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of 2010.   Please update the traffic count data and existing conditions analysis 
accordingly. 

For Int. No. 10: Los Carneros Road/US 101 SB Ramps, the traffic count data 
from the Appendix matched with Figures 5 and 6 for the AM and PM peak 
hours, respectively, and are based on year 2008 count data.  However, the ICU 
worksheets in the Appendix have different turning volumes and referenced 
February 2010 count data.  Please update and including corresponding count 
data in the Appendix accordingly.  

 Thresholds of Significance (Page 11) – The traffic study should incorporate a 
discussion in this section to quantify roadway segment impacts.  It is the City 
of Goleta’s administrative practice to define a significant impact when a 
project would increase traffic volumes by more than 1.0 percent (either 
project-specific or project contribution to cumulative impacts) on a roadway 
where plus project traffic would exceed acceptable capacity. 

 Page 12 – If U-turn movements are proposed, volume forecasts should be 
added to this movement in the Existing + Project and Cumulative + Project 
conditions. 

 Project Trip Generation (Pages 14-16) – The overall project trip generation 
methodology, trip rates, and adjustment factors utilized to reflect internal 
capture, primary and pass-by trip characteristics have been independently 
reviewed.  The various rates and adjustment factors used in the traffic study 
were prepared in conformance to industry standards and are therefore 
determined to be acceptable.  Please update Tables 3 and 4 to also show the 
forecast inbound and outbound project vehicle trips for the AM and PM peak 
hours.   

 Project Trip Distribution (Page 16) – The project trip distribution assumptions 
as shown in Figure 8 for the residential and retail land uses have been 
reviewed and determined to be acceptable.  On Figure 9, please verify whether 
the ADTs shown for the three annotated segments should add up to 4,527 (i.e., 
which reflects the origins and destinations of all project-related trips on the 
segment of Hollister Avenue, just west of Storke Road).  On Figure 11, please 
discuss why there are negative project-related trips shown for the northbound 
and southbound through movements on Storke Road. 

 Intersection Impacts (Pages 21-26) – Some of the ICU/HCS calculations may 
need to be updated based on LLG’s comments as annotated on the appendix 
worksheets.  As a result, all LOS summary tables in the study should be 
reviewed and updated accordingly.  Since the City’s significance criteria for 
intersections are V/C based (i.e., for LOS A, B, and C) and trip based (i.e., for 
LOS D, E, and F), all LOS summary tables should include both “Project 
Added Trips” and “Change in V/C” columns.  
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 Page 25 (Table 8) – For Int. No. 5:  Marketplace Drive/Hollister Avenue - 
According to the ICU worksheets in the Appendix, the existing PM peak hour 
intersection V/C = 0.54 (LOS A) and the existing + project PM peak hour 
intersection V/C = 0.73 (LOS C) which results in a net project increase in V/C 
of 0.19.  Based on the City’s criteria, this constitutes a significant project 
impact during the PM peak hour.  As a result, additional project specific 
mitigation measures will need to be identified for this intersection. 

 Pedestrian Access and Circulation (Page 29) – LLG is concerned with the 
current design of the internal 5-way intersection.  This is the first intersection 
located just north of the primary driveway entrance off of Hollister Avenue.  
Based on project traffic volumes shown in Figure 11, 566 PM peak hour trips 
are forecast to traverse through this location.  In addition, truck access to the 
retail buildings is also envisioned to occur partly via the main project 
driveway.  Based on a cursory review of the project site plan, there may be 
potential alignment issues with the current configurations and potential safety 
issues associated with the proposed crosswalk locations.  Please address 
accordingly. 

 Page 31 (Table 10) – Based on LLG’s review of the project description and 
site plan, the project retail component square footage is calculated to be 
73,054 gross square feet (i.e., 90,054 total GSF – 17,000 GSF for restaurant 
use = 73,054 GSF for retail use). 

 Page 32 (Table 11) – Use rates from the more recently published edition of the 
ITE Parking Generation document (i.e., 4th Edition) be utilized. 

 Page 32 (Table 12) – It is recommended that the spaces/occupied unit rate 
from the Willow Springs surveys be utilized in the peak parking demand 
forecasts. 

 Cumulative Traffic Volumes (Page 34) – The City of Goleta Traffic Model 
data (from Dowling Associates) for cumulative traffic conditions should be 
included in the Appendix.  The study should also include a discussion on how 
cumulative ADT roadway volumes (as shown on Figure 16) were determined. 

 Project-Specific Measures (Pages 42-43) – If a significant project impact is 
determined at the Marketplace Drive/Hollister Avenue intersection (refer to 
comment on Table 8), additional project specific mitigation measures will 
need to be identified and included in this section that will mitigate to the point 
that the project would increase the City’s ICU by less than 0.10 at LOS C, 
0.15 at LOS B, or 0.20 at LOS A. 

 Potential Intersection Impacts (Page 48) – It is recommended that a table be 
added summarizing the projected V/C and corresponding LOS from the 
Goleta General Plan for the CMP intersections to support the last paragraph. 
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 Comments to the Technical Appendix – The attached comments should be 
addressed (i.e., comments as annotated on the individual appendix 
worksheets). 

As stated previously, conclusions contained in the report with respect to significant 
project traffic impacts and significant cumulative traffic impacts should be re-
examined as a result of the above comments and potential changes. 

State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Comments 
LLG has reviewed the August 23, 2010 letter issued by the State of California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) providing comments to the proposed 
project’s Notice of Preparation.  While the ATE traffic study does not appear to have 
provided the additional traffic analyses requested by Caltrans, LLG has requested 
copies of two previously prepared studies referenced in the Caltrans letter (i.e., traffic 
analyses prepared for the 101 HOV Widening Project and the Los Carneros Road 
Overhead Bridge Replacement Project).  As a result, upon review of these studies 
additional comments may be forthcoming. 

 

Please feel free to call us at 626.796.2322, with any questions or comments on our 
review of the Goleta Mixed-Use Village Project Traffic, Circulation and Parking 
Study (dated September 14, 2010).   




