o GXE)X(T)
Total 0.003 8.58 1.000 0.003 28.37 1.00 0.075
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.001 28.37 1.00 0.024
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.002 26.37 1.00 0.051
= —_—
Workshest 1D — Crashes by Severity Lovel and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(1) 2) 3) (0] 5 ©) ]
Collision Type Proportion of: N proctered s rromasy Propertion of Collision N preascrea s 17y Proportion of Collision N prosicredr= (ro0}
Collision (crashes/year) Typer {crasheslyear) Typeroo) (crashes/year)
Typeporay
oM Te™1® | 1o from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 | (&) from forkshet From Table 104 B)roo from Workshoet
Total 1.000 0.075 1.000 0.024 1.000 0.051
[P @G (E)x(T)roo
SINGLEVERICLE __
Collision with animal 121 .008 .038 .001 .184 .009
Coliision with bicycle 002 .000 .004 .000 .000
Coliision with pedestrian 003 .000 .007 .000 .000
Overturned 025 .002 037 001 X .001
Ran off road .521 .039 545 .013 .505 .026
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .002 .007 .000 .028 0.001
Total single-vehicle crashes .693 0.052 638 015 .735 037
MULTIPLE- ICLE
Angle collision .085 .008 100 .002 0.072 .004
Head-on collision .018 .00 034 .00 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .01 .164 .004 122 .0068
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .00 .038 .002
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .002 .026 .00 .030 .002
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .023 .362 .009 .265 0.013
Workshest 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lans TWO-WIV Roadway Segments _
[0 2) (3) ) 5
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop: P ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crashesl/year) {mi) (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C {8) from Worksheet 1C @)%
Total .000 .1 0.0275 27
Fatal and Injury (F)) .321 .0 0.0275 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 678 K 0.0275 T
Hatch Mott MacDonald Parsiso Springs Seg F -090911 HSM SpreadshestParaiso Springs Rd - Buiidout!



Paraiso Springs Road - Segment F

Base Prediction

(1991-2010)
Work_shut 1A - General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wi Roadway Se: nts
Information | ocation Information
Analyst DT Roadway Peraiso Springs Rd -F
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section Segment F
Date Performed 07729111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Hist. Base Calc. (1991-2010 Avg ADT) Anefysis Year
Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of ssgment, L (mi) = 0.0275
AADT (veh/day) wa® 17,800  (veh/day) - 287
Lane width (ft) 12
Shoulder width (f) ] Lemshd]
Shoulder typs Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi} 0
Radius of curvature (ft) 0
éEral transition curve (p present) Not Present
Suparelevation variance (f/f) <0.01
Grade (%) ]
Driveway del d ile 5
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present
Passing lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane) / not presen Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present

3

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale)

Segment lighting {present/not present)
Auto speed enforcement (present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

Not Present

Not Present

Worksheet 18 — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway s.gmtms
M @] 6] @ o] © 0] @ @ (10} (D) 012 {3)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for | CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for { CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | ¢ Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from om 10{ from from from Table |from Equation| from from from  |from Equation|from Equation |from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10] 10-20 10-21 1071 x(11)x(12)
or 10-16 10.7.1 10.7.1 118&10-19
103 1.06 19.54 1.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 122 100 100 | 26371
W, 1C - g Crashes for Rural Two-Lane Two-le Roadway Segments _
[U] @ (3) [O] S 8 (U] (O]
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs [+ P P Crash Y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr_| crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13} from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL X (4) Workshsst 18 (S)x(B)x(7)
Total 0.002 8.58 1.000 0.002 28.37 1.00 0.056
Fatal and Injury (F) - - 0.321 0.001 28637 1.00 0.018
Property Damage Only (PDO) - — 0.679 0.001 26.37 1.00 0.038
e
W -D - by Saverity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(1) 2) [©)] @ ) 8 ]
Collision Type Proportion of N preccredrs (roTAL Proportion of Collision N presscrears 7 Proportion of Collision N predcreers rooy
Collision (crasheslyear) Typers {crasheslyear) Typepoo (crashes/year)
Typeroray
"°:“°I""'° (8)ror. from Worksheet1C | from Table 104 @) "°’“1‘g°"""°“ from Table 10-4 (B)roo f“’";g“""""."
Total 1.000 0.056 1.000 0.018 1.000 0.038
@x 3o @x5)r E)x(Typon
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .007 .038 .001 .184 .007
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .001 .037 .00 01 .001
Ran off road 521 .029 .545 .01 505 .019
Other single-vehicle collision 021 .001 .007 .00 029 .001
Total single-vehicle crashes 893 .038 .638 .01 .735 .028
— WULTPLEVERTCLE e
Angle collision 085 .005 .100 .002 072 .003
Head-on collision .018 001 .034 001 003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .008 -0.164 .003 122 .005
Sideswipe collision .037 .002 .038 .001 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .002 .026 .000 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes 307 .017 .362 .008 .265 .010
Worksheet 1€ — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roa Segments —
(0] 2) [€] @ &)
Crash severity level Crash y (prop P ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (crashes/milyear)
{4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Warkshest 1C (3)/(4)
Total 000 , 0.0275 |
Fatal and Injury (F) 321 0.0 0.0275
Property Damage Only (PDD) 879 0 0.0275

Hatch Mott MacDonald

Paraiso Springs Seg F -080911 HSM SpresdishestPanaiso Sprgs - Histarical

Baset

AADT OK

Radius Value OK




ATTACHMENT I
PREDICTED AVERAGE CRASH FREQUENCY CALCULATION WORKSHEETS

Clark Road



Clark Road

1991-2005
W 1A — General Information and Ingm Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segmants
Gaeneral Information ocation
Analyst oT ’Eondway Cilark Road
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section MP 0.0 to MP 1.352
Date Performed 07728111 [Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 1991-2005 |Analysis Year 1981
input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of L (mp) - 1352
ARDT (vehiday) [ AADTex= 17,600 (vohiday) = 83 AADT OK
Lane width (1) 12
Shoutlder width (ft} []
Shoulder Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi} 0
Radius of curvature (f) Radius Value OK
S e R — T S—
Superelevation variance <0.01 0
Grade 0
Driveway de driv 8] 5
Centerline rumble strips (present/not present) Not Present
P lanes nt (1 lane; nt (2 Iane} / not prese: Not Present

Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present

Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale)

3

Segment nt/not pr

Not Present

Auto speed enforcement (present/not presen

Not Present

Calibration Factor, Cr

1

‘Worksheet 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
M @ O} @ E] O] M1 _® 0 (0) ) (z) | (3
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | F Grades Driveway |Centerfine| Passing | Two-Way Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement|
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMFT7r | CMF&r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r _|CMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation |from Section |(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 1015, 10-11 1017 Section | Section |Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 10.7.1 |18&10-18
103 1.08 700 .00 1.00 7.00 7.00 T.00 700 0.94 1.00 7.00 1017
W 1C ~ y Seg Crashes for Rural Two-Lane TWo—\Tily me —
[U] 2) 3) @ (&) (U] )
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs O P P Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 {13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) @7oTAL x (4) Worksheet 18 GxEex(7)
Total 0.030 017 1.000 0.030 1.02 1.00 0.031
Fatal and Injury (F) - = 0.321 0.010 1.02 1.00 0.010
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.020 1.02 1.00 0.0_21
= — —
Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Wa
1 2) 3) 4 )] 6) ]
Collision Type Proportion of N precicreers rotay Proportion of Collision N presctnd s i Proportion of Collision N predieredra Py
Collision (crashesiyear) Typery (crashesl/year) Typewroo (crasheslyear)
Typeqory
ffom TAMe | (rorw from Workshest 1C | from Tabte 104 | (&) from Worksheet from Table 104 @)oo from Workshest
Total 1.000 0.031 1.000 0.010 1.000 0.021
@)x(3)rora @x(5)m Bx(7)roo
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animal 121 .004 .038 .000 .184 .004
Collision with bicycls .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .01 .545 .005 .505 .01
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .00 .007 000 .029 .00
Total single-vehicle crashes .693 .02 .638 .006 .735 .01
MULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .003 .100 .001 072 .001
Head-on collision .016 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision .142 004 .184 .002 122 .00
Sideswipe collision .037 .00 .038 .000 .038 .00
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .00 .026 000 .030 .00
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .009 .362 004 265 005
Worhhnt "I'E - Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two—Way Roadway Sc!_mcuh .
[0 2) @) @ )
Crash severity level Crash y Di {prop! ) P ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear} (mi) {crashes/milyear)
{4) from Workshest 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C 34
Total .000 .0 1.352 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI) .321 .0 1.352 0.4
Property Damage Cnly (PDD) .879 .0 1.352 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald

Ctark Road - 072911 HSM SpreadshestClark Rowd - 1991.20051

Clark Road



Clark Road

2006-2010
Wi A — and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
General Information Location Information
Analyst DT oadway Clark Road
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald |Roadway Section MP 0.0 to MP 1.352
Date Performed 0720111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition 2008-2010 Analysis Year 2008
input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (mf) - 1.352
AADT (veh/day) | RADTws= 17,800 (vahiday) = 20 3 AADT OK
Lane width () 12
Shoulder width () 8
Shoulder type Paved
Length of horizontal curve (mi) 0 X
Radius of curvature (ft) 0 Radius Value OK
Spiral transition curve (prasent/not present} Not Present
Superelevation variance (ft/ft) <001
Grade {%} 0
Driveway density {driveways/mils) 5
Centeriine rumble strips present) Not Present

P lanes [present (1 lane) /present (2 lane} / not presen Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present
Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale) 3
Sepment lighting (present/not present) Not Present
Auto speed enforcement (presentinot present) Not Present
Calibration anri Cr
— —
Wotkshest 1B — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-LAnG Two-Way Roa
m @ & @ 6 © 0 &) TN (i) (i 01Z) {3)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for | CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for { CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for  [Combined
Width Width | ¢ Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane Enforcement;
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5r CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from 10{ from Eq from from Table |from Equation] from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section {(1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section [Equation 10 10-20 10-21 10.71 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 1071 |18&10-19
103 .06 100 1.00 700 1.00 .00 1,00 1.00 094 700 100 1017
W 1C - g Crashoes for Rural Two-Lane TVIO-WIV Roadway Segments
M @ Q) @ &) ©)_ ) I0)
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs P Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted a
Kk Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13} from
108 from Equation 10-7 {proportion) {2)TOTAL X (4) \Worksheet 1B (Gix(8)x(T)
Total 0.007 0.17 1.000 0.007 1.02 1.00 0.007
Fatal and Injury (F)} - - 0.321 0.002 1.02 1.00 0.002
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.879 0.005 1.02 1.00 0.005
— —
“Workshest 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadwa Segments
[0} 2 3) @) [C) -(6) (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N proeroers romaL Proportion of Collision N proccredes 1/ Proportion of Collision N procterears ooy
Collision (crashes/year) Typern (crasheslyear) Typewroo) {crasheslyear)
Typeqoray
oM Tet® | @row from Workshest 1C | from Tabla 104 | () from Worksheet from Table 104 Rimelrom Worksheet
Total 1.000 0.007 1.000 0.002 1.000 0.005
@)x(@)roma Wx(S)n (B)x(T)roo
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collislon with animal .121 .001 .038 000 .184 .001
Collision with bicycle 002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 000 .00 .000
Overturned .025 .000 .037 .00 .01 00(
Ran offroad .521 .004 .545 .00 505 .00:
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .000 007 .00 .029 00
Total single-vehicle crashes 693 005 638 .002 .735 .004
. MULTIPLEVEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .001 100 i 0.000 072 .000
Head-on collision .0168 .000 .034 0.000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision .142 .001 164 .000 122 .001
Sideswipe collision .037 .000 .038 .000 .038 .000
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .000 026 .000 .030 .000
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 002 .362 .001 .285 .001
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-le Roadway Segments NIEY
1) ] O] @) [E)
Crash severity level Crash y Di: (prop P ge crash R fength Crash rate
frequency (crasheslyear) (mi) (c_rgs!\_nln_nvynr)
{4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Workshest 1C (3)i(4)
Total 000 0 1.352 0.
Fatal and Injury (FI)} 321 0 1.352 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 679 0 1.352 0.

Hatch Mott MacDonald Clark Road - 072911 HSM SpreadshestClark Road - 2008-20101 Clark Road



Clark Road
Phase 4 - Buildout

—
Work_shut 1A -- General Information and Input Data for Rurat Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway So!mom

General Information i__ ocation Information
Analyst DoT Roadway Clark Road
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section MP 0.0 to MP 1.352
Date Performed 07729111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Phase 4 - Bulidout Analysis Year 1891

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions

Length of L {mi) - 1.352
AADT (velvday) [ AADTax= 17,800 (vehiday) - 320
Lane width {ft) 12
Shoulder width () 6 Right Shid Left Shid:
Shoulder type Paved ht Shid: Left Shid:
Length of horizontal curve (mi) 0 0.0
Radius of curvature (ff) 0 0
Spiral transition curve /ot present) Not Present
skelevnﬁon varlance @ <0.01 []
Grade (%) 0 2
Driveway de. (driveways/mile) . 5 5
Centerline rumble strips present) Not Present
P: lanes nt (1 lane nt (2 lans} / not pcesengi] Not Present
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present) Not Present

Roadside hazard rating (1-7 scale} 3

resent/not prese!
esent/not presen

Segment ligh
Auto enforcement
Calibration Factor. Cr

Not Present
Not Present

= — -
Worksheet 18 — Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roa

AADT OK

Radius Value OK

[U] (2 (3) O] (5) 6) o (0] (O] 10} (1) {12) (13
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-| CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for | CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width | | Grades Driveway |Centerline| Passing | Two-Way Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble Lanes Left-Turn Design Speed
Strips Lane
CMF 1r CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR & CMF 6r CMF7r | CMFé&r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r [CMF comb
from from 10{from from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section | (1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section [Equation 10] 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 10.71 [18&10-18
7.03 .06 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 094 1.00 .00 1017
W 1C ~ g Crashes for Rural Ty Lane Two—le Roadway Snglnnts
[U] 2 @) O] __5) ©) _D 8
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs Oy P F Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation| from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2TOTAL X (4) Workshest 18 (S)x(B)x(7}
Total 0.116 0.17 1.000 0.116 1.02 1.00 0.118
Fatal and Injury (FT) - - 0.321 0.037 102 1.00 0.038
Property Damage Only (PDO) = - 0.679 0.078 1.02 1.00 0.080
= = —
Worksheet 1D - Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rurai Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
O] 73] 3) [O] & ©® (U]
Collision Type Proportion of N progcrers rotayy Proportion of Collision N preswcroers 1y Proportion of Collision N preascroars (pocy
Collision (crashesfyear) Typery (crashes/year) Typewrooy (crashes/year)
Typemowy
"°;':,_T4""° (B)romw. from Worksheet 1C | from Table 10-4 @n "°'"1‘g°"""“‘ from Table 104 (B)roo "°"1‘ (‘:” orkshest
Total 1.000 0.118 1.000 0.038 1.000 0.080
2)x(3)rora @x(5)m Ex(Droe
SINGLE-VEHICLE
Collision with animai 1121 .014 .038 .001 .184 .01
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .00
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .00
Overturned .025 .003 .037 .001 .015 .00
Ran off road .521 .061 .545 .021 .505 .040
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .002 .007 .000 .029 .002
Total single-vehicle crashes .893 082 .638 024 .735 .059
WMULTIPLE-VEHICLE
Angle collision .085 .010 .100 .004 .072 .008
Head-on collision .016 .002 .034 001 .003 .000
Rear-end collision .142 .017 .184 D06 122 .010
Sideswipe collision .037 .004 .038 .00 .038 .003
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .003 .028 00" .030 .002
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 0.038 .362 014 .265 .021
e e —
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Segments
(€] 2) [O] O] €]
Crash severity level Crash y Di (prop [; crash length Crash rate
frequency (crashesl/year) (mi) {crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C (3)(4)
Total 000 Xl 1.352 .
Fatal and Injury (F}) .321 0 1.352
Property Damage Only (PDO) 679 A 1.352
Hatch Mott MacDonald Clark Roed - 072911 HSM SpreadsheetClark Roed - Buiidout!
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Clark Road
Base Prediction

AADT OK

Radius Value OK

(1991-2010)
W 1A — General Information and Input Data for Rural Two-Lane Two—Waur Roadway Segments
General Information | Location Information

Analyst oT Roadway Clark Road
Agency or Company Hatch Mott MacDonald Roadway Section MP 0.0 to MP 1.352
Date Performed 07729111 Jurisdiction Monterey County, CA
Analysis Condition Hist. Base Calculation (81-10 Avg ADT) Analysis Year 1891

Input Data Base Conditions Site Conditions
Length of segment, L (mi) — 1.352
AADT (vehiday) [ AABTux= 17,800 (vehiday) = o7
Lane width (1) 12
Shoulder width (Tt} 3 Right Shid;
“Shoulder tyy Paved Right Shid; [ TeRsShid]j
Leﬁ of horizontaf curve (mi} 1] .0
Radius of curvature (ft) [ 0
Spiral transition curve {present/not presant) Not Present
Superelevation variance () <0.01 0
Grade (%) 0
Di de drive @] 5

Centerline rumble strips (present/not present)

Not Present

P lanes [present {1 lane]

resent
Two-way left-turn lane (present/not present)

Not Present
Not Present

lane} / not present

Roadside hazard rating {1-7 scale)
Segment lighting (present/not present)
Auto speed enforcement {present/not present)

Calibration Factor, Cr

3

Not Present
Not Present
1

—
~Worksheot 18 - Crash Modification Factors for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roa

[0] ) 3 @ [] [©] 8 8) (10 an (12) (13)
CMF for Lane CMF for CMF for  |CMF for Super-[ CMF for CMF for CMF for | CMF for [ CMF for CMF for CMF for CMF for |Combined
Width Width [ ¢ Grades Driveway |Centeriine| Passing | Two-Way | Roadside Lighting Automated CMF
and Type Curves Density Rumble | Lanes | Left-Tum Design Speed
‘Strips Lane
CMF 1r. CMF 2r CMF 3r CMF 4r CMR 5¢ CMF 6r CMF7r | CMF 8r CMF 9r CMF 10r CMF 11r CMF 12r |CMF comb
from from Eq 10{ from Eq from from Table |from Equation| from from from from Equation | from Equation | from Section [{1)x(2)x ...
10-11 12 10-13 10-14, 10-15, 10-11 10-17 Section | Section [Equation 1D 10-20 10-21 10.7.1 x(11)x(12)
or 10-18 10.7.1 10.7.1 [18&10-19
103 1.06 .00 1.00 .00 300|100 1.00 100|084 100 1,00 1.017
Wi 1C ~ y Crashes for Rural Lane Two-VTlly Roadway s.;lnnts
[0] @] [©)] ) S 8 [t7) (U]
Crash Severity Level Nspfrs [+ P [; Crash y N spf rs by Severity | Combined | Calibration Predicted average
k Distribution Distribution CMFs Factor, Cr | crash frequency, N
from Equation from Table 10-3 (13) from
108 from Equation 10-7 (proportion) (2)TOTAL X (4) Workshest 1B (S)x(B)x(7)
Total 0.024 017 1.000 0.024 1.02 1.00 0.025
Fatal and Injury (F) — - 0.321 0.008 1.02 1.00 0.008
Property Damage Only (PDO) - - 0.679 0.016 1.02 1.00 0.017
= —_—
“Worksheet 1D — Crashes by Severity Level and Collision Type for Rural Two-Lane Two-Way Roadway Segments
(M 2 (3) O] ) ©) @
Collision Type Proportion of N presicres s roTA Proportion of Collision N proscred s 7y Proportion of Collision N preictedex o0y
Collision (crashesfyear) Typem (crashes/year) Typerooy (crashes/year)
Typemoray
O Te® | @rom from Worksheet 1C | from Table 104 | (3 from Worksheot from Table 104 (Blro from Workzhest
Total 1.000 0.025 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.017
¢ 2x@)rora @) B)x(@)ron
SINBLE-_l HICLE
Collision with animal 1121 .003 .038 .000 .184 .003
Collision with bicycle .002 .000 .004 .000 .00 .000
Collision with pedestrian .003 .000 .007 .000 .00 .000
Overtumned .025 .00 .037 .000 .01 .000
Ran off road .521 .01 .545 .004 .505 .008
Other single-vehicle collision .021 .00 .007 .000 0.028 .000
Total single-vehicle crashes 893 .01 .838 .005 0.735 .012
= ULTIPLE-VEHICLE e
Angle collision 085 .002 .100 .001 .072 .001
Head-on collision .018 .000 .034 .000 .003 .000
Rear-end collision 142 .003 .1684 .001 122 .002
Sideswipe collision .037 .001 .038 .000 .038 .001
Other multiple-vehicle collision .027 .001 .028 .000 .030 .001
Total multiple-vehicle crashes .307 .008 .362 .003 265 .004
Worksheet 1E — Summary Results for Rural Two-Lane Two—le Roadway Segments
[U] 2 6] [O] ®
Crash severity level Crash y D (prop P d ge crash length Crash rate
frequency (crashesiyear) ) (mI)I (crashes/milyear)
(4) from Worksheet 1C (8) from Worksheet 1C . [O10)
Total .000 .0 1.352 0.
Fatal and Injury (F) .321 .0 1.352 0.
Property Damage Only (PDO) 879 .0 1.352 0.
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H atCh MOtt 1300-B First Street

Gilroy, CA 95020

MaC Donald T 408-848-3122 www.hatchmott.com

September 27, 2011

Mr. John Thompson
Thompson Holdings, LLC
PO Box 2015

Horsham, PA 19044

Subject: Paraiso Hot Springs Resort, Monterey County, California
Traffic Analysis Response to Comments

Dear John,

Below is our response to the peer review comment letter for the Paraiso Hot Springs Resort
Traffic Analysis Report prepared by Hatch Mott MacDonald on January 21, 2011. The traffic
analysis report will be revised to incorporate the responses to comments presented below.

Comment 1- Introduction - The purpose of this review is to ensure that the traffic report
conforms to Monterey County standards, to confirm that accepted traffic study methods were
used, and to ensure that the findings and recommendations contained in the report adequately
address project impacts.

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment 2 - Adequacy of the Study Area - Analyzing the one intersection and 13
individual roadway segments included in the traffic analysis is sufficient to accurately
identify the potentially significant project impacts associated with the proposed project. -

Response: Comment acknowledged.

Comment 3- General Plan Buildout Analysis - Hexagon was not able to verify the 69%
growth factor cited in the traffic study for General Plan conditions. Data contained in
Appendix C “Traffic Data” of the 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft EIR indicates
that the traffic growth from existing to 2030 buildout conditions would be approximately
75% (based on existing to existing plus project buildout ADT volumes on Arroyo Seco Road,
4,100 to 7,200). This difference likely will have only a minor effect on the level of service
analysis and safety analysis and likely would not change the conclusions of the report. It is
recommended that the values or methodology used to derive the 69% growth factor be
documented in the report.

Response: The intent of the cumulative condition analysis was to model cumulative traffic
conditions for at least a 20-year time horizon. Information from the 2004 AMBAG model
was used for this study because the Paraiso Hot Springs traffic study was begun and
~ completed prior to the release of the 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft EIR. The
cumulative conditions reflected in the analysis reflect 2030 cumulative conditions based on
the AMBAG 2030 land use and traffic forecasts with buildout of the project.

The Monterey County General Plan traffic analysis evaluated a number of future

development scenarios. The 75% growth factor cited in the peer review letter is based on
Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions forecast for the Monterey County General Plan.

1::2010Jobs\281116 - Paraiso Hot Springs Road Improvements\RTC' 281116 RTC Letter 09271 1.doc



John Thompson
September 27, 2011
Page 2

These volumes do not reflect forecasts of 2030 conditions, but do reflect a buildout condition
for the County. The Monterey County General Plan 2030 Cumulative Conditions analysis
scenario better reflects year 2030 traffic volumes compared to the Existing Plus Buildout
forecasts referenced in the peer review letter.

The Monterey County General Plan EIR 2030 Cumulative Condition forecast volume for
Arroyo Seco Road between Fort Romie Road and US 101 is 5,800 vehicles. Using the 2030
Cumulative Condition volume (5,800) to develop a cumulative condition growth factor would
result in a growth factor of 42%, 40% less than the 69% value used in the Paraiso Hot Springs
traffic study.

Using a 75% growth factor rather than a 69% growth factor would not change the conclusions
of the study. Exhibit 1 shows the segment volume forecasts and includes a cumulative
condition forecast using the 75% growth factor. Segment levels of service using the 75%
growth factor are the same as the segment levels of service using the 69% growth factor.

Comment 4 - Trip Generation Analysis — A review of the site traffic projections finds that
the trip generation land-use categories and rates appear to be consistent with the project
description. However, a number of assumptions used in the trip generation analysis are not
documented in the traffic study.

Response: The trip generation analysis documented in the traffic study provides a reasonable
worst-case analysis of project generation based on the description of the project provided at
the time the study was prepared and using established trip generation rates and relationships.
Understanding that the trip generation for the project is complex as it involves a number of
assumptions, the trip generation calculation worksheet for the project was expanded to
provide a more detailed presentation of the project assumptions and the trip generation
assumptions. In some cases, assumptions were modified to better reflect the project
description and generally accepted trip generation factors. The revised trip generation
analysis results in trip generation estimates that are lower than presented in the traffic study.

The revised trip generation'worksheet by project phase is presented on Exhibits 2A — 2D.
The assumptions used to derive the trip generation estimates are provided below.

1. ITE trip generation rates were used to estimate the trips for the total project trips.

2. The total project trip generation was reduced to account for employee trips that will
occur not by passenger vehicle, but by the employee shuttle that will operate between
Soledad and the project.

3. The total project trip generation was also reduced to account for off-site guest trips
that will be served by shuttle rather than personal vehicle.

4. The employee and guest shuttle trips were estimated and are included in the project
trip generation.

5. At project buildout, the applicant anticipates that the facility will be staffed by 218
employees per day operating within three general work shifts when the facility is
fully occupied. ITE trip generation data for the Resort Hotel land use indicate that
resort hotels are staffed at the rate of 1.7 employees per room. For the project, this
rate was used to estimate the total number of employees that will be employed (306)
at buildout and was adjusted to a five day work week to estimate the number of
employees that will be employed on a daily basis at the project (218). The number of
employees that will be employed by project phase is as follows:

1:\2010\Jobs\281116 - Paraiso Hot Springs Road Improvements\RTC\281116 RTC Letter 092711.doc
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6.

10.

Payroll Daily
Units Employees Employees
Phase 1 85 145 104
Phase 2 118 201 144
Phase 3 151 257 184
Phase 4 180 306 218

It was assumed that 50% of the employees would work the day shift, 37.5% would
work the swing shift and 12.5% would work the night shift. On this basis, the number
of employees working each shift would be as follows:

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Day Shift 52 72 92 109
Swing Shift 39 54 69 82
Night Shift 13 18 23 27
Total 104 144 184 218

Not all of the employees in any one shift will arrive at the site during the same one
hour period. Employees for any one shift are expected to arrive and depart over a 2
to 3 hour period. Within a peak traffic period on a weekday, there is usually a peak
hour for the generator, which is the highest one-hour trip generation for the use, and a
street peak hour, which is the highest trip generation for the use that coincides with
the highest one-hour volume on the adjacent street network. The peak for the
proposed project would generally occur an hour or more prior to the peak hour for the
roadway network because shift changes for hotels usually occur at 7 AM, 3 PM and
11 PM. On weekdays, street peaks usually occur after 7 AM and between 4 PM and
6 PM.

The project trip generation estimates for the AM and PM weekday conditions
represent conditions for the “street peak hour.” The Saturday peak hour volumes
represent the peak hour of the project trip generation because these are the only trip
rates available from ITE. An analysis of the weekday peak hour trip generation for
the resort hotel on the basis of the “peak hour of the generator” would yield peak
hour trip generation estimates very similar to the street peak analysis because the trip
generation rates for the street peak and the peak hour of the project are not
significantly different in magnitude and because the project will implement a shuttle
system that will require 90% of the employees to use the shuttle to access the project
site, thus significantly reducing the volume of trips generated by the project during
the peak periods .

A daily trip generation rate for the employees of 2.5 trips per employee was used to
estimate the total volume of vehicle trips that would be generated by the employees
on a daily basis without the shuttle program. The 2.5 trip rate assumes that most, if
not all, employees would drive via single-occupant vehicle and that a small
percentage of employees would make multiple trips on and off the site during the
day. Given the remote location of the site, it is not expected that many employees
would leave the site-during the day: However, the additional 0.5 trips per day per
employee included in the daily trip generation rate accounts for multiple trips made
by a portion of the employees, additional trips made by employees working split
shifts, and additional trips associated with employees that work part-time.

The estimated number of employees that will arrive and depart during the peak hours
are shown on in Section A of Exhibits 2A — 2D. During the AM weekday, 32% of
the day shift employees are assumed to arrive and 60% of the night shift employees
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11.

12.

13.

14.

are assumed to leave the site. During the weekday PM peak hour, 37% of the day
shift were assumed to depart and 37% of the swing shift were assumed to arrive. For
the Saturday peak hour, 45% of the day shift employees were assumed to depart and
45% of the swing shift employees were assumed to arrive. These relationships are
based on trip generation data presented in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook for the
Resort Hotel land use for the peak hour of the generator and the peak hour for the
adjacent street. Also, it was assumed that 45% of the peak period project trip
generation would occur during the peak hour of the generator (i.e., the project).
Ninety percent of the employees working on-site will be required to use the employee
shuttle. The shuttle would replace the following number of single-occupant vehicle
trips that would otherwise be made by employees:

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Daily 235 325 415 492
Weekday AM 22 30 38 46
Weekday PM 30 42 54 63
Saturday 37 51 65 77

Section B on the trip generation calculation worksheets shows the number of guest
trips that will be replaced by guest shuttle trips. Guest shuttle trips consist of day
trips and trips to and from the airport. Section C of the worksheet shows the
estimated number of shuttle trips on a daily basis and during the peak hours. The
guest day trips that would be transported by shuttle are described in No. 13 below.
The guest trips to the airport are described in No. 14 below.

Guest Day Trips - One quarter of the guest parties are assumed to make an off-site
trip per day and 20% of these trips are assumed to be served by the shuttle bus. Each
guest party is assumed to consist of two people. The tables below tabulate the
estimated number of off-site guest trips that would be replaced by shuttle trips and
the number of shuttle trips that would replace the off-site guest trips. The values in
the tables below are not displayed in the tables on Exhibits 2A-2D.

Guest Parties Daily Off-Site Trips Replaced by Shuttle Trips

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Inbound 4 6 8 9
Outbound 4 6 8 9
Total 8 12 16 18

Daily Shuttle Trips For Off-Site Guest Trips

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Inbound 2 2 3 3
Outbound 2 2 3 3
Total 4 4 6 6

The Resort will provide shuttle service to the Monterey Airport. It was assumed that

-peak day check-in and check-out would involve 25% of the guest units and 25% of

the guests would arrive by air. On this basis, the guest party trips that would be
replaced by shuttle trips and the shuttle trips to and from the airport are presented
below. The values in the tables below are not displayed in the tables on Exhibits

2A-2D.
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15.

16.

17.

Total Vehicle Trips Replaced by Shuttle Trips (Daily)

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Inbound 5 8 10 11
Outbound 5 8 10 - 11
Total 10 16 20 22

Shuttle Trips That Replace Off-Site and Airport Trips (Daily)

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Inbound 2 3 4 5
Outbound 2 3 4 5
Total 4 6 8 10

The following tables provide a summary of the total shuttle trips that will be made by
guests and the total guest vehicle trips that the shuttle trips replace. The top table
shows the guest vehicle trips that are replaced by the shuttle and the bottom table
shows the shuttle trips that replace the trips in the upper table.

Total Vehicle Trips Replaced by Shuttle Trips (Daily)

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Inbound 9 14 18 20
Outbound 9 14 18 20
Total 18 28 36 40

Shuttle Trips That Replace Off-Site and Airport Trips (Daily)

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Inbound 4 5 7 8
Outbound 4 5 7 8
Total 8 10 14 16

It was assumed that the employee shuttle would make 6 round trips per each shift
change between the project site and Soledad at the buildout of the project (Phase 4).
This would allow for about a 45 minute round trip over an approximate 3% hour
period. It is not likely that 6 round trips would be required between the swing shift
and the night shift. Therefore, the calculation provides an allowance for additional
mid-day employee related shuttle trips between the project site and Soledad. The
employee shuttle trips for the other project phases was estimated based on the
proportion of employees in each phase to the total employees at buildout.

The number of weekday AM and PM peak hour trips generated by the guests that
would be reduced due to shuttle usage was determined by taking 20% of the
remainder of the peak hour project trip generation (after the 10% internal trip
reduction calculation) less the peak hour trips generated by the employees that would
use the shuttle. For the Saturday peak hour, it was assumed that two inbound and
two outbound airport related trips and that three inbound and three outbound off-site
guest trips would be replaced by the shuttle at project buildout (Phase 4). The peak
hour Saturday trips replaced by the shuttle for the other project phases is proportional
to the total number of units by phase to the total project buildout units.
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18. On the basis of the calculations described above, the employee and guest shuttle
program will reduce the project trip generation by the following amounts by phase:

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Daily 227 319 407 480
AM Peak Hour 18 26 34 42
PM Peak Hour 26 38 50 60
Saturday PH 33 49 65 79

19. The total project trip generation is summarized on Exhibits 2A-2D in the box labeled
Net Project Trip Generation. At buildout with 100 percent occupancy, the project
would generate 406 trips daily, with 12 trips during the AM peak hour, 15 trips
during the PM peak/hour and 69 trips during the Saturday peak hour over the existing
trip generation for the site.

The net new project trips after accounting for the existing traffic generation of the
site is summarized at the bottom of Exhibits 2A-2D (Project Net Trip Generation
Above Existing Use). Based on the calculation procedures summarized above, the
project at buildout with 100 percent occupancy would generate 386 trips daily, with
10 trips during the AM peak hour, 13 trips during the PM peak hour and 67 trips
during the Saturday peak hour over the existing trip generation for the site. This
compares to the project trip generation evaluated in the January 2011 traffic study of
482 daily trips, with 23 trips during the AM peak hour, 42 trips during the PM peak
hour and 91 trips during the Saturday peak hour over the existing trip generation for
the site at buildout with 100% occupancy. The trip generation evaluated in the
January 2011 traffic study is greater than the trip generation based on the detailed trip
generation analysis presented in the sections above. Therefore, the traffic analysis
presented in the January 2011 traffic report provides a conservative, worst-case
analysis of traffic impacts. Nevertheless, the trip generation estimates described
above will be incorporated into an updated traffic report.

Comment 5 - Trip Generation Analysis, Hotel Trip Generation Rates - Trips attributable
to hotel employees make up a sizable portion of the overall project trips. The source of the
hotel employee trip rates or the assumptions used to develop these rates should be
documented.

Response: The assumptions used in the revised trip generation calculation are described in
#5-#11 above. The peak hour trip generation rates in the traffic study for the hotel employees
are trip generation rates for ITE Land Use Code 140, Manufacturing. The trips generated by
the Manufacturing land use are primarily employee trips because this use does not generate
significant volumes of non-employee trips during the day. The Manufacturing land use trip
generation rates provide a good surrogate for estimating the number of employee trips
generated by a land use. For the revised calculations presented on Exhibits 2A —2D attached
to this letter, the estimated number of employees arriving and departing during the peak hours
was used for the peak hour trip generation-rather than a trip generation calculation using ITE
trip generation rates for the manufacturing land use. Since three work shifts are proposed at
the hotel, the calculation based on the estimated employees arriving and departing during the
peak hours provides a more precise estimate of the employee trip generation during the peak
hours than the manufacturing land use trip generation rate. A daily trip rate of 4.5 trips per
employee was inadvertently used for the hotel employees rather than 2.5 trips per employee,
which is slightly higher than the daily trip generation rate for the manufacturing land use.

[\2010\Jobs\281116 - Paraiso Hot Springs Road Improvements\RTC\281116 RTC Letter 092711.doc



John Thompson
September 27, 2011
Page 7

Comment 6 - Trip Generation Analysis, Employees to be Shuttled, Phase 3 -The number
of employees to be shuttled to the site does not appear to match assumptions documented in
Footnote 4 of the trip generation table. Additionally, some of the employee numbers
fluctuate from one phase to the next. For example, the number of weekday day employees
shuttled with various phases is 34 with Phase 1, 42 with Phase 2, and 35 with Phase 3.

Response: The number of employees per phase is proportional to the number of hotel rooms
per phase. The number of employees arriving by shuttle for Phase 3 shown on Exhibit 6C of
the January 21, 2011 report was incorrectly calculated and was underestimated. The
corrected trip generation calculation for Phase 3 is attached as Exhibit 3 using the trip
generation worksheet provided in the January traffic study. In the January 2011 study, the
number of employees using the shuttle was underestimated with 44 employees estimated
using the employee shuttle for Phase 3 on a weekday. The correct number of employees
using the shuttle using the trip generation methodology documented in the January 2011
report is 63. The underestimation of employee shuttle trips for Phase 3 resulted in an
overestimation of the total project trip generation for the January 2011 study. In the January
report, the maximum project Phase 3 net trip generation above the existing use was 455 daily
trips and the corrected value is 385 daily trips, a difference of 70 vehicle trips per day. In the
January report, the average Phase 3 net trip generation above the existing use was indicated to
be 313 daily trips versus the corrected value of 264 daily trips, a difference of 49 vehicle trips
per day. These comparisons are based on the trip generation methodology described in the
January 2011 report.

Comment 7 - Trip Generation Analysis, Allocation of Employee Trips to the Peak
Hours - The assumptions used to allocate trips associated with the various employee shifts to
the various study peak hours should be documented for clarity.

Response: The allocation of trips associated with the various employee shifts to the various
peak hours is described in #7-#10 in response to Comment 4.

Comment 8 - It is not clear from our review of the trip generation table, how the 20% guest
trip reduction (due to the shuttle) is calculated. Also, this number is lower under buildout
than under Phase 3 conditions.

Response: The methodology for calculating the estimate of guest shuttle use for the peak
hours is described in #17 in response to Comment 4. The methodology for calculating the
estimate of daily guest shuttle use is described in #12-#15 in response to Comment 4.

The number of employees arriving by shuttle, which effects the calculation of the guest trip
reduction, has been corrected for Phase 3.

Comment 9 — The safety analysis does not consider intersections. Two intersections should
be added — Clark Road/Paraiso Springs Road and Clark Road/Arroyo Seco Road.

Response: - . : _— "

Clark Road/Paraiso Springs Road Intersection

The Clark Road/ Paraiso Springs Road is an uncontrolled, three-leg intersection. The HSM
does not currently contain prediction algorithms for uncontrolled or YIELD controlled
intersections. Application of the three-leg, stop control accident prediction equations that are
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included in the HSM would not provide a valid analysis of the potential safety impacts of the
project to the intersection.

The comparison of the historical crash rates to statewide average crash rates is typically used
in traffic impact studies to determine whether an existing safety related problem exists at an
intersection. In addition, the need for safety related improvements at an intersection based on
existing or future traffic volumes is typically assessed in traffic impact studies by evaluating
the following:

1. Warrants for traffic control
2. Warrants for left and right turn channelization
3. Warrants for road lighting

The HSM provides a methodology to estimate future accident rates for rural two-lane roads
and intersections, but in the case of the Paraiso Springs Road/Clark Road intersection, the
predictive equations and methodology do not apply. Therefore, warrants for traffic control,
channelization and road lighting were evaluated at the Paraiso Springs Road/Clark Road
intersection as a substitute to a safety analysis based on the HSM predictive equations.

Between 1991 and 2010, there were no reported accidents at the Paraiso Springs Road/Clark
Road intersection. This compares to an average statewide accident rate for three-leg,
uncontrolled intersections that is documented by Caltrans of 0.15 accidents per million
entering vehicles. Based on a 20-year accident history, there have been no accidents and,
therefore, there is no demonstrated safety problem at the Paraiso Springs/Clark Road
intersection.

The California MUTCD provides the following guidance for the installation of STOP signs
on low-volume rural roads:

STOP (R-1) and YIELD (R1-2) signs should be considered for use on low-volume roads
where engineering judgment or study, consistent with the provisions of Sections 2B.04 to
2B.10, indicates that either of the following conditions applies:

A. An intersection of a less-important road with a main road where application of the
normal right-of-way rule might not be readily apparent.
B. An intersection that has restricted sight distance for the prevailing vehicle speeds.

There is no indication that application of the normal right-of-way rule is a problem at the
intersection or will be a problem in the future with the project developed. There have been
no accidents at the intersection over the last 20-year period. The corner sight distance
looking from the Clark Road approach to the Paraiso Springs Road approaches is not
constrained. The sight distance looking from the Clark Road approach to the south is about
500 feet and the sight distance looking to the north is about 660 feet. Therefore, no change to
the exnstmg traffic control is recommended in COIlJllIlCthIl with development of the project.

The County of Monterey has an adopted pohcy for evaluating the need for left turn lanes.
The warrant worksheet is provided in Attachment A. The left turn warrant was evaluated
using the cumulative condition peak hour velumes documented in the January 2011 traffic
study for the project. As shown on the worksheet, a left turn lane is not warranted on the
southbound Paraiso Springs Road approach to Clark Road. The cumulative condition traffic
volumes in the January 2011 study represent 20-year forecast traffic condition and
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approximate General Plan Buildout traffic forecasts as documented in the Monterey County
General Plan Circulation Study.

Right-turn lane warrants documented in NCHRP Report 287, Intersection Channelization
Guide, were used to evaluate the need for right turn channelization on the northbound Paraiso
Springs approach to Clark Road. As shown on the worksheet contained in Attachment A, a
right turn lane would not be warranted on the northbound Paraiso Springs approach to Clark
Road based on the cumulative traffic volumes presented in the January 2011 traffic report.

Widening to provide separate left and right turn channelization on the Clark Road approach
to Paraiso Springs Road is not required because the intersection is projected to continue to
operate at an excellent LOS A with the project developed. The Paraiso Springs Road/Clark
Road intersection is projected to operate at LOS A for the long-range cumulative condition as
documented in the January 2011 traffic impact study for the project.

Warrants for intersection lighting are published in the Caltrans Traffic Manual. At existing
intersections, safety lighting may be provided if one of the following conditions is met:

1. A Minimum Vehicular Volume, an Interruption of Continuous Traffic or Minimum
Pedestrian Volume traffic signal warrant is satisfied for any single hour which may
be in darkness in winter months.

2. Four or more nighttime accidents in any recent consecutive 12-month interval or six
or more nighttime accidents in any recent consecutive 24-month interval.

3. Where a traffic signal or an intersection flashing beacon is installed.

4. Where combinations of sight distance, or horizontal or vertical curvature of the
roadway, channelization or other factors constitute a confusing or unsatisfactory
condition that may be improved with lighting. The project report covering such
lighting should include an explanation of the factors constituting the confusing or
unsatisfactory condition.

To meet the warrant described in No. 1 would require peak hour volumes entering the
intersection of at least 400 vehicles. Peak hour volumes with the project fully developed are
not anticipated to exceed 100 vehicles on any of the intersection approaches. Therefore the
first warrant is not met. No accidents have been reported in the last 20 years at the
intersection. There is no flashing beacon or traffic signal installed at the intersection. The
horizontal and vertical alignments of the intersecting roadways and the sight distance
conditions at the intersection do not create confusing or unsatisfactory conditions that would
require the installation of lighting. The criteria required for the installation of intersection
lighting is not met.

On the basis of the analyses described above, safety related improvements consisting of
traffic control, left and right turn lanes and roadway lighting are not required at the Paraiso
Springs Road/Clark Road intersection under existing conditions or with the project
developed.

Clark Road/Arroyo Seco Road Intersection

The Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road intersection is outside the original study area and beyond
the scope of work as verified in Comment 2 of the peer review. Nevertheless, the HSM
safety analysis was applied to the Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road intersection to verify that
the project would not have a safety related impact to the intersection. According to Monterey
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County accident records, no accidents have occurred at the Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road
intersection between 1991 and 2010.

Exhibit 4 shows the results of the HSM accident prediction analysis for the Arroyo Seco
Road/Clark Road intersection. The HSM safety model predicts 2.6 accidents should have
occurred at the Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road intersection between 1991 and 2010, or 0.13
accidents per year on average. The HSM accident prediction worksheets for the 1991 to 2010
period are provided in Attachment B. Because no accidents occurred at the intersection
between 1991 and 2010, the Empirical Bayes adjustment results in an expected crash
frequency of about 1 crash over the 20-year period or 0.54 crashes per year.

The expected accident frequency at the Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road intersection at project
buildout is 0.13 crashes per year. This calculation utilizes traffic forecasts based on project
buildout as reflected in the project trip generation estimate provided on Exhibit 2D. The
HSM calculation worksheets for the predicted accidents during the base (1991-2010) period
and the forecast period are contained in Attachment B.

Exhibit 5 presents a summary of the crash history and expected crash frequency at project
buildout at the Arroyo Seco/Clark Road intersection. Also, the expected accident rate at
project buildout is summarized and compared to the statewide average accident rate on
Exhibit 5. The columns that are labeled “Predicted Accident Frequency” display the
predicted accident statistics derived from the HSM model that are not adjusted for the
Empirical Bayes procedures. The columns labeled “Expected Accident Frequency” show the
expected accident statistics after the Empirical Bayes adjustment. According to Caltrans
statistics, the statewide average accident rate for a rural “T” intersection with stop control on
the minor road approach is 0.20 accidents per million entering vehicles. The expected
accident rate at the Arroyo Seco Road/Clark Road intersection at project buildout is 0.18
accidents per million entering vehicles. The expected accident rate is less than the statewide
average accident rate. Therefore, the safety related impact of the project would not be
significant and no improvements would be required at the intersection.

Comment 10 — The Highway Safety Manual (HSM) analysis should have considered Crash
Modification Factors including grade, horizontal curvature and vertical curvature.

Response: At the time the safety analysis was performed, the Highway Safety Manual had
just been released and no software was available to perform a comprehensive analysis. In
order to determine the relative change in accident frequency associated with potential road
improvements, the only roadway characteristics subject to change were included. These
include lane width, shoulder width, striping and delineation and roadside barriers. Attached
is a new safety analysis that uses a spreadsheet analysis tool that is provided on the HSM
website. The results are summarized on Exhibits 6 through 11.  The analysis tool includes
all of the roadway characteristics and the Empirical Bayes procedures have been applied to
derive expected accident frequencies from the predicted frequencies. There are no
quantitative or qualitative changes in conclusions documented in the January 2011 traffic
study resulting from the use of the HSM spreadsheets and the Empirical Bayes adjustment.

Exhibit 6 provides a summary of the safety analysis using the HSM analysis spreadsheet and
the Empirical Bayes adjustments for Paraiso Springs Road. The left portion of the table on
Exhibit 6 provides an analysis of the predicted accidents on Paraiso Springs Road over the
last 20 year period. A sixth segment, F, has been added to the analysis. Segment F is the
curve located at the Panziera driveway.
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The HSM model predicts 4 crashes should have occurred on Paraiso Springs Road over the
last 20-year period. Over the last 20 year period, 2 crashes have been recorded. Applying the
Empirical Bayes adjustment to the study roadway, the expected crash frequency is about 3
crashes over the 20-year period or 0.145 crashes per year.

The last three columns on Exhibit 6 show the predicted and expected crashes for the project
buildout condition. The HSM model predicts 0.266 crashes per year would occur on Paraiso
Springs Road at project buildout. The last column in the table provides the expected accident
rate at project buildout after applying the 1991-2010 condition Empirical Bayes adjustment.
At project buildout, the expected accident frequency for the study roadway is 0.193 crashes
per year. This is based on the ADT estimates presented in the traffic study, which are
conservatively high.

Exhibit 7 provides a summary of the safety analysis for Clark Road using the HSM analysis
spreadsheet and the Empirical Bayes adjustments. The HSM model predicts 0.5 crashes
should have occurred on Clark Road over the last 20-year period. Over the last 20 year
period, no crashes have been recorded. Applying the Empirical Bayes adjustment to the
study roadway, the expected crash frequency is about 0.433 crashes over the 20-year period
or 0.022 crashes per year.

* The HSM model predicts 0.118 crashes per year would occur on Clark Road at project
buildout. The last column in the table provides the expected accident rate at project buildout
after applying the 1991-2010 condition Empirical Bayes adjustment. At project buildout, the
expected accident frequency for the study roadway is 0.102 crashes per year.

The HSM crash frequency calculation worksheets for the segment analysis are presented in
Attachments C through I. :

Comment 11 - The sharp curve in Paraiso Springs Road, near the Panziera property
. driveway, should be evaluated as a curved segment. If the accident frequency is substantially
higher with this segment evaluated as a curve, then stop signs should be added at this location
to create a stop-controlled intersection as a way to reduce the accident frequency.

Response: A new segment for this curve has been added in the safety analysis. This segment
was analyzed in conjunction with the other Paraiso Springs Road segment to assess the crash
frequency for the road in total. The analysis procedure that was used is consistent with the
Predictive Method for Rural Two-Lane, Two-Way Roads methodology that is documented in
the Highway Safety Manual. Impact significance is determined on the basis of comparisons
to statewide accident rates for the roadway as a whole, as opposed to individual elements of
the roadway. This is standard practice for evaluating safety impacts. Therefore, the
conclusion remains that there is no safety impact.

Comment 12 — Hexagon was able to reproduce the predicted accident frequencies calculated
in Exhibits 13 and 15. Therefore, it appears as though the CMFs for lane and shoulder widths
were applied correctly. However, we were not-able to-reproduce the lane and shoulder width
CMFs calculated in Exhibits 14 and 16. We recommend adding additional discussion to the
text of the report indicating how these CMFs were calculated.
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Response: Comment acknowledged. Based on the new analysis using HSM software
described in the response to Comment 10, CMF values documented in the Highway Safety
Manual have been utilized. = The CMF values used in the analysis are shown on Exhibits 8
and 9.

Comment 13 — The calculated predicted crash frequency results were not weighted using the
Empirical Bayes Method.

Response: The predicted number of crashes at project buildout based on the HSM equations
has been adjusted using the Empirical Bayes analysis. The results of the analysis are
described in the response to Comment 10 and are summarized on Exhibits 6 and 7. The HSM
model predicted 4.05 crashes (0.203 crashes per year) should have occurred on Paraiso
Springs Road between 1991 and 2010. During this period, two accidents occurred (0.10
crashes per year). The expected number of crashes during the 1991 to 2010 period after
applying the Empirical Bayes method is 2.9 (0.15 crashes per year). The Empirical Bayes
analysis was applied to future conditions with the project built out. During the 20-year period
with Phase 4, project buildout, 3.8 crashes are expected to occur, or 0.193 crashes per year.

The HSM model predicted 0.50 crashes (0.025 crashes per year) should have occurred on
Clark Road between 1991 and 2010. During this period, no accidents occurred. The
expected number of crashes during the 1991 to 2010 period after applying the Empirical
Bayes method is 0.433 (0.022 per year). During the 20-year period with Phase 4, project
buildout, 2.0 crashes are expected to occur, or 0.10 crashes per year.

Comment 14 — The traffic study does not identify thresholds used for determining what
magnitude increase in accident frequency would be considered significant. The risk
assessment thresholds identified in Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume
Roads as described in Comment 16 should be considered for use as the thresholds.

Response: The traffic study does identify thresholds used for determining what magnitude
increase in accident frequency would be considered significant — Statewide Average Accident
Rates. This is described on Page 13 of the January 2011 traffic study. This is the standard
method used for determining whether a roadway or intersection has safety issues that need to
be remediated. The response to Comment 16 describes that the use of the risk assessment
thresholds in Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Roads result in the same
conclusion that the Project does not require improvements.

Comment 15 — The traffic analysis compares the projected accident frequencies with the
project to accident frequencies associated with “historic” conditions when the site was
previously in operation (i.e., pre-2005 conditions). This comparison is useful to gain
perspective on how the projected traffic volumes and accident conditions will compare to
previous times when roadway volumes were similar. However, we recommend using
existing conditions for the baseline to which project conditions are compared for the purpose
of determining significant changes in accident frequency. Existing conditions rather than
historical conditions should be used for the determination of impacts. -

Response: The analysis of impact significance is discussed in the response to Comment 16.
The impact significance test used in the traffic study was a comparison of the predicted
accident rate versus the Statewide Average Accident Rates for similar facilities. Historical
crash frequency over the last 20-year period was used to derive historical crash rates for the
study roadways. This is appropriate because roadway design elements have remained
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relatively unchanged over this period, crash statistics are available for this period of time and
traffic volumes on the roadway for 15 of the last 20-year period are comparable to the
volumes that the project will generate. The crash history for the last 20-year period provides
a good indication of the expected future crash frequency with the project developed.

Comment 16 - Safety Analysis Thresholds of Significance — The traffic study does not cite
a threshold for evaluating existing roadways in which traffic volumes would increase due to a
proposed development project. A risk assessment threshold of one additional traffic crash per
mile of roadway every 6 to 9 years could be used as the basis for assessing the magnitude of
likely safety impacts on an existing road associated with a new development project in which
the action or proposed action would be the change in traffic volume attributable to the
proposed development project. Note that the risk assessment threshold is not a threshold for
identifying significant environmental impacts.

Response: Comparison of predicted accident rates with the project to state-wide average
accident rates was the methodology used in the traffic study to evaluate safety impact
significance.

Exhibit 10 presents a summary of the crash history and expected crash frequency at project
buildout on Paraiso Springs Road. Accident rates are also summarized and compared to
statewide accident averages. Exhibit 10 is a revised version of Exhibit 13 presented in the
January 2011 traffic study.

The build-out of the Paraiso Hot Springs Resort is expected to result in 0.193 crashes per year
along the 1.419 mile segment of Paraiso Springs Road between the Project Site and Clark
Road. The historical expected accident rate over the last 20 year period is 0.145 crashes per
year. This is an increase of 0.048 crashes per year, or about 0.034 accidents per mile per
year. This is an increase of 1 accident per mile every 29.6 years, which is less frequent than
the peer review suggested threshold of one accident per mile every 6 to 9 years. A
comparison of the most recent S-year period to conditions at project buildout indicates that
the project will result in an increase of 1 accident every 10.0 years. Therefore, the Project
does not create a need for improvements on Paraiso Springs Road.

Exhibit 11 presents a summary of the crash history and expected crash frequency at project
buildout on Clark Road. Accident rates are also summarized and compared to statewide
accident averages. Exhibit 11 is a revised version of Exhibit 14 presented in the January
2011 traffic study.

The build-out of the project is expected to result in 0.102 accidents per year along the 1.352
mile segment of Clark Road between Paraiso Springs Road and Arroyo Seco Road. The
historical expected accident rate over the last 20 years is 0.022 accidents per year. This is an
increase of 0.080 accidents per year, or about 0.056 accidents per mile per year. This is an
increase of 1 accident per mile every 17.7 years, which is less frequent than the peer review
suggested threshold of one accident per mile every 6 to 9 years. A comparison of the most
recent 5-year period to conditions at project buildout indicates that the project will result in-an
increase of 1 accident every 14.9 years. Therefore, on the basis of the peer review suggested
threshold criteria, the Project does not create a need for improvements on Clark Road.
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The use of the state-wide average accident rates result in the determination that the Project
will not result in a significant safety impact. The expected accident rate of 0.89 accidents per
million miles of travel on Paraiso Springs Road is less than the statewide average of 1.02
accidents per million miles of travel. The expected accident rate of 0.65 accidents per million
miles of travel on Clark Road is less than the statewide average of 1.02 accidents per million
miles of travel for similar roadways. Therefore, the proposed project will not have a
significant safety impact to Paraiso Springs Road or Clark Road.

Application of the suggested significance criteria (change in accidents over a 6 to 9 year
period) as suggested in the peer review comment letter would not change the conclusions of
the analysis. In addition, it should be noted that the threshold of acceptable risk levels
referenced from the AASHTO Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local
Roads were developed for new road construction, not existing roads. In the case of a traffic
impact analysis such as this, the suggested criteria does not apply.

Comment 17- Roadway Design Standards — The project will represent many new travelers
who are not familiar with the road that the Rural Recreational and Scenic Roads functional
classification should be used. This would result in 20 foot roadway width for design speeds
of 40mph or more, a clear zone of 6 feet where feasible, selective use of roadside barriers
such as guardrail where clearly warranted, provision of sight distance and vertical and
horizontal alignment in compliance with AASHTO Guidelines for Very Low Volume Roads.

Response: The comment relates to mitigations, of which the project needs none. In addition,
the HSM safety analysis does not differentiate functional subclass (road type). Also, driver
familiarity is not a consideration in the HSM analysis. This comment is therefore moot.

Comment 18 — Conclusions and Recommendations — The peer review of the traffic study
identified the following key issues and observations:

1. Tt is recommended that the values or methodology used to derive the 69% cumulative
traffic growth factor be documented in the report. Response: The 69% growth factor
was derived from traffic forecasts from the 2004 AMBAG traffic model. The
analysis has been updated to use a worst case 75% increase, which does not change
any conclusion documented in the January 2011 study. See response to Comment 3.

2. The various assumptions, methodologies, and calculations used in the trip generation
analysis should be verified for accuracy and correctness. It is recommended that
additional documentation be added to the traffic study to support the trip generation
analysis. Response: A description of the methodology and assumptions are included
in the response to Comment 4. Revised trip generation worksheets that include
additional detail are attached.

3. It is recommended that the effects of other geometric features on the study route be
considered, such as grade, vertical curvature, horizontal curvature and key
intersections. It is recommended that additional documentation be added to the
report with respect to the calculated crash modification factors used in the analysis.
Consideration should be given to weighting the accident analysis results with actual
observed crash data for the study route. The various assumptions in the safety
analysis should be documented in the traffic study. Response: The safety analysis
has been revised to include all roadway characteristics as described in the response to
Comment 10. The Empirical Bayes Method has been used to weight the accident
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analysis results based on the actual observed crash data as described in the response
to Comment 13. The safety analysis worksheets provide a description of each road
segment that was analyzed.

The traffic analysis compares the projected accident frequencies with the project to
accident frequencies associate with ‘“historic” conditions when the site was
previously in operation. It is recommended that existing conditions be used for the
baseline to which project conditions are compared. This procedure should be
combined with engineering judgment and consultation with County traffic engineers
to determine if roadway improvements are necessary to remedy a potentially
significant increase in accident frequency. Response: As described in the response
to Comment 15, the expected accident rates are compared to the Statewide Average
Accident Rates for similar facilities to evaluate impact significance, not historical
accident rates. The historical accident rates are provided for comparison. The
historical accident history was used in the Empirical Bayes adjustments to adjust the
predicted accident frequency with the historical actual accident frequency. The
historical accident data are used in the analysis for calibration of the HSM model
results and are not used to test the significance of project safety impacts.

The traffic study does not identify the thresholds used for determining what
magnitude of increase in accident frequency would be considered significant, thereby
warranting roadway improvements. It is recommended that the risk assessment
thresholds contained in Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local
Roads be considered as the thresholds for determining if roadway improvements are
warranted as a result of the added traffic volume associated with the project.
Response: This comment is addressed in the response to Comment 16. Comparison
of predicted accident rates with the project to state-wide average accident rates was
the methodology used in the traffic study to evaluate safety impact significance. On
this basis, the proposed project will not have a significant safety impact to Paraiso
Springs Road or Clark Road roadway segments. Application of the suggested
threshold criteria of adding no more than one additional traffic crash per mile of
roadway every 6 to 9 years would not change the conclusion of the analysis.

Any roadway improvement made should meet the design standards for Rural
Recreational and Scenic Roads. County traffic engineers should be consulted and
engineering judgment should be exercised on a case-by-case basis to determine the
extent and timing of necessary roadway improvements. The appropriate roadway
design standard should be determined in consultation with County traffic engineers.
Response: The comment relates to mitigations, of which the project needs none. In
addition, the HSM safety analysis does not differentiate functional subclass (road
type) or include driver familiarity as a consideration in the analysis. The project will
not result in significant safety impacts on the basis of the safety analysis conducted
for the project.

The responses provided in this letter address the comments provided in the peer review of the

January
discussi

21, 2011 traffic study prepared for the Paraiso Hot Springs project. Additional
on of analysis assumptions and procedures as well as additional analysis of potential

project impacts are provided in this letter. The conclusions documented in the January 2011
study remain unchanged. The project will not result in significant safety and capacity
impacts.
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Please do not hesitate to contact me or Dan Takacs if you have any questions regarding this

information.

Keith B. Higgins, CE,
Vice President

Sincerely,
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Paraiso Hot Springs, Monterey County
Project Trip Generation

Phase 1
AMPEAKHOUR ' PMPEAKHOUR  SAT. PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG.  TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE INDEPENDENT DAILY = PEAK PEAK PEAK
e o ad S N e SOURCE SIZE TRIPS' HOUR IN  OUT HOUR IN OUT HOUR IN_OUT
GROSS TRIP GENERATION RATES
Proposed Project
Resort Hotet? ITE 330 :Per Occupied Room 6.13 037 72% 28% 049 43% 57% 1.23 50% 50%)
Residential (Single-Family Detached) * ITE210 Per Unit 9.57 075 25% 75%: 1.01 63% 37% 0.93 53% 47%|
Recreational Homes * ITE 260 :Per Unit 3.16 016 67% 33% 0.26 41% 59%. 0.36 48% 52%
Hotel Employee ‘Per Employee 250 - - - - - - - - -
Previous Use |
Day Guests :Per Day Guest 5.00 04 94% 8% 04 6% 94%: 0.2 50% 50%|
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park {Per Occupied Unit 6.13 02 42% 58% 0.37 69% 31%: 0.74 60% 40%
{ ___.AMPEAKHOUR ' PMPEAKHOUR _ SAT. PEAK HOUR |
TRIP AVG.  TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE PROJECT DAILY PEAK PEAK PEAK
SIZE | _TRIPS' HOUR IN  OUT HOUR IN OUT HOUR IN OUT
PROJECT GROSS TRIP GENERATION ! i
Resort Hotel (100% Occupied) ITE 330 62 Units 380 23 17 6 30 13 17 76 38 38
Residential Homes (100% Occupied) ITE210. - 5 Units 48 4 1 3 5 3 2 5 3 2
Recreational Homes (100% Occupied) ITE260 18 Units -4 Sk SRy SO | s .2 3 8. 3. .3
Gross Total 85 Units 485 30 20 10: 40 18 22 87 44 43
Net Total Assuming 10% Internal and Resort 436 27 18 9 3B 16 20 78 40 39
EMPLOYEES* |
Employees per room . 17
Total Payrolt Employees (1.7 x 85) 145
Workweek reduction factor (5 day work week, 5/7) 0.71
Employees per day (all shifts) 104
TRIP REDUCTION STRATEGIES Total Shuttle
A. Employee Shuttie Trip Reduction® Employ i Employ
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Day) 52| 47 Employees 15 15 0 17 o 7
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Swing) 39! 35 Employees 13 13 0
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Night) 13: 12 Employees T 0 7 M e
Employee Shuttie (Weekend Day) 52; 47 Employees 21 o 21
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Swing) 39. 35 Employees 16 18 0|
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Night) 13 12Employees . ... .. i ENET el et
Total Employee Shuttle Related Trip Reduction 104 94 Employees 235 22 15 7 30 13 17; 37 16 21
B. Guest Vehicle Trip Reduction® 18 1 1 0 2 1 1 4 2 2]
C. Shuttle Trips Added’
Employee Shuttles 18 4 2 4 2 2 4 2 2
Guest Shuttle ! | : 8 . 1 o 2 1 4 2 2
Total Shuttle Trips 26 5 2 6 3 3 8 4 4
Pro, d Project Shuttie Related Trip i . 227 18 14 4 26 1 15: 33 14 19)
NET PROJECT TRIP GENERATION ] | |
Proposed Net Project Trips - 100% Occup 209 9 4 5 10 5 5 45 28 20
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 70% Oecupnm:y y 148 [} 3 3 7 3 4 32 18 14
PREVIOUS PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION (PRE-2005)
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park 61 Units 374 12 5 7 23 18 7 45 27 18
DayGuests | 5DayGuests 25 2 2 0 2 0 2 8 4 4
Previous Project Subtotal (when in full operation pn-2005) 399 14 7 7 25 16 o 53 31 22|
EXISTING PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 20 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE PREVIOUS (PRE-2005) USE
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED -190 -5 -3 2 -5 -1 -4 -8 -5 -2|
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED -253 -8 -4 -4 -8 13 -5 21 13 -8|
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE EXISTING USE
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED 189 7 3 4 8 4 4 43 25 19|
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED 128 4 2 2 5 2 3 30 17 13|
1. ITE daily rates are not available for Resort Hote!. Daily traffic is estimated based on 8% of the daily tnps occuring in the evenlng peak hour.
2. Resort hotel gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by of Ti tation Engi 2008.
Land Use code 330, Resort Hotel. This trip ion rate ii trips d by all facilities and activif at the site iated with the hotel, such as restaurants,
gift shops, conference facilities and recreational facilities.
3. Residential and Recreational Homes gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008.
Land Use code 260, Recreational Homes.
4. ITE trip generation data indicate a resort hotel employs 1.7 people per room. (ITE Land Use Code 330, Resort Hotel, AM & PM Peak Hour of Generator, Trips per Empl. Vs. Trips per Room).
The project appli will be providing 308 employees to facilitate the entire project operation. Staffing will be provided 7 days per week, 24 hours per day. For Phase 1, 145 employees will
be provided. Allowing for a 5 day work week, 104 employees will be scheduled to work each day. The employees will be scheduled to work during one of three work shifts,
atthough specific work hours (i.e., amrivalfdeparture-times) will-vary depending specific job requit its 1t is amticip that 52 employ witt work ther day shift, 39 employees witt work &
the swing shift and 13 ernployees will work the night shift.
5. Allr pproxi ly 90% of the total number of employees, are required to use the employee shuttle. Not all employees will arrive within the same one-hour period.
Employee arrivals and departures are expected to be distributed over a 2 to 3 hour period. During the AM weekday, 32% of the of the day shift employees were assumed to
arrive and 60% of the night shift employees were assumed to depart. During the PM weekday, 37% of the day shift were assumed to depart and 37% of the swing shift were assumed to arrive.
For the Saturday peak hour, 45% of the day shift employees were assumed to depart and 45% of the swing shift employees were assumed to arive.
6. Section B shows the number of guest vehicle trips that will be made by shuttie. These trips consist of guest day trips and guest trips to and from the airport.
One-quarter of the guests are assumed to make an off-site trip per day: 21 round trips, 42 one-way trips. 20% of the day trips would be made via shuttle: 4 round trips, 8 one-way trips.
5 arrivals and 5 departures via the Monterey Airport are assumed to occur via the shuttle bus each day. 8 day trips + 10 airport trips = 18 total trip reduction.
7. The off-site day trips would be served in 2 shuttle trips: 6 people per shuttle, 8 people total, 4 guest parties. Two round trips.per day by the shuttie between the resort and the airport
are assumed. 4 shuttie trips for guest day trips + 4 airport trips = 8 guest related shuttle trips. It was assumed that the employee shuttie would made 3 round trips per shift change
between the project site and Soledad each day, or 18 total trips per day.
EXHIBIT 2A
REVISED EXHIBIT 6A
PROJECT PHASE 1
HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Paraiso Phase 1 TG 092711 TRIP GENERATION



Paraiso Hot Springs, Monterey County
Project Trip Generation

Phase 2
AMPEAKHOUR T PMPEAKHOUR | SAT. PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG. | TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE INDEPENDENT DAILY  PEAK PEAK PEAK
Lk il Bk is . . SOURCE SIZE TRIPS' HOUR IN.  OUT HOUR IN_ OQUT HOUR IN OUT
GROSS TRIP GENERATION RATES
Proposed Project
Resort Hotel2 ITE 330 Per Occupied Room 6.13 037 T72% 28% 049 43% 57%! 1.23 50% 50%
Residential (Single-Family Detached) 3 ITE210 Per Unit 9.57 075 25% 75%: 101 63% 37%: 0.93 53% 47%)
Recreational Homes * ITE260 Per Unit 3.16 016 67% 33%. 026 41% 59%: 0.36 48% 52%
Hotet Employee Per Employee 2.50 - - - - - - - - -
Previous Use |
Day Guests -Per Day Guest 5.00 04 94% 6% 04 8% 94% 0.2 50% 50%
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park Per Occupied Unit 6.13 02 42% 58% 037 69% 31% 0.74 60% 40%
|....AMPEAKHOUR  PMPEAKHOUR SAT. PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG. TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE PROJECT DAILY  PEAK PEAK PEAK
a1, SR S S SOURCE SiZE _TRIPS' HOUR IN  OUT HOUR IN OUT HOUR IN OUT
PROJECT GROSS TRIP GENERATION
Resort Hotel (100% Occupied) ITE 330 77 Units 472 28 20 8 38 16 22 95 48 47
Residential Homes (100% Occupied) ITE210. 9 Units 86 7 2 5 9 6 3 8 4 4
Recreational Homes (100% Occupied) ITE260, 32 Units L .S .3 2 .8 3 S 12 8 8
Gross Total 118 Units 659 40 25 15; 55 25 30 118 58 57
Net Total A ing 10% Reduction bet Residential and Resort 593 38 23 145 50 23 27 104 52 51
EMPLOYEES*
Employees per room 17
Totatl Payroll Employees (1.7 x 118) 201
Workweek reduction factor (5 day work week, 5/7) 0.71,
Employees per day (all shifts) 144
TRIP REDUCTION STRATEGIES Total Shuttie
A. Employee Shuttle Trip Reduction® Employ Employ
Employee Shuttie (Weekday Day) 72.° 65 Employees 20 20 0 24 0o 24
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Swing) 54 49 Employees 18 18 0
Employee Shuttle (Weskday Night)_ 18, 16 Employess 1 o 10 L
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Day) 72 65 Employees 29 0 29
Employee Shuttie (Weekend Swing) : 54 49 Employees 22 22 0
_Employee Shuttle (Weekend Night) 18, 16 Employees i - o - : WA 0
Total Employee Shuttle Related Trip Reduction 144, 130 Employees 325 30 20 10. 42 18 24 51 22 29
B. Guest Vehicle Trip Reduction® 28 1 0 1 2 1 1 8 3 3
C. Shuttie Trips Added”
Employee Shuttles 24 4 2 4 2 2 4 2 2
_Guest Shuttle . 10 | 1 0 2 1 1 4 2 2|
Total Shuttle Trips 34 5 2 8 3 3 8 4 4]
Proposed Project Shuttle Trip Reduction Sub 1 ! . 319 26 18 8 38 18 22 49 21 28,
NET PROJECT TRIP GENERATION H i i ! i
Proposed Net Project Trips S i - 100% Occupancy 274 10 4 6: 12 7 5 54 3 23]
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 70% Occupancy 192 7 3 4 8 5 3 38 22 18|
PREVIOUS PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION (PRE-2005)
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park | 61 Units 374 12 5 7 23 16 7 45 27 18
DayGuests. ... ... : Sl ! .5 Day Guests .25 2 2 0 2. 0 2 8 4 4
Previous Project Subtotal (when in full operation pre-2005) 399 14 7 7 25 18 9 53 31 22
EXISTING PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 20 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE PREVIOUS (PRE-2005) USE
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED <125 -4 -3 -1 13 9 4 1 0 1
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED -207 -7 -4 -3 17 1 6 -15 -9 8|
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE EXISTING USE
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED 254 8 3 5 10 8 4 52 30 22
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED 172 5 2 3 8 4 2 38 21 15
Notes:
1. ITE daily rates are not available for Resort Hotel. Daily traffic is estimated based on 8% of the daily trips occuring in the evening peak hour.
2. Resort hotel gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008.
Land Use code 330, Resort Hotel. This trip generation rate includes trips generated by all facilities and activites at the site iated with the hotei, such as restaurants,
gift shops, conference facilities and recreational facilities.
3. Residential and Recreational Homes gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008.
Land Use code 260, Recreational Homes. .
4. ITE trip generation data indicate a resort hotel employs 1.7 people per room. (ITE Land Use Code 330, Resort Hotel, AM & PM Peak Hour of Generator, Trips per Empl. Vs. Trips per Room).
The project applicant will be providing 308 employees to facilitate the entire project operation. Staffing will be provided 7 days per week, 24 hours per day. For Phase 2, 201 employees will
be provided. Allowing for a § day work week, 144 employees will be scheduled to work each day. The employees will be scheduled to work during one of three work shifts,
specific work hours (i.e-, arrival/departure times) will vary depending speeific job requ is. # is anticipated-that 72 empioyees wilt work the day shift, 54 employees witl work
the swing shift and 18 employees will work the night shift.
5. All non. g ployees, approxi 90% of the total number of employees, are required to use the employee shuttie. Not all employees will arrive within the same one-hour period.
Employee arrivals and departures are expected to be distributed over a 2 to 3 hour period. During the AM weekday, 32% of the of the day shift employees were assumed to
arrive and 80% of the night shift employees were assumed to depart. During the PM weekday, 37% of the day shift were assumed to depart and 37% of the swing shift were assumed to arrive.
For the Saturday peak hour, 45% of the day shift employees were assumed to depart and 45% of the swing shift employees were assumed to armive.
6. Section B shows the number of guest vehicle trips that will be made by shuttie. These trips consist of guest day trips and guest trips to and from the airport.
One-quarter of the guests are assumed to make an off-site trip per day: 30 round trips, 60 one-way trips. 20% of the day trips would be made via shuttle: 6 round trips, 12 one-way trips.
8 arrivals and 8 departures via the Monterey Airport are assumed to occur via the shuttle bus each day. 12 day trips + 16 airport trips = 28 total trip reduction.
7. The off-site day trips would be served in 2 shuttle trips: & people per shuttle, 12 people total, 6 guest parties. Three round trips per day by the shuttle between the resort and the airport
are assumed. 4 shuttie trips for guest day trips + 6 airport trips = 10 guest related shuttle trips. It was assumed that the employee shuttle would made 4 round trips per shift change
between the project site and Soledad each day, or 24 total trips per day.
X EXHIBIT 2B
REVISED EXHIBIT 6B
PROJECT PHASE 2

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Paraiso Phase 2 TG 092711 TRIP GENERATION



Paraiso Hot Springs, Monterey County
Project Trip Generation

Phase 3
AMPEAKHOUR ' PMPEAKHOUR ' SAT.PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG. | TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE INDEPENDENT DAILY  PEAK PEAK PEAK
AT ] SRR O e BT A ~ SOURCE SizE TRIPS' HOUR IN  OUT  HOUR IN OUT HOUR IN OUT
GROSS TRIP GENERATION RATES
Proposed Project
Resort Hotel * ITE330 Per Occupied Room 8.13 037 T72% 28% 049 43% 57%  1.23 50% 50%)
Residential (Single-Family Detached) > ITE210 Per Unit 9.57 075 25% 75% 1.01 63% 37% 0.93 53% 47%)
Recreational Homes * ITE260 Per Unit 3.16 016 67% 33% 028 41% 59% 0.36 48% 52%
Hotel Employee Per Employee 2.50 - - - - - - - - -
Previous Use
Day Guests Per Day Guest 5.00 04 = 94% 8% 04 6% 94%: 02 50% 50%|
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park ‘Per Occupied Unit 8.13 02 42% 58% 0.37 69% 31%. 0.74 60% 40%
AM PEAK HOUR . PMPEAK HOUR SAT. PEAK HOUR |
TRIP AVG. | TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE PROJECT DAILY = PEAK PEAK PEAK
e . SOURCE SIZE, _TRIPS' HOUR IN  OUT HOUR IN OUT out
PROJECT GROSS TRIP GENERATION
Resort Hotel (100% Occupied) ITE 330. 92 Units 564 34 24 10! 45 19 28 113 67 58
Residential Homes (100% Occupied) ITE 210: 13 Units 124 10 3 7 13 8 5 12 6 6|
Recreational Homes (100% Occupied) 145 7 5 2 2 .5 1 a7 8 9
Gross Total 834 51 32 19 70 32 38 142 7 71
Net Total g 10% di b R and Resort 750 46 29 17 83 29 34 128 64 64
EMPLOYEES*
Employees per room 1.7
Total Payroll Employees (1.7 x 151) 257
Workweek reduction factor (5 day work week, 5/7) 0.71
Employees per day (all shifts) 184
TRIP REDUCTION STRATEGIES Totat ] Shuttle
A. Employee Shuttie Trip Reduction® Employ Employ
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Day) 83 Employees 26 26 0 31 0 315
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Swing) 62 Employees 23 23 0!
Employee Shutte (Weekday Night) 21 Employees | 12 0 12 ' el U
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Day) 83 Employees 37 0 37
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Swing) 62 Employees 28 28 0
_Employee Shuttle (Weekend Night) — . ! R | el .
Total Employee Shuttle Related Trip Reduction 415 38 26 12 54 23 31 65 28 37
B. Guest Vehicle Trip Reduction® 36 1 0 1 2 1 1 8 4 4
C. Shuttle Trips Added’
Employee Shuttles 30 4 2 2 4 2 2 4 2 2|
Guest Shuttle e KN S WY - | 2 11 4 2 2
Total Shuttle Trips 44 5 2 3 6 3 8 4 4|
Proposed Project Shuttle Related Trip Subtotal H 407 | 34 24 10! 5 21 29 65 28 37
NET PROJECT TRIP GENERATION i i ;
Proposed Net Project Trips S - 100% Occupancy 343 12 5 7 13 8 5 63 36 27
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 70% Occupancy 240 9 3 5 9 6 3 4 25 19|
PREVIOUS PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION (PRE-2005)
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park 61 Units 374 12 5 7 23 16 7 45 27 18
Day Guests _ T e ) ‘ 5DayGuests 25 2 2 0 2 0 2 8 4 4
Previous Project Subtotal (when in full operation pre-2005) 399 14 7 7 2§ 16 9 53 31 22
EXISTING PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 20 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE PREVIOUS (PRE-2005) USE
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED -56 -2 2 0 -12 -8 4 10 5 5
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED -159 -5 -4 -2 -18 -10 —6 -9 L] -3
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE EXISTING USE
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED [ 323 10 4 6 1 7 4 61 35 26
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED 220 7 2 4 7 5 2 42 24 18
otes:
1. ITE daily rates are not available for Resort Hotel. Daily traffic is estimated based on 8% of the daily tnps occuring in the avemng peak hour.
2. Resort hotel gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, pub by | of Transp g , 2008.
Land Use code 330, Resort Hotel. This trip generation rate includes trips generated by all facilities and activites at the site i with the hotel, such as restaurants,
gift shops, conference facilities and recreational facilities.
3. Residential and Recreational Homes gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008.
Land Use code 260, Recreational Homes.
4. ITE trip generation data indicate a resort hotel employs 1.7 people per room. (ITE Land Use Code 330, Resort Hote!, AM & PM Peak Hour of Generator, Trips per Empl. Vs. Trips per Room).
The project appli will be providing 306 employ to facilitate the entire project operation. Staffing will be provided 7 days per week, 24 hours per day. For Phase 3, 257 employees will -
be provided. Allowing for a 5 day work week, 184 employees will be scheduled to work each day. The ernployees will be scheduled to work during one of three work shifts,
a%wghwﬁom%(ne,wvmmwmumdmnmmm qui kis P that 92 employ witl work the day shift, 69 employees will work
the swing shift and 21 employaes will work the night shift.
5. All non- i ly 90% of the total number of employees, are required to use the employee shuttle. Not all employees will arrive within the same one-hour period.
Employee arrivals and depanures are expected to be distributed over a 2 to 3 hour period. During the AM weekday, 32% of the of the day shift employees were assumed to
arrive and 60% of the night shift employees were assumed to depart. During the PM weekday, 37% of the day shift were assumed to depart and 37% of the swing shift were assumed to arrive.
For the Saturday peak hour, 456% of the day shift employees were assumed to depart and 45% of the swing shift employees were assumed to arive.
6. Section B shows the number of guest vehicle trips that will be made by shuttle. These trips consist of guest day trips and guest trips to and from the airport.
One-quarter of the guests are assumed to make an off-site trip per day: 38 round trips, 76 one-way trips. 20% of the day trips would be made via shuttle: 8 round trips, 16 one-way trips.
10 arrivals and 10 depart. via the Monterey Airport are d to occur via the shuttle bus each day. 16 day trips + 20 airport trips = 38 total trip reduction.
7. The off-site day trips would be served in 3 shuttle trips: 6 people per shuttle, 16 people total, 8 guest parties. Four round trips per day by the shuttle between the resort and the airport
are assumed. 6 shuttle trips for guest day trips + 8 airport trips = 14 guest related shuttle trips. It was assumed that the employee shuttle would made 5 round trips per shift change
between the project site and Soledad each day, or 30 total trips per day.
EXHIBIT 2C
REVISED EXHIBIT 6C
PROJECT PHASE 3

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Paraiso Phase 3 TG 092711 TRIP GENERATION



Paraiso Hot Springs, Monterey County

Project Trip Generation
Phase 4 (Project Buildout)

i _ AMPEAKHOUR | PMPEAKHOUR ' SAT. PEAKHOUR
TRIP AVG. TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE INDEPENDENT DALY  PEAK PEAK PEAK
M Fr ALY sl SOURCE SIZE TRIPS' HOUR IN  OUT  HOUR IN OUT HOUR IN OUT
GROSS TRIP GENERATION RATES
Proposed Project
Resort Hotel ITE 330 :Per Occupied Room 6.13 037 72%  28%: 049 43% 57% 123 50% 50%)
Residential (Single-Family Detached) * ITE 210 Per Unit 9.57 075 25% 75%: 1.01 83% 37% 093 53% 47%
Recreational Homes * ITE 260 Per Unit 3.16 018 87% 33% 0.26 41% 59% 0.36 48% 52%
Hotel Employee Per Employee 2.50 - - - - - - - - -
Vio se H
Day Guests {Per Day Guest 5.00 04 94% 6% 04 6% 94% 02 50% 50%)
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park :Per Occupied Unit 6.13 02 42% 58% 0.37 69% 31% 0.74 60% 40%
| ___AMPEAKHOUR ' _PMPEAKHOUR _SAT. PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG. TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE PROJECT DAILY PEAK PEAK PEAK
B et A NG T 1L SOURCE SIZE _TRIPS' HOUR IN.  OUT HOUR IN OUT HOUR IN OUT
PROJECT GROSS TRIP GENERATION
Resort Hotel (100% Occupied) ITE 330 103 Units 631 38 27 1 50 22 28 127 64 83
Residential Homes (100% Occupied) ITE 210 17 Units 163 13 3 10 17 1 6 16 8 8
Recreational Homes (100% Occupied) . JTE260. 60 Units 190 0. 7 3 16 T8 22 1 1]
Gross Total i 180 Units 984 61 37 24 83 40 43 1685 83 82
Net Total 9 10% Int | Reduction b Residential and Resort 885 55 33 22 7% 36 39, 149 75 74
EMPLOYEES*
Employees per room 17
Total Payroll Employees (1.7 x 180) 306
Workweek reduction factor (5 day work week, 5/7) 0.71
Employees per day (all shifts) ' 218
TRIP REDUCTION STRATEGIES Total Shuttle
A. Employee Shuttle Trip Reduction® ploy ploy
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Day) 109! 98 Employees 31 31 0: 36 0 36
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Swing) 82 74 Employees 27 27 O
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Night) 2 27. 24 Employees } 15 o 15 3 A
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Day) 109: 98 Employees | 44 0 44
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Swing) 82 74 Employees 33 33 0
e 27 24 Employees L ’ % D
tion 218, 198 Employees 492 48 31 15! 83 27 36 77 33 44
B. Guest Vehicle Trip Reduction® 40 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 5 5
C. Shuttle Trips Added’
Employee Shuttles 36 4 2 2 4 2 2 4 2 2|
Guest Shuttle _ - 1 0 1 2 1.1 4 2 2
Total Shuttie Trips 52 5 2 3 6 3 3 8 4 4
Proposed Pro Shuttle Related Trip Reduction Subtotal i ; 480 42 29 13, 60 26 33 79 34 45
NET PROJECT TRIP GENERATION i
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 100% Occup 408 12 4 9 % 10 6. 69 40 29
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 70% Occupancy 284 9 3 8 " 7 4 48 28 20
PREVIOUS PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION (PRE-2005)
Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park 61 Units 374 12 5 7 23 16 7 45 27 18]
Day Guests _ , S 5 Day Guests. 25 2 2 o 2 0 2 8 4 4
Previous Project Subtotal (when in full operation pre-2005) 399 14 7 7 25 18 9 53 31 22
EXISTING PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 20 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE PREVIOUS (PRE-2005) USE |
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED 7 -2 -3 2 10 8 3 16 9 7
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED -115 -5 -4 -1 -14 -9 -5 -5 -3 -2|
PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE EXISTING USE !
MAXIMUM - PROPOSED PROJECT 100% OCCUPIED 386 10 3 8! 13 9 5 67 39 28
AVERAGE - PROPOSED PROJECT 70% OCCUPIED 264 7 2 5 9 8 3 46 27 19
Notes:
1. ITE daily rates are not available for Resort Hotel. Daily traffic is estimated based on 8% of the daily trips occuring in the evening peak hour.
2. Resort hotel gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by Insti of Transp ion Engi 2008.
Land Use code 330, Resort Hotel. This trip g ion rate incl trips g by all facilities and activites at the site s iated with the hotel, such as restaurants,

gift shops, conference facilities and recreational facilities.

Residential and Recreational Homes gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 8th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2008.

Land Use code 260, Recreational Homes.

ITE trip generation data indicate a resort hotel employs 1.7 people per room. (ITE Land Use Code 330, Resort Hotel, AM & PM Peak Hour of Generator, Trips per Empl. Vs. Trips per Room).

The project applicant will be providing 306 employees to facilitate the entire project operation at project buildout. Staffing will be provided 7 days per week, 24 hours per day.

Allowing for a 5 day work week, 218 employees will be scheduled to work each day. The employees will be scheduled to work during one of three work shifts,

- aithough specific work heurs (i.e., arrival/departure times) wilt vary depending specific job requi H is anticip that 109 emptoyseswilt work the day shift, 82 employees wilt work
the swing shift and 27 employees will work the night shift. K

5. All g t employees, approxil ly 90% of the total ber of employees, are required to use the employee shuttle. Not all employees will arrive within the same one-hour period.
Employee arrivals and dep are exp d to be distributed over a 2 to 3 hour period. During the AM weekday, 32% of the of the day shift employees were assumed to
arrive and 60% of the night shift employees were assumed to depart. During the PM weekday, 37% of the day shift were assumed to depart and 37% of the swing shift were assumed to arrive.
For the Saturday peak hour, 45% of the day shift employees were assumed to depart and 45% of the swing shift employees were assumed to anrive.

6. Section B shows the number of guest vehicle trips that will be made by shuttle. These trips consist of guest day trips and guest trips to and from the airport.

One-quarter of the guests are assumed to make an off-site trip per day: 45 round trips, 90 one-way trips. 20% of the day trips would be made via shuttle: 9 round trips, 18 one-way trips.

11 anivals and 11 departures via the Monterey Airport are assumed to occur via the shuttie bus each day. 18 day trips + 22 airport trips = 40 total trip reduction.

The off-site day trips would be served in three shuttie trips: 6 people per shuttle, 18 people total, 9 guest parties. Five round trips per day by the shuttie between the resort and the airport

are assumed. 6 shuttle trips for guest day trips + 10 airport trips = 16 guest related shuttle trips. It was assumed that the employee shuttie would made 6 round trips per shift change

between the project site and Soledad each day, or 36 total trips per day.

o

~N

EXHIBIT 2D

REVISED EXHIBIT 6D

PROJECT BUILDOUT

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD Paraiso Phase 4 TG 092711 TRIP GENERATION



Paraiso Hot Springs, Monterey County
Project Trip Generation

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR SAT. PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG. TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE INDEPENDENT | DAILY PEAK PEAK PEAK
SOURCE SIZE TRIPS' | HOUR IN OUT | HOUR IN OUT| HOUR IN OuUT
GROSS TRIP GENERATION RATES
Resort Hotel ? ITE 330 |Per Occupied Room | 6.13 037 72% 28% 049 43% 57%) 1.23 50% 50%)
Residential (Single-Family Detached) * ITE 210 |Per Unit 9.57 075 25% 75% 101 63% 37% 094 54% 46%
Recreational Homes * ITE 260 |Per Unit 3.16 016 67% 33% 0.26 41% 59% 0.36 48% 52%
Day Guests Per Day Guest 5.00 04 94% 6% 04 6% 94% 0.2 50% 50%|
Hotel Employee Per Employee 4.50 04 73% 2% 0.36 44% 56%| 04 60% 40%
Existing Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park Per Occupied Unit 4.72 02 42% 58% 037 69% 31% 0.74 60% 40%
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR SAT. PEAK HOUR
TRIP AVG. TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
RATE PROJECT DAILY PEAK PEAK PEAK
SOURCE SIZE TRIPS ' | HOUR IN OUT | HOUR _IN OUT| HOUR_IN OUT
PROJECT GROSS TRIP GENERATION
Resort Hotel (100% Occupied) ITE 330, 92 Units 564 34 24 10 45 19 26 113 57 56
Residential Homes (100% Occupied) ITE 210 13 Units 124 10 3 7 13 8 5 12 6 6
Recreational Homes (100% Occupied) ITE 260 46 Units 145 7 5 2 12 5 7 17 8 9
Gross Total 151 Units 834 51 32 19 70 32 38 142 71 7
Net Total Assuming 10% internal Reduction between Residential and Resort 750 46 29 17, 63 29 34 128 64 64
TRIP REDUCTION STRATEGIES
A. Employee Shuttle *
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Day) 50 Employees 20 15 5 18 8 10
Employee Shuttle (Weekday Night) 13 Employees 5 2 3 5 4 1
Employee Shuttle (Weekend Day) 67 Employees 27 16 11
Employee Shuttie (Weekend Night) 17 Employees 7 3 4
Total Employee Shuttle Related Trip Reduction 290 25 17 8 23 12 1 34 19 15
B. Guest Shuttle (20% of Guests) 55 2 1 0 4 1 3 16 8 8|
Proposed Project Shuttie Related Trip Reduction Subtotal 345 27 19 9 28 13 14 50 27 23
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 100% Occupancy 405 19 10 9 3B 16 20 78 37 M
Proposed Net Project Trips Subtotal - 70% Occupancy 284 13 7 6 25 N 14, 55 26 29
HISTORIC PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION
Historic Visitor Units and Campground/Recreational Vehicle Park 61 Units 288 12 5 7 23 16 7 45 27 18|
Day Guests 5 Day Guests 25 2 2 4] 2 1] 2 8 4 4
Historic Project Subtotal (when in full operation) 313 14 7 7 25 16 9 53 31 22
EXISTING PARAISO HOT SPRINGS PROJECT TRAFFIC GENERATION 20 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
MAXIMUM PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE HISTORIC - 100% OCCUPANCY 92 5 3 2 10 0 1 25 6 19
AVERAGE PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE HISTORIC - 70% OCCUPANCY [ 0 0 4] 0 0 5 2 0 7
MAXIMUM PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE EXISTING - 100% OCCUPANCY 385 17 9 8 3 15 19 7% 36 40
AVERAGE PROJECT NET TRIP GENERATION ABOVE EXISTING - 70% OCCUPANCY 264 11 6 5 23 10 13 53 25 28
Notes:
1. ITE daily rates are not available for Resort Hotel. Daily traffic is estimated based on 8% of the daily trips occuring in the evening peak hour.
2. Resort hotel gross trig generation rates are based on Trjp Generation, 7th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003.
Land Use code 330, Resort Hotel. This trip generation rate includes trips generated by all facilities and activites at the site associated with the hotel, such as restaurants,
gift shops, conference facilities and recreational facilities.
3. Residential and Recreational Homes gross trip generation rates are based on Trip Generation, 7th Edition, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003.
Land Use code 260, Recreational Homes.
4. For Phase 3, 50 people are anticipated to be employed during the weekday day shift, 13 people during the weekday night shift, 67 people during the weekend day shift and
17 people during the weekend night shift. All non-management employees, approximately 90% of the employees, will be required to use the employee shuttle.
This information is provided by the project applicant.
EXHIBIT 3
PROJECT PHASE 3
TRIP GENERATION

HATCH MOTT MACDONALD

Paraiso TripGen Phase 3 rev Ex 3

(REVISED EXHIBIT 6C OF JANUARY 2011 REPORT)
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