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The trip generation estimate for the project assumes that 175 of the project trips would occur 
in the morning peak hour and another 169 trips would occur in the afternoon peak hour.  Given the 
estimated number of 1,246 daily trips, only 28 percent of the project daily trips would occur in the 
peak hours of the day and the remaining 902 trips (72 percent of the daily traffic volume to/from the 
project) would occur outside the peak hours.   

The assumptions regarding project trip generation adjustments are discussed in Response 
No. 1-6. 

The comment regarding the City’s plan to “design for gridlock” is acknowledged and will 
be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and consideration. 

RESPONSE NO. 4-5 

Refer to Response Nos. 3-6 and 3-19 for a discussion of parking impacts.  



On behalf of the Madison Heights Neighborhood Association I want to indicate my full 
support for the recommendations of the Transportation Advisory Commission letter of 
April 27. I spoke at the April 2nd TAC Meeting and indicated that rush hour traffic 
congestion has an impact on our neighborhood when westbound traffic on California 
backs up beyond Marengo Avenue. This congestion results in drivers making illegal turns 
onto our residential streets with associated travel at unsafe speeds. 
  
At the meeting I questioned the applicability of the traffic simulation studies in support of 
the 16 East California Project. The studies may be theoretically correct, but they are 
inconsistent with the reality of the traffic situation. Traffic simulations assume a 
theoretical flow on California of 1,700 cars per hour per lane. In reality, both in the rush 
hours and off-hours, one or more lanes may be brought to a standstill when pedestrians 
cross Fair Oaks. The result is that the curbside lane is stopped due to cars waiting to 
make a right hand turn. At the same time the middle lane may become blocked by cars 
overflowing the space allowed in the left turn lane. At one or more instances during an 
hour there will be periods of near total stoppage that cause backups beyond streets 
parallel to Fair Oaks. The resultant grid lock is compounded by Gold Line crossings. 
  
The Draft EIR correctly pointed out that several intersections will drop one level of 
service category by 2010 without the project. Beyond 2010, the P.M. level of service for 
California/Fair Oaks will certainly drop from C to D. A level D situation with associated 
Gold Line crossings is certain to cause major gridlock situations. 
  
A decision to authorize new construction before traffic implications of soon to be 
occupied buildings are understood would place the Fair Oaks/California intersection, 
adjacent intersections and nearby residential communities at great risk. The Madison 
Heights Neighborhood Association asks for a delay of approval for the project until a 
major traffic study with appropriate traffic improvement plans in completed. 
  
Neil Kleinman 
President   
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LETTER NO. 5 

Neil Kleinman, President 
Madison Heights Neighborhood Association 

RESPONSE NO. 5-1 

The segments selected for analysis are those that could be directly impacted by project trips. 
Analyses of larger areas are beyond the scope of this project and are to be addressed as a part of the 
City’s General Plan Update. Nonetheless, Department of Transportation has Citywide 
Neighborhood Protection Programs that protects residents from the intrusion of through traffic from 
neighborhoods.   

The comment refers specifically to congestion on westbound California Boulevard east of 
Arroyo Parkway.  While the project would add traffic to the intersection of Arroyo 
Parkway/California Boulevard, the incremental impact on the intersection would be small.  Ten 
percent of the inbound traffic to the project would use westbound California Boulevard east of 
Arroyo Parkway.  This means that approximately 10 new project trips would be added to the 1,141 
westbound trips projected to use that segment in 2010 during the morning peak hour.   

In the afternoon peak hour, an office building generates very few inbound trips, so when 
compared to the restaurant and commercial trips that are generated by the existing land uses on the 
site, the proposed office building would actually generate fewer westbound PM peak hour trips on 
California Boulevard than occurred with the existing land uses on the site.  Therefore, when 
compared to future base conditions, the project would result in a slight decrease in afternoon peak 
hour trips on westbound California Boulevard east of Arroyo Parkway.  

RESPONSE NO. 5-2 

The traffic study prepared for the proposed Project analyzed both intersection and street 
segment impacts along California Boulevard.  The LOS calculations and analyses are based on the 
City’s Transportation Impact Review Current Practice and Guidelines.     

The LOS calculations are based on a snapshot of the conditions at the time the counts were 
conducted.  An acceptable LOS does not imply that conditions experienced by drivers are 
satisfactory at all times. The circulation and mobility in the area will be studied in the City’s 
Mobility Element Update.   
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RESPONSE NO. 5-3 

The LOS calculations are based on the City’s Transportation Impact Review Current 
Practice and Guidelines.  An acceptable LOS does not imply that conditions experienced by drivers 
are satisfactory at all times. The thresholds for significant impact at the intersections are prescribed 
in the City’s traffic guidelines to determine whether a project significantly impacts intersections and 
street segments within the study area.    

Refer to Response No. 1-11 for a discussion of traffic impacts related to Gold Line 
expansion. 

RESPONSE NO. 5-4 

The comment does not introduce new environmental information specific to the proposed 
Project.  The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers for review and 
consideration. 
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