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EDGEWATER COMMUNITIES PROJECT 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (REVISED) 

ClTY OF CHINO, CALIFORNIA 

4 .O INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the traffic impact analysis conducted to assess the potential 

impacts of the Edgewater Communities Proposed Project (a proposed amendment to The 

Preserve Specific Plan) residential development on the roadway system in the study area. 

The proposed Edgewater Communities project will entail the construction of a 

residential development on a 273f-acre parcel of land generally located southeast of 

the intersection of Cucamonga Avenue at Chino Corona Road in the City of Chino. The 

project site has frontage along Chino Corona Road and Cucamonga Avenue. The 

project site is currently occupied by an active dairy operation and vacant property. The 

project site is within the southerly portion of the Chino Agricultural Preserve Subarea 2 

("The Preserve") Specific Plan area, a 5,435-acre area annexed by the City of Chino in 

July 2003. 

This traffic study analyzes the Edgewater Communities Proposed Project. There are 

aiso four project aiternaiives that are presented in this traffic study (Alternative 1 - No 

Project, Alternative 2 - Agricultura! ?reser\mtion through Reduced Development 

Footprint, Alternative 3 - Biological Restoration, and Alternative 4 - LakeNiew). 

However, only the Proposed Project is analyzed in detail in this traffic study. The other 

alternatives will be presented, but will only be evaluated and compared to the Proposed 

Project with respect to trip generation and impact on daily traffic volumes. The 

Edgewater Communities Proposed Project is proposed to include a maximum of 1,074 

dwelling units of single-family housing and residential condominiums/townhouses, as 

well as five manmade lakes, open space, up to 15 acres of community parks and 

designated parcels for a museum/retail facility and a church. The general location of the 

project site is presented on Exhibit l-A. 
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The Edgewater Communities Proposed Project is not consistent with the City's General 

Plan and requires a Specific Plan amendment. Therefore, future year analysis required 

for the project includes future conditions at the time of anticipated full project occupancy 

(typically referred to as Interim Year conditions) and at General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

conditions. Both of these future conditions will be analyzed without and with the Proposed 

Project. The Edgewater Communities residential development is expected to be fully 

occupied by 2019. Therefore, Interim Year conditions will be analyzed for 2019 in this 

traffic impact analysis. 

The introduction to this report presents an overview of the project and provides a brief 

description of the study area. The analysis methodologies used to evaluate the impacts of 

the project are described, and the definitions of roadway system deficiencies and 

significant project impacts are presented in the context of the City of Chino and California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements. 

Subsequent sections of the report will describe the project in detail and provide a complete 

description of existing and projected traffic conditions within the study area. 

I I Project Overview 

The site plan for the proposed Edgewater Communities residential development 
-. is iiiustrated on Exhibit 1-B. ~ n e  Edgewater Communities residential 

development is proposed to consist of 1,074 residential dwelling units, with a 

breakdown of 537 single-family detached homes and 537 residential 

condominium/townhouse dwelling units. The site may also include up to 15 

acres of parks, a 15,200-square foot church, along with a 6,500-square foot 

museum/retail facility. The development is generally located southeast of the 

intersection of Cucamonga Avenue at Chino Corona Road. Access to the project 

site will be provided by way of two full-access project roadways which will 

intersect the east side of Cucamonga Avenue and the south side of Chino 

Corona Road, respectively. Chino Corona Road is designated as a Collector 
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(40 feet of pavement in 66 feet of Right-of-way). The project roadway accessing 

Chino Corona Road will be aligned opposite the future alignment of Main Street 

in The Preserve, which is planned to extend southerly to Chino Corona Road. 

Additional detailed discussion of the roadway network features of the project and its 

traffic generation characteristics will be provided in subsequent sections of 

this report. 

Studv Area 

Pursuant to discussion with City of Chino staff, the following study area 

intersections, located in the County of San Bernardino, County of Riverside, and 

along the border between the two counties, are analyzed within this report (see 

Exhi bit l -C): 

County of San Bernardino: 

Central Avenue (NS) at: 

1. El Prado Road (EW) 

2. State Route (SR-) 71 Freeway Northbound Ramps (EW) 

3. SR-71 Freeway Southbound Ramps (EW) 

SR-71 Freeway Southbound Ramps (NS) at: 

4. Pine Avenue (EW) 

SR-71 Freeway Northbound Ramps (NS) at: 

5. Pine Avenue (EW) 

El Prado Road (NS) at: 

6. Kimball Avenue (EW) 

7. Pine Avenue (EW) 
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Mountain Avenue (NS) at: 

8. Kimball Avenue (EW) 

9. Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

10. Schaefer Avenue (EW) 

1 1. Edison Avenue (EW) 

12. Eucalyptus Avenue (EW) 

13. Merrill Avenue (EW) 

14. Kimball Avenue (EW) 

15. Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

16. Pine Avenue (EW) 
4 - 
I I. SR-71 Freeway Northbound Ramps (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83)iButterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

18. SR-71 Freeway Southbound Off-RampIShady View Drive (EW) 

Sultana Avenue (NS) at: 

19. Pine Avenue (EW) [Future intersection] 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

20. Kirnball Avenue (EW) 

21. Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road / Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

22. Pine Avenue (EW) 

Cucamonga Avenue (NS) at: 

23. Chino Corona Road (EW) 

52. Project Site Access Road (EW) [Future Intersection] 
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West Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

24. Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

25. Pine Avenue (EW) 

North West Project Site Access Road (NS) at: 

53. Chino Corona Road (EW) [Future lntersection] 

Main Street (NS) at: 

26. Kimball Avenue (EW) 

27. Preserve Loop (EW) 

28. Bickmore Avenue (EW) [Future lntersection] 

29. Pine Avenue (EW) [Future intersection] 

Main $treetiNorth East Project Site Access Roadway (NS) at: 

30. Chino Corona Road (EW) [Future intersection] 

East Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

31. Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

32. Pine Avenue (EW) 

Counties of San Bernardino/Fiiverside: 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

33. Kim ball Avenue!Limonite Avenue (EW) [Future ! ntersection] 

34. Pine AvenuelSchleisman Road (EW) 

35. Chino Corona RoadIChandler Street (EW) 

36. River Road (EW) 

County of Riverside: 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

37. Schleisman Road (EW) 

38. Chandler Street (EW) 

39. River Road (EW) 
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River Road (NS) at: 

40. Bluff Street (EW) 

41. Country Club AvenueISecond Street (EW) 

Lincoln Avenue (NS) at: 

42. Pomona Road 1 SR-91 Freeway Westbound Ramps (EW) 

43. SR-91 Freeway Eastbound Ramps (EW) 

Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

44. Schleisman Road (EW) 

Sumner Avenue (NS) at: 

45. Schleisman Road (EW) 

Cleveland Avenue (NS) at: 

46. Schleisman Road (EW) 

Hamner Avenue (NS) at: 

47. Schleisman Road (EW) 

Interstate (I-) 15 Freeway Southbound Ramps (NS) at: 

48. Limonite Avenue (EW) 

49. Schleisman Road (EW) 

1-1 5 Freeway Northbound Ramps (NS) at: 

50. Limonite Avenue (EW) 

51. Schleisman Road (EW) 

I .3 Anal~sis Methodologies 

This section of the report presents the methodologies used to perform the traffic 

analyses summarized in this report. The methodologies described are consistent 
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with the San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program traffic study 

guidelines. The following analysis timeframes are considered in this study: 

Existing Conditions 

0 2019 Interim Year Conditions (Without and With the Proposed Project) 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Conditions (Without and With the 

Proposed Project) 

Both the overall methodologies used to develop future traffic volume forecasts, and 

the explicit traffic operations analysis methodologies are summarized herein. The 

primary section of interest to the non-technically oriented reviewer is Section 1.4.2 

(Definition of Significant Impact). 

1.3.A Overall Analysis Methodoioav 

As described previously, traffic conditions are e\!aluated in this report for 

existing conditions and for two future horizon years. Urban Crossroads, Inc. 

conducted the actual traffic counts to quantify existing traffic conditions. The 

analysis considers the weekday AM and PM peak hours of traffic. 

Exhibit I -D  illustrates the overall General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) peak 

hour turning movement volume refinement process. Per direction of City 

staff, the General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Project traffic volumes 

have been derived from the subregional travel demand model currently 

being developed for long range planning in the City of Chino. 

This new City of Chino traffic model is being developed by Meyer, 

Mohaddes Associates ("MMA") as part of the City of Chino General Plan 

update. The City of Chino traffic model is based upon the Comprehensive 

Transportation Plan ("CTP") traffic model, which is maintained by the San 

Bernardino Associated GovernmentslSouthern California Association of 

Governments ("SANBAG"/"SCAG"). The new City of Chino traffic model 
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includes roadway network and socio-economic data ("SED") refinements for 

areas within the City of Chino, the New Model Colony (City of Ontario), and 

the Eastvale area (County of Riverside). 

This procedure (presented on Exhibit I-D) is applied for the City of Chino 

traffic model. The City of Chino traffic model uses an AM peak period-to- 

peak hour factor of 0.38 and a PM peak period-to-peak hour factor of 0.28 to 

determine the peak hour volumes. These factors represent the relationship 

of the highest single AM peak hour to the modeled 3 hour AM peak period 

(an even distribution would result in a factor of 0.33) and the highest single 

PM peak hour to the modeled 4 hour PM peak period (an even distribution 

would result in a factor of 0.25). 

The City of Chino traffic model has a base (validation) year of 2000 and a 

horizon (future forecast) year of General Plan Buildout (Post-2030). The 

difference in model volumes (General Plan Buildout. (Pnst-3030) - 3000) 

defines the growth in traffic between existing and General Plan Buildout 

(Post-2030) conditions, which in turn is used to determine the incremental 

growth that was added to the existing count data to determine the refined 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) roadway segment daily and peak hour 

approach and departure traffic volumes. 

The refined future peak hour approach and departure volumes obtained 

from these calculations are then entered into a spreadsheet program 

consistent with the National Cooperative Highway Research Program 

(NCHRP Report 255), along with initial estimates of turning movement 

proportions. A linear programming algorithm is used to calculate individual 

turning movements which match the known directional roadway segment 

forecast volumes computed in the previous step. This program computes a 

likely set of intersection turning movements from intersection approach 

counts and the initial turning proportions from each approach leg. A final 
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refinement step completed for this analysis was to compare the resulting 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) volumes to previously published long 

range volumes within the study area and adjust the General Plan Buildout 

(Post-2030) volumes to reflect reasonable growth (if necessary). 

As discussed with and agreed upon by City staff, the 2019 Interim Year 

without project traffic volumes are estimated by way of a socio-economic 

growth interpolation approach in order to avoid overstating other development 

traffic impacts and to develop 2019 lnterim Year traffic volumes that are 

consistent withheasonable compared to the growth expected between 

existing and General Piaii Buiidout (Post-2030) conditions. Land use ("LU") 

information for all of the identified other developments anticipated by 2019 

have been compiied. The LU information is then converted into SED. The 

other development SED is then compared with the socio-economic growth 

expected between existing and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions, 

based on traffic mode! data, resulting in a 2019 lnterim Year growth factor. 

The 2019 lnterim Year without project traffic volumes are then derived by 

interpolating between existing and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) without 

project traffic volumes, based on this growth factor. 

Other development information for the 201 9 lnterim Year has been compiled 

for the subareas anticipated to experience substantiai growth within and in the 

vicinity of the City of Chino. These subareas include the Chino Agricultural 

Preserve Subareas 1 and 2, the remainder of the City of Chino, the New 

Model Colony in the City of Ontario, and the Eastvale Community Plan area in 

the County of Riverside. The SED growth expected from the 2019 lnterim 

Year other developments located in these subareas is used as the basis for 

interpolating. 

By this method, the lnterim Year traffic volumes will correspond well with both 

existing and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) traffic volumes and be 
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representative of the level of development expected by 201 9 lnterim Year 

conditions. There are 79 other surrounding developments (see Exhibit 4-A) 

that will be included in the lnterim Year volume development (projects are 

expected to be constructed and fully occupied by 2019). Another step was 

taken to specifically include the College Park development, as requested 

by the City of Chino. College Park only volumes from the Traffic Impact 

Analysis Specific Plan for the Development of State Surplus Property from 

the California Institution for Men (April 2003) were extracted and 

superimposed on the lnterim Year traffic volumes (that were strictly based 

on Existing to General Plan Buildout interpolation). Final lnterim Year 

volumes were reviewed and adjusted upwards to ensure a 1% and 3% 

ambient growth rate for 13 years (2006 to 2019), for the Central Avenue 

and Euclid Avenue corridors, respectively. Finaiiy, the resuiting 2019 

Without Project volumes were compared to Buildout (Post-2030) Without 

Project volumes and the Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project volumes 

were adjusted upward to ensure that no negative growth occurs from 

I nterim Year (20 1 9) With Project to buildout (Post-2030) Without Project 

conditions. 

Project traffic volumes for the future conditions projections were estimated 

using a manual approach described in the CMP traffic study guidelines. The 

project trip generation has been calculated in accordance with the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers ("ITE") publication Trip Generation (7th Edition, 

2003), for Land Use Codes ("LUC") 210 - Single Family Detached Housing, 

LUC 230 - Residential Condominium/Townhouse, LUC 814 - Museum1 

Retail, LUC 560 - Church, and LUC 41 1 - Park. The City of Chino traffic 

model has been used to evaluate the distribution and likely travel routes of 

project traffic under General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. A select 

zone (trip distribution) analysis for the Edgewater Communities project was 

performed using the model for the General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

horizon year. The 2019 lnterim Year trip distribution was developed based 
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on the geographical location of the site, the location of surrounding uses, 

the proximity to the regional freeway system, local traffic patterns, and 

future development. The project trip distribution patterns have been 

reviewed and refined as necessary. 

1.3.2 Traffic Operations Analvsis 

The current technical guide to the evaluation of traffic operations is the 2000 

Highway Capacit~ Manual (HCM) (Transportation Research Board Special 

Report 209). The HCM defines level of service as a qualitative measure 

which describes operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally in 

terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 

interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety. The criteria used to 

evaluate LOS (Level of Service) conditions vary based on the t YPe of 

roadway and whether the traffic flow is considered interrupted or 

uninterrupted. 

The definitions of level of service for uninterrupted flow (flow unrestrained by 

the existence of traffic control devices) are: 

LOS "A" represents free Row; Individual users are virtually 

unaffected by the presence of others in the traffic stream. 

LOS "B" is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other 

users in the traffic stream begins to be noticeable. Freedom to 

select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but there is a slight 

decline in the freedom to maneuver. 

0 LOS "C" is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of 

the range of flow in which the operation of individual users 

becomes significantly affected by interactions with others in the 

traffic stream. 
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LOS "D" represents high-density but stable flow. Speed and 

freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and the driver 

experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience. 

e LOS "EM represents operating conditions at or near the capacity 

level. All speeds are reduced to a low, but relatively uniform 

value. Small increases in flow will cause breakdowns in traffic 

roveme~t .  

0 LOS "F" is used to define forced or breakdown flow. This 

condition exists wherever the amount of traffic approaching a 

point exceeds the amount which can traverse the point. Queues 

form behind such locations. 

Uninterrupted flow is generally feu nd oi7iy on limited access (freeway) 

facilities in urban areas. 

The definitions of level of service for interrupted traffic flow (flow restrained 

by the existence of traffic signals and other traffic control devices) differ 

slightly depending on the type of traffic control. The level of service is 

typically dependent on the quality of traffic flow at the intersections along a 

roadway. The HCM methodology expresses the level of service at an 

intersection in terms of delay time for the various intersection approaches. 

The HCM uses different procedures depending on the type of intersection 

control. The levels of service determined in this study are determined using 

the HCM methodology. 

For signalized intersections, average stopped delay per vehicle for the 

overall intersection is used to determine level of service. Levels of service at 

signalized study intersections have been evaluated using the HCM 

intersection analysis program. 

For all way stop ("AWS") controlled intersections, the ability of vehicles to 

enter the intersection is not controlled by the occurrence of gaps in the traffic 
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flow along the major street. The AWS controlled intersection has been 

evaluated using the HCM methodology for this type of multi-way stop 

controlled intersection configuration. The level of service for this type of 

intersection analysis is also based on average stopped delay per vehicle for 

the overall intersection. 

Study area intersections which are stop sign controlled with stop control on 

the minor street only (cross street stop ("CSS")) have been analyzed using 

the two-way stop controlled unsignalized intersection methodology of the 

HCM. For these intersections, the calculation of level of service is 

dependent on the occurrence of gaps occurring in the traffic flow along the 

major street. 

The level of service has been calculated using data collected describing the 

intersection configuration and traffic volumes at signalized intersections to 

calculate average intersection delay. The level of service for unsignalized 

intersections with stop-controi on the minor street only is based on stopped 

delay per vehicle for the worst minor street movement(s). 

The levels of service are defined in terms of delay for each intersection 

analysis methodology as follows: 

AVERAGE TOTAL 
DELAY PER VEHICLE 

(SECONDS) 

LEVEL OF 
SERVICE SIGNALIZED UNSIGNALIZED 

A 0 to 10.00 0 to 10.00 

F 80.01 and up 50.01 and up 
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Per CMP guidelines, signalized intersections are considered deficient 

(LOS "F") if the overall intersection critical volu me-to-capacity ("VIC") ratio 

equals or exceeds 1 .O, even if the level of service defined by the delay value 

is below the defined LOS standard. The V/C ratio is defined as the critical 

volumes divided by the intersection capacity. A V/C ratio greater than 1.0 

implies an infinite queue. 

The LO§ analysis for signalized intersections has been performed using 

optimized signal timing. This analysis has included an assumed lost time of 

two seconds per phase in accordance with San Bernardino CMP 

recommended default values. However, for the signalized intersections 

within Riverside County, a lost time of four seconds per phase was assumed 

in accordance with the Riverside County Transportation Department Traffic 

Impact Analysis guidelines. Signal timing optimization has considered 

pedestrian safety and signal coordination requirements. Appropriate time for 

pedestrian crossings has also been considered in the signalized intersedion 

analysis. 

The following formula has been used to calculate the pedestrian minimum 

times for all HCM runs, pursuant to the 2003 Manual of Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices ("MUTCD"): 

[(Curb-to-Curb distance) / (4 feetlsecond)] + 5 seconds 

Saturation flow rates of 1,800 vehicles per hour of green (vphg) for through 

and right-turn lanes and 1,700 vphg for single left-turn lanes, 1,600 vphg per 

lane for dual left-turn lanes, and 1,500 vphg per lane for triple left-turn lanes 

have been assumed for all capacity analysis in San Bernardino County 

under existing and 2019 Interim Year conditions. Under General Plan 

Buildout (Post-2030) conditions in San Bernardino County, saturation flow 

rates of 1,900 vphg for through and right-turn lanes and 1,800 vphg for 
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single left-turn lanes, 1,700 vphg per lane for dual left-turn lanes, and 1,600 

vphg per lane for triple left-turn lanes have generally been assumed. In 

Riverside County, saturation flow rates of 1,900 vphg are standard for all 

lane configurations. These are the default values recommended by the San 

Bernardino CMP and Riverside County traffic study guidelines. 

As required by the San Bernardino CMP, the peak hour traffic volumes have 

been adjusted to peak 15 minute volumes for analysis purposes using the 

existing observed peak 15 minute to peak hour factors for all scenarios 

analyzed. Where feasible improvements, in accordance with the local 

jurisdiction's General Plan, which result in acceptable operations cannot be 

identified, the General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) and 2019 Interim Year 

peak hour factor has been adjusted upwards to 0.95. This is specificaiiy 

allowed in the San Bernardino CMP guidelines to account for the effects of 

congestion on peak spreading under future year conditions. Peak spreading 

refers to the tendency of traffic to spread more evenly across time as 

congestion increases. For intersections located in Riverside County, the 

guidelines dictate that a peak hour factor of 1.0 should be used under 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. 

Definition of Deficiency 

The following definitions of deficiencies have been developed in accordance with 

the City of Chino, County of San Bernardino CMP, and County of Riverside 

requirements. 

1 .4.1 Definition of Deficiency 

The definition of an intersection deficiency has been obtained from the City 

of Chino General Plan. The City of Chino General Plan states that peak 

hour intersection operations of LOS "D" or better are generally acceptable. 
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Therefore, any City of Chino intersection operating at LOS "E" or LOS "F" 

will be considered deficient. Analysis per lane movement (not by average 

approach) for any movement that goes from LOS D to LOS E/F will also be 

considered as potential project responsibility for mitigation. 

For the County of Riverside, LOS "C" must be maintained along all County 

maintained roadways and state highways. As an exception, LOS "D" may 

be permitted in Community Development areas, at the intersections of any 

combination of secondary highways, major highways, arterials, urban 

arterials, expressways, conventional state highways or freeway ramp 

intersections. Ail Riverside County analysis locations are located within 

Community Development areas. Per CMP direction, state controlled 

facilities (state highways, freeway ramp intersection, etc.) are subject to local 

jurisdiction traffic operations requirements, with no greater than a 45 second 

average stopped delay per vehicle during peak hour operations (middle of 

LOS "D"). 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This section describes the Edgewater Communities project land uses and traffic 

characteristics for each of the future horizon years analyzed. The final subsection 

discusses non-motorized transportation facilities (transit, bicycle and equestrian trails, and 

paseos and pedestrian trails). 

2. i Proiect Description 

The Edgewater Communities residential development is proposed to consist of a 

maximum of 1,074 residential dwelling units, with a breakdown of 537 single- 

family detached homes and 537 residential condominium/townhouse dwelling 

units. The site may also include up to 15 acres of community (City) parks, a 

15,200-square foot church, along with a 6,500-square foot museum facility 

(conservatively represented as specialty retail use in this study). The 

development is generally located southeast of the intersection of Cucamonga 

Avenue at Chino Corona Road. Access to the project site (per Alternative 1) wiii 

be provided by way of two full-access project roadways which will intersect the 

east side of Cucamonga Avenue and the south side of Chino Corona Road, 

respectively. The project roadway accessing Chino Corona Road will be aligned 

opposite the future alignment of Main Street in The Preserve, which is planned to 

extend southerly to Chino Corona Road. The site plan for the proposed 

Edgewater Communities residential development was previously presented on 

Exhibit 1 -B. 

2.2 Proiect Traffic 

The traffic related to the project has been calculated in accordance with the 

following accepted procedural steps: 

Trip Generation 

0 Trip Distribution 

* Trip Assignment 
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These steps are described in detail below. 

In order to develop the traffic characteristics of the proposed project 

alternatives, trip-generation statistics published in the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (7" Edition, 2003) manual for 

similar land uses as those proposed were used. The ITE Trip ,erstion 

Manual does not include data for museum uses. ITE Land Use Code ("LUC") 

814-Specialty Retail, with the independent variable of gross floor area equal to 

6.5 thousand square feet (TSF), has been used to conservatively represent 

this land use in the study. ITE LUC 210 - Single-Family Detached Housing, 

with the independent variable of number of dwelling units equal to 537, ITE 

LUC 230 - Residential Condominium/Townhouse, with the independent 

variable of number of dwelling units equal to 537, ITE LUC 814 - Specialty 

Retail, with the independent variable of 65 TSF (used to represent the 

potential Museum), ITE LUC 560 - Church, with the independent variable of 

gross floor area equal to 15.2 TSF, and ITE LUC 41 1 - City Parks, with the 

independent variable of acres equal to 15 acres, were also used to develop 

the traffic characteristics of the planned Edgewater Communities residential 

de\~e!oprnent. Table 2-1 presents the trip generation rates used to generate 

the peak hour and daily traffic volumes the project. Per the ITE Trip 

Generation manual, the weekday trip generation rates for churches include 

day care or extended care activities during the week. 

Both the average rates and rates developed from the fitted curve equation in 

the Trip Generation manual have been calculated. The higher rates 

(average rates) were used to calculate the traffic characteristics in order to 

provide a more conservative analysis of project impacts. No trip generation 

estimates have been included for the open space portions of the Edgewater 

Communities residential development. The open space areas, which will 

potentially include equestrian and walking paths, are passive 
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areas for use by residents and are not expected to generate vehicular traffic 

tolfrom the project site. 

Table 2-2 summarizes the trip generation for the Proposed Project and 

Project Alternatives. The Edgewater Communities Proposed Project 

residential development is anticipated to generate a total of 8,736 trip-ends 

per day, with 694 vehicles per hour ("VPH") during the AM peak hour and 

864 VPH during the PM peak hour. The higher total peak hour trips 

generated by the project occur in the PM peak hour. 

Four additional project alternatives will also be considered for trip 

generation evaluation purposes only. Alternative 1 is the "No Project" 

alternative. Therefore, no trip generation evaluation is shown for 

Aiternative 'I. Aiternative 2 (Agricultural Preservation through Reduced 

Development Footprint) is comprised sf 26 single-family detached homes, 

342 residential condominiumltownhouse dwelling units, 6,500-square foot 

museumlretail, and a 15,200-square foot church. The resulting project trip 

generation for this alternative is presented on Table 2-2. As presented on 

Table 2-2, this project alternative is calculated to generate approximately 

2,703 trip-ends per day, with 226 VPH during the AM peak hour and 247 

VPH during the PM peak hour. Since active dairy farming already occurs 

on the project site, no additional traffic wouid be generated by the 

agricultural uses being preserved as part of this alternative. 

Alternative 3 (Biological Restoration) is comprised of 334 single-family 

detached homes, 561 residential condominiumltown house dwelling units, 

6,500-square foot museumlretail, and a 15,200-square foot church. The 

resulting project trip generation for this alternative is also presented on 

Table 2-2. As presented on Table 2-2, this project alternative is calculated 

to generate approximately 6,933 trip-ends per day, with 553 VPH during 

the AM peak hour and 671 VPH during the PM peak hour. 
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Alternative 4 (ViewILake) is comprised of 342 single-family detached 

homes, 445 residential condominiumltownhouse dwelling units, 6,500- 

square foot museumlretail, and a 15,200 square foot church. The 

resulting project trip generation for this alternative is also presented on 

Table 2-2. As presented on Table 2-2, this project alternative is calculated 

to generate approximately 6,331 trip-ends per day, with 508 VPH during 

the AM peak hour and 618 VPH during the PM peak hour. 

The trip generation for either of the project alternatives is less than the trip 

generation for the Proposed Project. Alternative 1 is the "no project" 

alternative and therefore, does not have any trip generation evaluations 

prepared. The Alternative 2 (Agricultural Preservation) total peak hour or 

daily trip generation is approximately 29% to 33% of the Proposed Project 

trip generation. The Aternative 3 (Biological Restoration) total peak hour 

or daily trip generation is approximately 78% to 80% of the Alternative 1 

trip generation. The Alternative 4 (LakeNiew) total peak hour or daily trip 

generation is approximately 72% to 73% of the Alternative 1 trip 

generation. Based on the trip generation comparisons, the project 

alternatives would still result in cumulative impacts, however the 

cumulative impact would be reduced in proportion to the reduction in 

project trip generation. 

2.2.2 Project Trip Distribution and Assi~nment 

The General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) project trip distribution and 

assignment process represents the directional orientation of traffic to and 

from the project site. Trip distribution is heavily influenced by the 

geographical location of the site, the location of surrounding uses, and the 

proximity to the regional highwaylfreeway system. The City of Chino 

traffic model has been used to evaluate the distribution and likely travel 

routes of the local traffic. A select zone (trip distribution) analysis for the 

Edgewater Communities residential development was performed using the 
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model for the Horizon Year (General Plan Buildout (Post-2030)). The 

General Plan Buildout trip distribution was then reviewed and refined to 

reflect anticipated future traffic patterns. 

The General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) project traffic distribution patterns 

are shown on Exhibit 2-A and 2-8 for AM peak hour and PM peak 

hourldaily conditions, respectively. As illustrated on Exhibit 2-A and 243, 

approximately 37 percent of the daily project-related traffic will be distributed 

tolfrom the west of the site via Pine Avenue, with 9 percent oriented tolfrom 

the north on Cucamonga Avenue (Mill Creek Road), 13-20 percent tolfrom 

the north on Main Street, 12 percent to/from the north on Heilman Avenue, 

5 percent tolfrom the east on Chandler Street, 11 percent tolfrom the south on 

Heiiman AvenueiRiver Road, and 4 percent toifrorn various areas within The 

Preserve that are not primarily served by Main Street. 

The 2019 Interim Year project trip distribution pattern was heavily 

influenced by the geographical location of the site, the location of 

surrounding uses, the proximity to the regional freeway system, local traffic 

patterns, and known future development, and therefore differs from the 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) trip distribution pattern. Certain major 

roadway improvement projects are funded and expected to be completed 

to full occupancy, including the extension of Pine Avenue east of Euciid 

Avenue to the SR-71 Freeway, and the extension of Schleisman Road east 

of Sumner Road to a new interchange with the 1-15 Freeway. The 2019 

Interim Year project traffic distribution pattern is shown on Exhibit 2-C. As 

illustrated on Exhibit 2-C, approximately 46 percent of the project-related 

traffic will be distributed tolfrorn the west of the site via Pine Avenue, with 21 

percent oriented tolfrom the north on Cucamonga Avenue (Mill Creek Road), 

4 percent tolfrorn the north on Hellman Avenue, 14 percent tolfrom the east 

on Chandler Street, 10 percent tolfrom the south on Hellman AvenueIRiver 

Road, and 5 percent tolfrom various areas within The Preserve. 
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Comparing the Interim Year (2019) and Buildout (Post-2030) trip 

distribution patterns, the Interim Year project trip distribution reflects the 

need for project traffic to travel farther prior to completion of full 

development of The Preserve Specific Plan and other major developments 

in the study area. Higher trip distribution proportions are especially evident 

on the SR-71 Freeway corridor (both north and south) and along Euclid 

Avenue to the north. 

It should be noted that the actual alignment configuration for Main Street, 

north of Chino Corona Road has not been finalized. A special queuing 

analysis will be required and prepared once an actual alignment is 

available. 

2.2.3 Project Only Traffic Volume Forecasts 

The Edgewater Communities project only traffic forecasts have been 

generated by applying the trip generation, distribution and traffic assignment 

calculations. 

The General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Proposed Project only ADT volumes 

are presented on Exhibit 2-D. Similarly, the General Plan Buildout (Post- 

2030) Aiternat~ve 2 (Agricultural Preservation through Reduced 

Development Footprint) and Alternative 3 (Biological Restoration), 

Alternative 4 (ViewILake) project only ADT volumes are shown on Exhibits 

2-E, 2-F, and 2-G, respectively. Alternative 1 (No Project) is not expected to 

generate any new traffic. The highest project only daily traffic volumes 

occur along the primary access routes in the immediate vicinity of the 

project. Project only traffic volumes (trip assignment) are calculated by 

multiplying the number of project trips by the project's trip distribution at 

that location. For example, for daily conditions during General Plan 

Buildout (Post-2030), 37% of the project's daily traffic at General Plan 
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Buildout (Post-2030) will enterlexit the proposed development at 

Cucamonga Avenue. By taking 37% and multiplying that by the total 

number of daily trips (8,736 vehicles), the Cucamonga access road will 

serve approximately 3,233 vehicles on an average weekday. The project 

traffic disperses rapidly, with less than 1,000 VPD anticipated on major 

regional access routes such as Euclid Avenue and Schleisman Avenue. 

Similar traffic patterns, with proportionally lower traffic volumes, are 

anticipated for Alternative 2 (Agricultural Preservation Through Reduced 

Development Footprint), Alternative 3 (Biological Restoration) and 

Alternative 4 (View/Lake). 

The General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Proposed Project only AM and PM 

peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are depicted on Exhibits 

2-H and 2-1, respectively. The General Plan Proposed Project only peak 

hour traffic volumes reflect the same characteristics as the daily traffic 

volumes discussed previously. The General Plan Proposed Project only 

peak hour traffic volumes at the far edges of the study area (locations 

such as the SR-71 Freeway / Central Avenue interchange, the 1-15 

Freeway / Limonite Avenue interchange, and the SR-91 Lincoln Avenue 

interchange) are much lower than the San Bernardino CMP traffic study 

guideline threshold of 50 peak hour trips, illustrating the emphasis in the 

study on ensuring that all potential project impacts have been adequately 

considered. 

The 2019 lnterim Year Proposed Project only ADT volumes are presented 

on Exhibit 2-J. The 201 9 Interim Year project Alternative 1 only AM and PM 

peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are depicted on 

Exhibits 2-K and 24 ,  respectively. As discussed previously, the relative 

lack of nearby development results in higher traffic volumes along Euclid 

Avenue and the SR-71 Freeway. 
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2.2.4 Non-Motorized Transportation 

The proposed project will accommodate pedestrian, bicycle, and 

equestrian movements on-site or along the project perimeter. Transit 

service is not expected on-site, although it may be desirable to 

accommodate a transit stop on Chino Corona Road in the vicinity of the 

primary project access. 

Pedestrian activities will be accommodated through sidewalks along the 

various major streets within the project site, including the primary entry 

roads and the loop road providing access to the southerly portion of the 

site. Pedestrian trails will also be provided along the Urban Fringe Buffer 

zone that will be located along the western, southern, and eastern 

boundaries of the project. Pedestrian trails are also envisioned around the 

major lakes that will be created oc-site, 

Bicycle facilities of two types are anticipated. On-street bicycle facilities 

would be provided along the roads leading to and from the two main 

entries to the project site. Bicyclists could also utilize the various local 

streets, although dedicated lmarked bicycle facilities are not provided. 

Bicycles would also be accommodated on a joint use trail with pedestrians 

within the urban Fringe Buffer zone that wiii be iocated aiong the western, 

southern, and eastern boundaries of the project. 

Equestrian trail facilities, separate from the proposed pedestrian I bicycle 

joint use trail, would also be provided within the Urban Fringe Buffer zone 

that will be located along the western, southern, and eastern boundaries 

of the project. 
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section of the report summarizes existing roadway and traffic conditions in the study 

area. All General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) analysis locations which exist today have 

been analyzed. The number of through travel lanes for existing roadways and intersection 

controls are presented, along with existing traffic count data collected for this study. This 

data was used to analyze existing traffic operations within the study area. Existing plans 

for roadway improvements are also described in this section. 

3.1 Existing Roadwav Svstem and Dailv Traffic Volumes 

The number of through travel lanes for existing roadways and intersection controls 

within the study area are presented on Exhibit 3-A. Roadway median treatments 

are also depicted on Exhibit 3-A. A divided roadway has a median that is either 

painted or physically separated (raised concrete island or curbs). The study area 

roadways in the immediate vicinity of the project site are a!! two lane undivided 

roadways, consistent with the current agricultural setting. Major regional facilities 

within the study area include the SR-91 Freeway, the SR-71 Freeway, the 1-15 

Freeway, and Euclid Avenue (SR-83). Study area conditions continue to change 

in this rapidly developing area. A west leg has been constructed at the 

intersection of Euclid Avenue (NS) at Merri!! Avenue (EW). The new west leg 

provides access only to the Chino Institution for Men (CIM). Also, Hellman 

Avenue has been constructed between Pine Avenue and Kimball Avenue. 

Exhibit 3-B depicts the current average daily traffic (ADT) volumes in the study 

area. Existing ADT volumes have been obtained from the latest automatic traffic 

recorder counts (see Appendix "A") or have been estimated by factoring up peak 

hour counts conducted for Urban Crossroads, Inc. using the following formula for 

each intersection leg: 

(AM Peak Hour + PM Peak Hour Intersection Leg Volumes) / (7.5% + 8.0%) = Daily 

Leg Volume 
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EXHIBIT 3-A 
ROUGH LANES 
ON CONTROLS 

CHINO AV. 

NOTE: THE WEST LEG OF INTERSECTION 13 (MINOR ACCESS 
TO THE CHINO INSTITUTION FOR MEN) DID NOT EXIST 
AT THE TIME DATA WAS COLLECTED. 

NOTE: THE NORTH LEG OF INTERSECTION 34 DID NOT EXISTAT THE TIME DATA WAS COLLECTED. 
I HOWEVER, THE NORTH LEG DOES EXIST FOR ALL FUTURE SCENARIOS ANALYZED. 
- --------- -- ---.- 
Edgewater Communities Traffic Impact Analysis 
Cify of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:27) 

3-2 ' @  <!%!i!&!4 
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EXHIBIT 3-A 
BER OF THROUGH LANES 
NTERSECTI NTRO 

a OF 

CENTRAL AV. & 
EL PRABO RB. 

CENTRAL AV. & 
SR-71 FWY. NB RAMPS 

SR-71 F W .  NB RAMPS & 
PINE AV. 

EL PRADO RD. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

EL PRADO RD. & 
PfNE AV. 

I\/1QUIVTB!!$ AV, & 
KIMBALL AV. 

MOUNTAIN AV. & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EUCLlD AV. (SR-83) & 
MERRILL AV. 

EUCLl5 AV. fSR-83) & 
SR-71 FWY. NB RAMPS 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
SCHAEFER AV. 

EUCLtD AV. (SR-83) & 
KIMBALL AV. 

EUCLlD AV. fSR-8311 
BUTTERFIELD RANf H RD. 

& SR-71 FWY. SB 
OFF-RAMP/SHADY VIEW DR. 

CENTRAL AV. & SR-71 F W .  SB RAMPS & 
SR-7'1 F W .  SB RAMPS PINE AY. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
EDISON AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
EUCALYPTUS AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
PlNE AV. 

SULTANA AV. & 
PINE AV. 

MILL CREEK RD. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

----- -- 
Edge water Communities Traffic lmpa ct Analysis 
Cify of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:excon) 

3-3 URBAN 
C1%055110R05 
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MILL CREEK RD. & 
BICKMORE AV. 

WEST PRESERVE LOOP & 
PINE AV. 

MAIN ST. & 
PlNE AV. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

ARCHIBALD ST. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

EXHIBIT 3-A 
NG NUMBER OF THROUGH LANES 

NTERSECT 

CHINO CORONA RD. & 
PlNE AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
CHlNO CORONA RD. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
PlNE AV./SCHLEISMAN RD. 

ARCHIBALD ST. & 
CHANDLER ST. 

CUCAMONGA AV. & 
CHINO CORONA RD. 

WEST PRESERVE LOOP & 
BlCKMORE AV. 

MAlN ST. 81 
PRESERVE LOOP 

/ DOES 

i NOT 

MAlN ST. & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EAST PRESERVE LOOP 81 EAST PRESERVE LOOP & 
BlCKMORE AV. PINE AV. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
CHINO CORONA RD./ 

CHANDLER ST. 

ARCHIBALD ST. & 
RIVER RD. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
RlVER RD. 

RIVER RD. & 
BLUFF ST. 

-- -- 
Edgewater Communities Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:excon) 

3-4 URBAN 
CROCSRCIADB 
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EXHIBIT 3-A 

RIVER RD. & 
COUNTRY CLUB LM./ 

SECOND ST. 

SL!MI?EP. AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

/ DOES \ 

1-15 FWY. SB RAMPS & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

BER OF 
NTERSE 

LINCOLN AV. & LINCOLN AV. & HARRISON AV. & 
POMOFIA RD./ SR-91 F ~ Y .  EE RAMPS SCHLEfSMAN RD. 

SR-91 FWY. WB RAMPS 

CLEVELAND AV; & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

HAMNER AV. & 1-15 FWY. SB RAMPS & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. LIMONITE AV. 

NOT 
EXIST 

1-15 F W .  NB RAMPS & 1-15 FWY. NB RAMPS & 
LIMONITE AV. SCHLEISMAN RD. 

LEGEND: 

57 = INTERSECTION NUMBER 

RTO = RIGHT TURN OVERLAP 

DEF = DEFACTO RIGHT TURN LANE 

A-- = FREE RIGHT TURN 

* NOTE: THE WEST LEG OF INTERSECTION 13 (MINOR ACCESS 

I TO THE CHINO INSTITUTION FOR MEN) DID NOT EXlST 
AT THE TIME DATA WAS COLLECTED. 

'* NOTE: THE NORTH LEG OF iNTERSECTlON 34 DID NOT EXISTAT THE TIME DATA WAS COLLECTED. 
HOWEVER, THE NORTH LEG DOES EXlST FOR ALL FUTURE SCENARIOS ANALYZED. 

---- - -- - ------- 
Edgewater Communitjes Trafic Impact Analysis 
Cify of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:excon) 
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EXHIBIT 3-B 
NG AVERAGE DA LY TRRFF 

/ LEGEND: 

Edgewater Communifies Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:29) 
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In the above formula, the constants of 7.5% and 8.0% are calculated AM and PM 

Peak Hour-to-ADT ratios based on the actual count data collected and included in 

Appendix "A". Chino Corona Road adjacent to the project site carries 7,500 

vehicles per day ("VPD") under existing conditions. Pine Avenue between Chino 

Corona Road and Euclid Avenue carries 16,000 VPD. The highest arterial 

roadway daily traffic volumes within the study area occur at locations relatively 

distant from the project, including Euclid Avenue, which carries 29,400 VPD north 

of Edison Avenue, Limonite Avenue, which carries 33,100 VPD east of Hamner 

Avenue, and Central Avenue, which carries 31,800 VPD south of the SR-71 

Freeway. 

Existing Beak Hour Traffic voiumes 

The existing AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are 

presented on Exhibits 3-C and 3-D, respectively. Existing intersection level of 

service ("LOS") calculations are based upon manual AM and PM peak hour turning 

movement counts conducted specifically for Urban Crossroads, Inc. Traffic count 

worksheets are included in Appendix "A". The AM peak hour traffic volumes were 

determined by counting the two-hour period from 7:00 to 9:00 AM on a typical 

weekday. Similarly, the PM peak hour traffic volumes were identified by counting 

the two-hour period from 4:00 to 6:00 PM on a typical weekday. Per City direction, 

the counts include the vehicle classification as shown below per the requirements 

of SANBAG and the San Bernardino CMP. 

6 Passenger cars 

Buseslrecreational vehicles (2-axle) 

0 3-axle heavy vehicles 

4-axle heavy vehicles 
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EXHIBIT 3-42 
NG AM PEAR HOUR NPERSECP E 

3 

CENTRAL AV. & 
EL PRADO RD. 

CENTRAL AV. & 
SR-71 FWY, hlB RAMPS 

CENTRAL AV. & 
SR-71 F W .  5B RAMPS 

SR-71 F W .  SB RAMPS & 
PINE AV. 

SR-71 FWY. NB RAMPS & 
PlNE AV. 

EL PRADO RD. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

EL PRADO RD. & 
PINE AV. 

MOUNTAIN AV. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

MOUNTAIN AV. & 
BICKMOUE AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
SCHAEFER AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
EDISON AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
EUCALYPTUS AV. 

f 6  

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
MEURILL AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
KIMBALL AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
PlNE AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83)/ 
BUTTERFIELD RANCH RD. 

&SR-71 FWY.SB 
OFF-RAMP/SWADY VIEW DR. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
SR-71 FWY. NB RAMPS 

SULTANA AV. & 
PlNE AV. 

MILL CREEK RD. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

Edgewafer Communities Traffic impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:ex-amvol) 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 
NG AM PEAK HOUR NTEWSECT MES E 

GE 2 3 

\,<;k) 
. 

CHINO CORONA RD. & 
PINE AV. 

CUCAMONGA AV. & 
CHINO CORONA RD. 

MILL CREEK RD. & 
BICKMORE AV, 

WEST PRESERVE LOOP & 
BICKMORE AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
PRESERVE LOOP 

WEST PRESERVE LOOP & 
PlNE AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EXIST EXIST 

DOES ( ;nT 

MAlN ST. & 
PlNE AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
CHINO CORONA RD. 

EAST PRESERVE LOOP & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EAST PRESERVE LOOP & 
PlNE AV. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
RIVER RD, 

HELLMAN AV. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
PINE AV./SCHLEISMAN RD. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
CHINO CORONA RD./ 

CHANDLER ST. 

ARCH1 BALD ST. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

ARCHIBALD ST. & 
CHANDLER ST. 

ARCHIBALD S f .  & 
RIVER RD. 

RIVER RD. & 
BLUFF ST. 

--" 

Edgewater Communities Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:ex-amvol) 
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EXHIBIT 3°C 
N6 AM PEAK HOUR NTERSECT E 

3 

RIVER RD, & 
COUNTRY CLUB L?4 J 

SECOND ST. 

LINCOLN AV. & 
POMONA RD. 

LINCOLN AV. & 
SR-91 FWY. E% RAMPS 

HARRISON AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

SUMVINE!? AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

CLE?ELAII!D AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

HAMNER A?. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

!-?5 F'W. SB RAMPS & 
LIMONITE AV. 

/' 
DOES 

\ 

1-15 FVVY. SB RAMPS & 
SCHLEfSMAN RD. 

1-15 FWY. NB RAMPS & 
LIMONITE AV. 

1-15 FWY. NB RAMPS & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

-____-- 
~d~ewafer-~ommunities%fic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:ex-amvol) 
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CENTRAL AV. & 
EL PRABQ RD, 

CENTRAL AV. & 
SR-77 FWY. NB RAMPS 

CENTRAL AV. & 
SR-71 FWY. SB RAMPS 

SR-71 FWY. SB RAMPS & 
PlNE AV. 

SR-71 F M .  NB RAMPS & 
PlNE AV. 

EL PRADO RD. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

EL PRADO RD. & 
PlNE AV. 

MOUNTAIN AV. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

u/ 
EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 

SCHAEFER AV. 
MOUNTAIN AV. & 

BICKMORE AV. 
EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 

EDISON AV. 
EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 

EUCALYPTUS AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
MERRILL AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
KIMBALL AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
BICKMORE AV. 

EUCLID AV. (SR-83) & 
PINE AV. 

EXIST u 
EUCLID AV. (SR-83)/ 

BUTTERFIELD RANCH RD. 
& SR-71 FWY. SB 

OFF-RAMP/SHADY VIEW DR. 

SULTANA AV. & 
PlNE AV. 

EUCLlD AV. (SR-83) & 
SR-71 FWY. NB RAMPS 

MILL CREEK RD. & 
KIM BALL AV. 

Edgewafer Communities Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (.IN - 4369:ex-pmvol) 
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NG PM PEAK HOUR NTERSECT 

MILL CREEK RD. & 
BICKMQRE AV. 

CHINO CORONA RD. & 
PlNE AV. 

CUCAMONGA AV. & 
CHINO CORONA RD. 

WEST PRESERVE LOOP & 
BICKMORE AV. 

672- 

WEST PRESERVE LOOP & 
PlNE AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

MAlN ST. & 
PRESERVE LOOP 

MAlN ST. & 
BICKMORE AV. 

\ 
DOES \ 
NST 

EX1 ST 1 
/ 

MAIN ST. & 
PlNE AV. 

MAIN ST. & 
CHINO CORONA RD. 

EAST PRESERVE LOOP & 
BICKMBRE AV. 

EAST PRESERVE LOOP & 
PINE AV. 

33 ,-, 

EXIST i - 
HELLMAN AV. & 

CHINO CORONA RD./ 
CHANDLER ST. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
KIMBALL AV. 

HELLMAM AV. & 
PlNE AV./SCHLEISMAN RD. 

HELLMAN AV. & 
RIVER RD. 

ARCH1 BALD ST. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

ARCHIBALD ST. & 
CHANDLER ST. 

ARCHIBALD ST. & 
RIVER RD. 

RIVER RD. & 
BLUFF ST. 

Edgewater Communities Ti-affic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:expmval) 

3-1 2 URBAN 
CRUbSKOAUS 

J–80



EXHIBIT 3-D 
N6 PM PEAK HOUR NPERSECT 

RIVER RD. & 
COUNTRY CLUB LN:/ 

SECOND ST. 

SUMNER AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

NOT 
EXIST 

J 

1-15 RNY. SB RAMPS & 
SCH LEISMAN RD. 

LINCOLN AV. & 
POMONA RD. 

CLEVELAND AV, & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

1-1 5 FWY. NB RAMPS & 
LIMON IPE AV. 

LINCOLN AV. & 
SR-91 FWY. EB RAMPS 

HAMNER AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

NOT 
EXIST 

1-15 FWY. NB RAMPS & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

HARRISON AV. & 
SCHLEISMAN RD. 

1-15 FWY. SB RAMPS & 
LIMONITE AV, 

Edgewater Communities Traffic Impact Analysis 
City of Chino, CA (JN - 4369:ex-pmvol) 
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The overall existing count volumes illustrated on the exhibits and used for the 

analysis for the study are calculated passenger car equivalent (PCE) volumes. 

PCE factors of 1.5 for buseslrecreational vehicles, 2.0 for 3-axle vehicles, and 3.0 

for 4+-axle vehicles have been used in this analysis, consistent with the 

requirements of the San Bernardino CMP traffic study guidelines. Explicit peak 

hour factors have been calculated using the data collected for this effort, as well. 

Existing Traffic Operations 

Existing peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for both the AM and PM 

peak hours of traffic at the study area intersections. The results of this analysis are 

summarized in Table 3-1, along with the existing intersection geometrics and traffic 

control devices at the analysis locations. As indicated in Table 3-2, a!! of the studlf Y 

area intersections at acceptable ie.v.ejs of during the peak 

hours except for the following intersections: 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

0 Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83)lButterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp/Shady View Drive (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

0 Pine AvenueISchleisman Road (EW) 

Chino Corona RoadIChandler Street (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

River Road (EW) 

The operations analysis worksheets for existing conditions are included in 

Appendix "B". 
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Traffic signal warrant analysis indicates that the following intersections appear to 

current1 y warrant a traffic signal (see Appendix "C"): 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

Pine AvenueISchleisman Road (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

River Road (EW) 

Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Surnner Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Additional signal warrant analysis (also included in Appendix "C") has been 

conducted for intersections potentially requiring traffic signal installation. The 

additional analysis indicates that no other traffic signals are currently warranted. 

3.4 Planned Transportation Improvements and Relationships to General Plan 

The long range transportation system within the study area is expected to undergo 

significant improvement as a result of work to be performed by the City of Chino, 

City of Ontario, and County of Riverside. The San Bernardino County General Plan 

Circulation Element in the vicinity of the project is shown on Exhibit 3-E. Exhibit 3-F 

shows the San Bernardino County General Plan roadway cross-sections. Central 

Avenue is designated as a Major Highway, north of the SR-71 Freeway, and as a 

Major Arterial Highway, south of the SR-71 Freeway. 
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The City of Chino General Plan Circulation Element within the study area is shown 

on Exhibit 3-G. Exhibit 3-H shows the City of Chino General Plan roadway cross- 

sections for the various classifications depicted on Exhibit 3-G. Euclid Avenue 

(SR-83), north of Kimball Avenue, is designated as an Expressway. Schaefer 

Avenue, in the vicinity of Euclid Avenue (SR-83), is designated as a Primary 

Arterial. Edison Avenue is designated as a Major Arterial. Eucalyptus Avenue is 

designated as a Secondary Arterial, west of Euclid Avenue (SR-83), and as a Major 

Arterial, east of Euclid Avenue (SR-83). Merrill Avenue is designated as a 

Secondary Arterial, east of Euclid Avenue (SR-83). 

The Chino Agricultural Preserve Subarea 2 ("The PreserveJ') Circulation Plan and 

roadway cross-sections are shown on Exhibits 3-1 and 3-J, respectively. Euclid 

Avenue (SR-83), north of Pine Avenue, is designated as an 8-lane Major Arterial 

(Expressway), north of Pine Avenue, and as a 6-lane Major Arterial (Expressway), 

south of Pine Avenue. Sultana Avenue is designated as a 2-lane Commercial 

Collector within The Preserve. Mill Creek Road/Cucamonga Avenue is designated 

as a 2-lane Local Collector, north of Pine Avenue, and as a 2-lane Local Collector 

with Paseo, south of Pine Avenue (to Chino Corona Road). The Preserve Loop is 

designated as a 2-lane Loop Local Collector with Paseo and includes a transit lane 

in the vicinity of Pine Avenue. Main Street is designated as a 2-lane Main Street 

Collector, within The Preserve Loop, and as a 2-lane Commercial Collector with 

Paseo, outside The Preserve Loop. Hellman Avenue is designated as a 4-lane 

Major Arterial with Paseo from north of Kimball Avenue to north of Chino Corona 

Road, at which point it transitions to a 4-lane Major Arterial without Paseo. Kimball 

Avenue is designated as a 4-lane Major Arterial with Paseo throughout The 

Preserve. Bickmore Avenue is designated as a 2-lane Local Collector with Paseo 

and Transit between Euclid Avenue (SR-83) and Bon View Avenue, as a 2-lane 

Local Collector with Transit between Bon View Avenue and the East Preserve 

Loop, and as Typical Local Collector from the East Preserve Loop to Hellman 

Avenue. Pine Avenue is designated as a 6-lane Major Arterial with Paseo 

throughout The Preserve. Finally, Chino Corona Road is designated as a Typical 

Local Collector between Cucamonga Avenue and Hellman Avenue. 
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The Chino Agricultural Preserve Subarea 1 ("Subarea 1") Circulation Plan is 

depicted on Exhibit 3-K. Kimball Avenue and El Prado Avenue are designated as 

Secondary Arterials within Subarea 1. Mountain Avenue and Bickmore Avenue are 

both designated as Industrial Collectors. Pine Avenue, between the SR-71 

Freeway and Pine Avenue, is designated as a Primary Arterial. Various funded 

improvements are being constructed in conjunction with The Preserve Phase I and 

Phase I I developments. 

Improvements that will occur in conjunction with other cumulative projects have 

been identified while conducting the study. The proposed improvements entail the 

geometric redesign and installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Euclid 

Avenue (SR-83) at Bickmore Avenue. The geometric design requirements for this 

intersection have been developed under the direction of City staff and through 

extensive discussions with the California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans"). 
Exhibit 3-1 depicts the approved geometric design for the siynaiized interseition of 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) at Bickrnore Avenue. 

The ultimate improvements at the intersection of Hellman Avenue (NS) at Pine 

Avenue 1 Schleisman Road (EW) have been the subject of extensive discussions 

between the City of Chino and the County of Riverside. The planned ultimate 

improvements are as follows: 

Norihbouna - Two Lei? Turn Lanes, Two Through Lanes, One Exciusive 

Right Turn Lane. 

Southbound - Two Left Turn Lanes, Two Through Lanes, and One 

Exclusive Right Turn Lane. 

Eastbound - Two Left Turn Lanes, Three Through Lanes, One Exclusive 

Right Turn Lane with Right Turn Overlap Phase. 

Westbound - Two Left Turn Lanes, Three Through Lanes, and One 

exclusive Right Turn Lane with Right Turn Overlap Phase. 
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The New Model Colony Circulation Plan and roadway cross-sections are shown on 

Exhibits 3-M and 3-N, respectively. Schaefer Avenue, east of Euclid Avenue 

(SR-83), is designated as a Standard Arterial. Edison Avenue, east of Euclid 

Avenue (SR-83), is designated as a &lane Divided Arterial. Eucalyptus Avenue, 

east of Euclid Avenue (SR-83), is designated as a Collector. Merrill Avenue, east 

of Euclid Avenue (SR-83), is designated as a Standard Arterial. 

The Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element and General Plan roadway 

cross-sections in the vicinity of the proposed project are depicted on Exhibits 3-0 

and 3-P, respectively. Limonite Avenue, Schleisman Road, and Archibald Street 

are designated as 6-lane Urban Arterial Highways throughout the study area. 

Hamner Avenue is designated as a 6-lane Urban Arterial Highway, north of 

Schleisman Road, and as a 4-lane Major Highway, south of Schleisman Road. 

Chandler Street is designated as a 4-lane Arterial Highway, between Hellman 

Avenue and Archibald Street, and as a 4-lane Secondary Highway to the east of 

Archibald Street. Sumner Avenue and River Road (south of Archibald Street) are 

designated as 4-lane Major Highways. Harrison Avenue, Cleveland Avenue, River 

Road (west of Archibald Street), Bluff Street (east of River Road), Second Street, 

(east of River Road), and Lincoln Avenue are a!! designated as 4-lane Secondary 

Highways. 

Based upon research conducted in conjunction with this study effort, a number of 

roadway improvements are funded and will be constructed prior to project 

occupancy. The study area improvements expected prior to project occupancy 

include the connection of Pine Avenue to the SR-71 Freeway, the connection of 

Schleisman Road to the 1-15 Freeway and construction of a new interchange at this 

location, and various improvements associated with The Preserve ongoing 

development. All of these roadway improvements are anticipated to be constructed 

prior to the project opening year of 2019. 
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4.0 FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

This section of the report describes the development of the future year traffic volume 

forecasts, and presents the resulting traffic volumes which will be used for traffic 

operations analysis. Future traffic conditions without the project are presented first, 

followed by the future with project traffic volumes. Traffic signal warrant analysis for future 

conditions is also presented in this section. 

4.1 Future Without and With Proiect Traffic Conditions 

As described within Section 1.3.1, the General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) ADT 

volume forecasts are developed usinq a growth increment process based on 

volumes predicted by the City of Chino traffic model. The growth increment for 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions on each roadway segment is the 

increase in City of Chino traffic model volume from existing to Generai Plan 

Buildout (Post-20301 conditions. The roadway volume increase is taken by / 

calculating the delta (growth) between the City of Chino Existing traffic model and 

the City of Chino General Plan Buildout (Post 2030) traffic model. The final 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) roadway segment volume used for analysis 

purposes is then determined by adding the growth increment volume to the existing 

counted volume. Appendix "D" includes all of the worksheets for ADT growth 

increment calculation, peak hour directional growth increment calculation, and 

future peak hour intersection turning movement calculations. 

In addition to the procedure described above, the initial City of Chino traffic model 

data was further refined to generate the final output volumes used in this traffic 

analysis. The existing conditions model roadway networklvolumes waslwere 

modified to accurately represent the existing roadway network. Features including 

the Pine Avenue connection from El Prado Road to the Pine AvenueISR-71 

interchange and the extension of Main Street north of Kimball Avenue were 

removed. In addition, the level of TAZ and roadway network detail included in the 
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City of Chino traffic model for the Eastvale area was not suitable for study area 

intersection analysis. Therefore, manual changes to the roadway network and 

traffic volume distribution were performed to yield a more disaggregate loading in 

the Eastvale area. Appendix "E7' includes all of the modifications made to the City 

of Chino initial traffic model results for purposes of this analysis. 

In typical traffic impact analyses conducted for development projects in the City 

of Chino, the method for determining lnterim Year volumes is the manual 

cumulative build-up approach. lnterim Year traffic volumes are estimated by 

factoring existing traffic volumes to the Interim Year by way of an ambient traffic 

growth factor and then superimposing the traffic volumes associated with other 

developments which have been approved, built but not occupied, or are being 

processed concurrently. This procedure has not been applied because of the 

large study area and resulting number of cumulative projects. 

,As agreed upofi by Cit 3. V.VLt., et.8 the 2079 interim '{ear Without Project traffic i ~ ~ l u m ~ e s  

are estimated by way of a socio-economic growth interpolation approach in order to 

avoid overstating other development project traffic impacts and to develop 2019 

lnterim Year traffic volumes that are in proportion to the growth expected between 

Existing and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. 

The manual cumulative build-up approach is considered less suitable in this 

analysis for several reasons. Given the size of the study area, which includes 

analysis locations in the Cities of Chino, Chino Hills, Norco, Corona, and 

unincorporated Riverside County, there are a large number (79) of other 

developments to take into consideration. Table 4-1 provides a list of the other 

development projects and land uses identified in the subareas surrounding the 

Edgewater project which are expected to undergo significant near-term growth: 

the Chino Agricultural Preserve Subareas 1 and 2, the remainder of the City of 

Chino, the New Model Colony in the City of Ontario, and the Eastvale area in the 

County of Riverside. With the manual cumulative build-up approach, traffic is 
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generated for each project and distributed throughout the study area based on a 

project trip distribution pattern. However, the interaction of trips between other 

developments (and, to a certain extent, with existing development) is not taken 

into account. For example, a planned residential subdivision dwelling unit may 

generate an outbound trip-end in the morning which, in turn, becomes an 

inbound trip-end for a planned commercial business. With the manual 

cumulative build-up approach, this single trip would be dou ble-counted. Instead 

of building up trip-ends (e.g., leaving the home arriving at work), this approach 

builds up whole trips. Therefore, the manual cumulative build-up approach tends 

to overstate the impact of other developments, especially in cases where there a 

large number of developments to consider and heavy levels of interaction 

between developmentslexisting uses are expected. 

In addition, the manual cumulative build-up approach may overstate lnterim Year 

traffic volumes in the context of the long range traffic volumes being developed 

via the City of Chino traffic model as pad of the City's Genecz! Plan update. The 

City of Chino traffic model takes into account the interaction of trips and, 

therefore, does not double-count. It is highly likely that use of the manual 

cumulative build-up approach would, in some cases, yield traffic volumes that 

exceed the long range model volumes, creating an Interim Year condition that is 

both unrealistic and in conflict with the City's long range planning. 

Thus, a socio-economic growth interpolation approach has been used to estimate the 

201 9 Interim Year traffic volumes. The City of Chino and surrounding jurisdictions 

were contacted in order to determine all of the projects planned within the study area 

that would have an impact on future traffic volumes at the study area intersections. 

Exhibit 4-A shows the location of the seventy-nine (79) identified other development 

projects. Twelve (12) other development projects are anticipated in Chino 

Agricultural Preserve Subarea 1, nine (9) projects are anticipated in Chino 

Agricultural Preserve Subarea 2, ten (10) projects are anticipated in the remainder of 

the City of Chino, eleven (1 1) projects are anticipated in the New Model Colony, and 
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thirty-seven (37) projects are anticipated in the Eastvale area. The land use ("LU") 

information for all of the identified other developments anticipated by 201 9 has also 

been compiled (see Table 4-1 ). 

The LU information for these other development projects is then converted into socio- 

economic data ("SED"). This has been accomplished via the recommended LU-to- 

SED conversion factors included in Appendix "F". Table 4-2 provides a summary of 

the other development SED by subarea, with a more detailed summary by project 

provided in Appendix "FJJ. A weighting factor has been applied to the separate SED 

variables, combining them into a single SED "massJJ for the purposes of interpolating. 

As shown on Table 4-2, the New Model Colony is expected to see the greatest SED 

growth among the subareas by 2019 Interim Year conditions. 

The existing and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) SED for each of the subareas 

has been included in Table 4-3, with a more detailed summary provided in 

Appendix "F". The difference between the existing SED and General Pian Buildout 

(Post-2030) SED represents the SED growth expected between these two 

conditions. A weighting factor has again been applied to the SED growth, resulting in 

a single SED growth mass, in order to interpolate. As shown on Table 4-3, the New 

Model Colony is also expected to see the greatest SED growth among the subareas 

by General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. 

In Table 4-4, the other development SED mass is compared with the existing-to 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions SED growth mass, resulting in a 

growth interpolation factor for each subarea. This interpolation factor represents the 

portion of SED growth through General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions 

expected by 201 9 lnterim Year conditions. The Chino Agricultural Preserve Subarea 

1 interpolation factor of 0.79, for instance, indicates that 79 percent of the SED 

growth expected in this subarea by General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions is 

planned to be in place by 2019. 
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The interpolation factors in Table 4-4 are then used to interpolate between existing 

and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) without project traffic volumes to yield 2019 

lnterim Year without project traffic volumes. In order to interpolate properly, existing 

traffic volumes in the study area had to be manually redistributed assuming the same 

roadway network as 201 9 lnterim YearIGeneral Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. 

Project traffic volumes on study area roadway segments are determined by 

generating project trips and manually routing the traffic through the roadway 

network. The routing patterns follow the trip distributions which were previously 

presented in Section 2.2. Trips are assigned to each individual roadway link and 

intersection occurring along a specific route. 

The accumulation of traffic assigned to each roadway link represents the project 

traffic volume for that link. Project only ADT volumes were previously presented in 

Section 2.2. 

4.1 .I 201 9 Interim Year Without Project (Alternative 1 ) Daily Traffic Volumes 

ADT volumes for 2019 lnterim Year Without Project (Alternative 1) 

conditions have been determined as described above. Exhibit 4-B shows 

the ADT volumes which can be expected for 2019 lnterim Year Without 

Project (Alternative I )  conditions. 

For 2019 lnterim Year without project (Alternative I) traffic conditions, the 

following study area intersections are projected to warrant a traffic signal (in 

addition to the intersections that warranted a traffic signal under existing 

conditions): 

SR-71 Freeway Northbound Ramps (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 
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EXHIBIT 4-B 
2019 INTERIM YEAR WITHOUT PROJECT (ALTERNATIVE 1 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT 
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El Prado Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

e Kirnbail Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona RoadlChandler Street (EW) 

Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Cleveland Avenue (NS) at: 

Schieisman Road (EW) 

4.1.2 201 9 Interim Year With Proposed Proiect Daily Traffic Volumes 

ADT volumes for 2019 Interim Year with Proposed Project conditions have 

been determined by adding the Proposed Project only traffic volumes to the 

2019 lnterim Year without project traffic volumes. Exhibit 4-C shows the 

A D I  volumes which can be expected for 201 9 interim Year With Proposed 

Project conditions. 

Traffic signals are anticipated to be warranted at the following intersections 

for 2019 Interim Year With Proposed Project traffic conditions (in addition to 

those intersections that warrant a traffic signal under existing and 2019 

l nterim Year Without Propose Project conditions): 

Cucamonga AvenuelNorth Chino Corona Road(NS) at: 

West Chino Corona Road (EW) 
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Appendix "C" includes the traffic signal warrant analysis worksheets. 

4.1.3 General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project (Alternative *I) Daily 

Traffic Volumes 

ADT volumes for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project 

(Alternative I )  conditions have been determined as described above using 

the post-processing methodology (see Section 1.3.1). Exhibit 4-D shows the 

ADT volumes which can be expected for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

Without Project (Alternative I) conditions. 

For General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project (Alternative 1) 

traffic conditions, the following additional study area intersections are 

projected to warrant a traffic signal (in addition to those intersections that 

warrant a traffic signal under existing, 2019 Interim Year Without Project 

(Aiternative 1 ), or 201 9 interim Year With Project conditions): 

Sultana Avenue (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

West Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Main Street (NS) at: 

Kimbaii Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road (EW) 

East Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 
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EXHIBIT 4-0 
GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT WITHOUT PROJECT (ALTERNATIVE 1 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT 
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Appendix "C" includes the traffic signal warrant analysis worksheets. 

4.1.4 General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed Project Daily Traffic 

Volumes 

ADT volumes for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed Project 

conditions have been determined by adding the Proposed Project only traffic 

volumes to the General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project 

(Alternative I )  traffic volumes. Exhibit 4-E shows the ADT volumes which 

can be expected for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed 

Project conditions. 

For General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed Project traffic 

conditions, no additional study area intersections are projected to warrant a 

traffic signal (besides those intersections that warrant a traffic signal under 

existing, 201 9 Interim Year Without Pr~je&(=&ternative I), 2919 Interim Year 

With Proposed Project, or General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without 

Project (Alternative 1 ) conditions). 

Appendix "C" includes the traffic signal warrant analysis worksheets. 
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5.0 FUTURE TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

This section of the report presents the operations analysis for the traffic volume forecasts 

for future traffic conditions without the project and for future traffic conditions with the 

project. The analysis procedures conform to the City of Chino, San Bernardino CMP, 

Riverside County and Caltrans requirements for traffic impact analyses. The operations 

analysis for each analysis year is presented in a separate subsection. 

5. I Future Interim Year Traffic Operations 

Interim Year (2019) analysis has been conducted for both Without Project 

(Alternative I )  and With Proposed Project conditions. 

5.1.1 201 9 (Interim Year) Without Proiect (Alternative 1 ) Conditions 

The intersection operations analysis for 2019 Without Project (Alternative 1) 

traffic conditions with existing geometries are summarized in Table 5-1. 

2019 Without Project (Alternative 1) AM and PM peak hour intersection 

turning movement volumes are shown on Exhibits 5-A and 5-B, respectively. 

As shown in Table 5-1, the following study area intersections are projected 

to experience unacceptable levels of service operations during the peak 

hours without improvements and are, therefore, deficient per City of Chino, 

County of San Bernardino, County of Riverside, or Caltrans criteria: 

SR-71 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

El Prado Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

Edison Avenue (EW) 

Eucalyptus Avenue (EW) 
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Merrill Avenue (EW) 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

* Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) / Butterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway SB Off-Ramp / Shady View Drive (EW) 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

* Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road / Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Main Street (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (m) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue/Schleisman Road (EW) 

Chino Corona Road/Chandler Street (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

River Road (EW) 

Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Sumner Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 
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Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

Edison Avenue (EW) 

Eucalyptus Avenue (EW) 

Merrill Avenue (EW) 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) / Butterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway SB Off-Ramp I Shady View Drive (EW) 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road / Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Dine , ,, ,, Avenue (EW) 

Cucamonga Avenue (NS) at 

Chino Corona Road (EW) 

Main Street (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue/Schleisman Road (EW) 

Chino Corona Road/Chandler Street (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

River Road (EW) 
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Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Sumner Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Cleveland Avenue (NS) at: 

e Schleisman Road (EW) 

1-1 5 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

1-1 5 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

improvements have again heen identified that acceptable 

traffic operations at each of the deficient intersections under 2019 With 

Proposed Project conditions. Based on the analysis, no street cross- 

sections need revisionlupgrading. The operations analysis worksheets for 

201 9 With Proposed Project with improvements conditions are included in 

Appendix "H". 

The improvements for lnterim Year With Proposed Project conditions are 

not identical to the imnrnvemnntc , ,  ,-, EL- required for Interim Year Without Project Y E  V 

(Alternative I )  conditions. For Interim Year With Proposed Project 

conditions, additional improvements are required at the following 

locations: 

Euclid Avenue (NS) at 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 
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Chino Corona Road / Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Cucamonga Avenue (NS) at: 

Chino Corona Road (EW) 

West Site Access (EW) 

Main Street / North East Site Access (NS) at: 

Chino Corona Road (EW) 

5.2 General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Traffic Operations 

5.2.1 General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project (Alternative 1 ) Conditions 

-. 
I ne intersection operations anaiysis for Generai Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 
bAJlfhOuf O ~ f i ; f i n +  / A  l + m ~ m  r 1 UjcbL \nlicii 1 ,ative 1) traffic conditions with existing geometrics are 

summarized in Table 5-3. General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without 

Project (Alternative 1) AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement 

volumes are shown on Exhibits 5-E and 5-F, respectively. As shown in 

Table 5-3, the following study area intersections are projected to experience 

unacceptable traffic operations during the peak hours and are, therefore, 

deficient per City of Chino, County of San Bernardino, County of Riverside, 

or Caitrans criteria: 

Central Avenue (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway SB Ramps (EW) 

SR-71 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

0 Pine Avenue (EW) 

SR-71 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 
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El Prado Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

Schaefer Avenue (EW) 

Edison Avenue (EW) 

Eucalyptus Avenue (EW) 

Merrill Avenue (EW) 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Bickrnore Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) 1 Butterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

SR-77 Freeway SB Gff-Ram,p Shady View Drive (EW) 

Sultana Avenue (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Kimba!! Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road I Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

West Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Main Street (NS) at: 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 
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East Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

* Pine Avenue/Schleisman Road (EW) 

Chino Corona Road/Chandler Street (EW) 

River Road (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

River Road (EW) 

River R m d  (NS) at: 

Bluff Street (EW) 

Lincoln Avenue (NS) at: 

SR-91 Freeway EB Ramps (EW) 

Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Sumner Avenue (NS) at: 

0 Schleisman Road (EW) 

Cleveland Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Hamner Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 
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1-1 5 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

e Schleisman Road (EW) 

1-1 5 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Improvements have been identified that will provide acceptable traffic 

operations at each of the deficient intersections for General Plan Buildout 

(Post-2030) Without Project (Alternative 1) conditions. Based on the 

analysis, no street cross-sections need revisionlupgrading. The 

operations analysis worksheets for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

Without Project (Alternative I) without and with improvements conditions are 

included in Appendix "I". 

5.2.2 Genera! Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed Proiect Conditions 

The intersection operations analysis for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

With Proposed Project traffic conditions with existing geometrics are 

summarized in Table 5-4. General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed 

Project AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement volumes are 

shown on Exhibits 5-G and 5-H, respectively. As shown in Table 5-4, the 

following intersections for Genera! ?!an Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed 

Project conditions are projected to experience unacceptable levels of service 

operations during the peak hours and are, therefore, deficient per City of 

Chino, County of San Bernardino, County of Riverside, or Caltrans criteria: 

Central Avenue (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway SB Ramps (EW) 

SR-71 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

e Pine Avenue (EW) 

J–154



J–155



J–156



J–157



J–158



5-33

J–159



5-34

J–160



5-35

J–161



SR-71 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

El Prado Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

Schaefer Avenue (EW) 

Edison Avenue (EW) 

Eucalyptus Avenue (EW) 

Merrill Avenue (EW) 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) i Butterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway SB Off-Ramp / Shady View Drive (EW) 

Sultana Avenue (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road / Mill Creek Road (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Cucamonga Avenue (NS) at 

Chino Corona Road (EW) 

West Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 
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Main Street (NS) at: 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Main Street / North East Site Access (EW) 

Chino Corona Road (EW) 

East Preserve Loop (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue/Schleisman Road (EW) 

Chino Corona Road/Chandler Street (EW) 

River Road (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

River Road (EW) 

River Road (NS) at: 

Bluff Street (EW) 

Lincoln Avenue (NS) at: 

SR-91 Freeway EB Ramps (EW) 

Harrison Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Sumner Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 
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Cleveland Avenue (NS) at: 

a Schleisman Road (EW) 

Hamner Avenue (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

1-1 5 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

1-1 5 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at: 

Schleisman Road (EW) 

Improvements have been identified that will provide acceptable traffic 

operations at each of the deficient intersections for General Plan Buildout 

(Post-2030) With Proposed Project conditions. Based on the analysis, no 

street cross-sections need revisionlupgrading. The operations analysis 

worksheets for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project 

(Alternative I )  without and with improvements conditions are included in 

Appendix "J". 

The improvements for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed 

Project conditions are not identical to the improvements required for 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Without Project (Alternative 1) 

conditions. For General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) With Proposed Project 

conditions, additional improvements are required at the following 

locations: 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at 

Kimball Avenue (EW) 

Pine Avenue (EW) 

Chino Corona Road (NS) at 

a Pine Avenue (EW) 
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Cucamonga Avenue (NS) at 

e Chino Corona Road (EW) 

West Site Access (EW) 

Main Street / North East Site Access (NS) at: 

e Chino Corona Road (EW) 

5.3 Hellman Avenue at Chino Corona RoadlChandler Street Reconfiquration 

Additional analysis has been performed to evaluate the reconfiguration of 

Hellman Avenue at Chino Corona RoadIChandler Street as two separate 

intersections (see Exhibit 5-1). As shown on Exhibit 5-1, the proposed 

configuration shows Hellman Avenue at Chino Corona Road as a 'T' intersection 

north of the intersection of the Hellman Avenue at the Chandler Street 'T' 

intersection. Future traffic operations have been evaluated for these 2 locations 

under 2030 With P;epased Project conditions t;y mai;ually rerouting the originally 

forecasted 2030 With Proposed Project volumes (see Exhibit 5-G and 5-H). 

Manual rerouting calculations and final volumes for this sensitivity analysis can 

be found in Appendix "K" of this report. 

Table 5-5 presents the LOS and delay for the two intersections of Hellman 

Avenue at Chino Corona Road and Heliman Avenue at Chandler Street. As 

indicated on Table 5-5, these intersections will operate acceptably with the 

installation of warranted traffic signals. Signal warrants for this sensitivity 

analysis may be found in Appendix "C". 

5.4 Main Street at Chino Corona Road Reconfiquration 

Additional analysis has also been performed to evaluate the elimination of Main 

Street as a public road between the Preserve Loop Road and Chino Corona 

Road (see Exhibit 5-4. As shown on Exhibit 5-J, the proposed configuration will 

J–165



Edgewater Communities Traffic Impact Analysis
City of Chino,  CA (JN - 4369:40)

SITE

POMONA RD.

15

83

71

91

S
H

A
D

Y

V
IE

W
 D

R
.

E
U

C
L
ID

  
 A

V
.

H
E
L
L
M

A
N

  
A

V
.

PINE  AV.

KIMBALL  AV.

R
IV

ER
  R

D
.

EDISON AV.

H
A

M
N

E
R

  
A

V
.

LIMONITE  AV.

BICKMORE AV.

EL  PR
A

D
O

  R
D

.

MERRILL AV.

SCHAEFER AV.

EUCALYPTUS AV.

CHANDLER  ST.

SE
CO

N
D
 S

T.
H

A
R

R
IS

O
N

  
A

V
.

BLU
FF

  S
T.

LI
N

C
O

LN
 A

V
.

S
U

L
T
A

N
A

  
  
A

V
.

M
A

IN
 S

T
.

S
U

M
N

E
R

  
A

V
.

B  ST.

CHINO CORONA RD.C
H

IN
O

 C
O

R
O

N
A

 R
D

.

A
R

C
H

IB
A

L
D

  
S
T

.

C
E
N

T
R

A
L
 A

V
.

C
L
E
V

E
L
A

N
D

  
A

V
.

SCHLEISMAN  RD.

B
U

T
T
E
R
FIE

LD
R

A
N

C
H

 R
D

.

M
O

U
N

T
A

IN
 A

V
.

E
U

C
L
ID

 A
V

.

C
U

C
A

M
O

N
G

A
 A

V
.

C
R

E
E
K

 R
D

.

M
IL

L

·|}þ71

·|}þ91

·|}þ83

%&'(15

HELLMAN AVENUE @ CHINO CORONA ROAD/
CHANDLER STREET RECONFIGURATION

EXHIBIT  5-I
_N

5-40

J–166



5-41

J–167



Edgewater Communities Traffic Impact Analysis
City of Chino,  CA (JN - 4369:41)

SITE

POMONA RD.

15

83

71

91

S
H

A
D

Y

V
IE

W
 D

R
.

E
U

C
L
ID

  
 A

V
.

H
E
L
L
M

A
N

  
A

V
.

PINE  AV.

KIMBALL  AV.

R
IV

ER
  R

D
.

EDISON AV.

H
A

M
N

E
R

  
A

V
.

LIMONITE  AV.

BICKMORE AV.

EL  PR
A

D
O

  R
D

.

MERRILL AV.

SCHAEFER AV.

EUCALYPTUS AV.

CHANDLER  ST.

SE
CO

N
D
 S

T.
H

A
R

R
IS

O
N

  
A

V
.

BLU
FF

  S
T.

LI
N

C
O

LN
 A

V
.

S
U

L
T
A

N
A

  
  
A

V
.

M
A

IN
 S

T
.

S
U

M
N

E
R

  
A

V
.

B  ST.

CHINO CORONA RD.C
U

C
A

M
O

N
G

A
 A

V
.

A
R

C
H

IB
A

L
D

  
S
T
.

C
E
N

T
R

A
L
 A

V
.

C
L
E
V

E
L
A

N
D

  
A

V
.

SCHLEISMAN  RD.

B
U

T
T
E
R
FIE

LD
R

A
N

C
H

 R
D

.

M
O

U
N

T
A

IN
 A

V
.

E
U

C
LI

D
 A

V
.

·|}þ71

·|}þ91

·|}þ83

%&'(15

MAIN STREET @ CHINO CORONA ROAD RECONFIGURATION
EXHIBIT  5-J

_N

5-42

J–168



eliminate the north leg of Main Street at Chino Corona Road. Traffic formerly 

using Main Street would be diverted to B Street via Hellman Avenue or 

Cucamonga Avenue. Future traffic operations have been evaluated to analyze 

the effects of this reconfiguration for the following 4 affected intersections under 

2030 With Project conditions: 

Cucamonga Avenue (NS) at Chino Corona Road (EW) 

North West Access (NS) at Chino Corona Road (EW) 

Main Street / North East Site Access (NS) at Chino Corona Road (EW) 

e Hellman Avenue (NS) at Chino Corona Road/Chandler Street (EW) 

Volumes for this sensitivity analysis have been obtained by manually rerouting 

the originally forecasted 2030 With Proposed Project volumes (see Exhibit 5-G 

and 5-H) to reflect the elimination of Main Street between the Preserve Loop 

Road and Chino Corona Road. Manual rerouting calculations and final volumes 
for this sensitivity analysis can be found in Appendix ''in of ;his report. 

Table 5-6 presents the LOS and delay for the four intersections evaluated for this 

sensitivity analysis. As indicated on Table 5-6, all four intersections evaluated in 

this sensitivity analysis will operate acceptably with almost identical 

improvements presented in Section 5.2.2 of this report. The only difference (with 

regards to improvements) in comparison to those presented in Section 5.2.2 

consists of the improvements related to the north leg of Main Street at Chino 

Corona P,oad. 

5.5 Main Street at Chino Corona Road Relocation 

Additional analysis has also been performed to evaluate the relocation of Main 

Street west of the Edgewater project's access roads. Exhibit 5-K and Exhibit 5-L 

present the revised long range (General Plan Buildout) trip distributions for the 

Edgewater project if this relocation is implemented. Project traffic is not expected 
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to use Main Street under Interim Year conditions. As shown on these exhibits, 

traffic formerly using the north easterly project access (formerly Main Street at 

Chino Corona Road) to travel north on Main Street will tend to utilize the north 

westerly access in order to travel north on Main Street to the Preserve Loop and 

areas to the north east of the project. Future traffic operations have been 

evaluated to analyze the effects of this reconfiguration for the following 4 affected 

intersections under 2030 With Project conditions: 

0 Main Street [relocated] (NS) at Chino Corona Road (EW) 

North West Access (NS) at Chino Corona Road (EW) 

North East Access (NS) at Chino Corona Road (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at Chino Corona RoadKhandler Street (EW) 

\,/o!umes for this sensiti\~ity analysis halie been obtained by mlnua!!y rerouting 

the originally forecasted 2030 With Proposed Project volumes (see Exhibit 5-G 

and 5-H) to refleet the eiin7ination of Main Street between the Preserve Loop 

Road and Chino Corona Road. Manual rerouting calculations and final volumes 

for this sensitivity analysis can be found in Appendix "M" of this report. 

Table 5-7 presents the LOS and delay for the three intersections evaluated for 

this sensitivity analysis. As indicated on Table 5-7, all four intersections 

evaluated in this sensitivity analysis will operate acceptably with the identified 

improvements. Compared to the improvements presented in Section 5.2.2, the 

improvements required consist of a traffic signal at the northwesterly access 

instead of a traffic signal at the northeasterly access. 

Vehicle queuing at closely spaced intersections should be evaluated in greater 

detail in conjunction with the proposed Main Street relocation application (once 

an actual alignment is available). However, the relocation does poJ create a 

conflict for "back to back" left turns and there should not be queuing issues. 
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6.0 IMPROVEMENT COSTS AND PROJECT CONTRIBUTION 

This section of the report summarizes the improvements and associated costs required 

to meet level of service requirements at each analysis location. The project fair share 

contribution is then calculated based on its proportion of new traffic. 

Improvements which will eliminate all anticipated roadway operational deficiencies 

throughout the study area have been identified for Interim Year (2019) and General Plan 

Buildout (Post-2030) traffic conditions. The improvements were determined through the 

operations analysis of Section 5. 

The approximate costs for long range General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) improvements 

have been estimated using cost data provided by the 2003 CMP preliminary 

construction cost estimates for the Congestion l V 1 - a  hn~nafl~ment ' - Y ~ ~  I I Plan (see Appendix "N"). 

These costs are expressed in today's dollars, and additional right-of-way required to 

construct the mitigation is not included in the estimate. The acquisition of right-of-way 

not already or expected to be dedicated may increase costs and also may not allow for 

construction of improvements prior to project occupancy. These costs have also been 

further modified (increased) per the direction of County staff. 

Table 6-1 indicates all the needed General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

improvements for the study area intersections. As indicated in Table 6-1, the total 

cost of needed intersection improvements (including $439,720 for on-site 

improvements) is approximately $46,08 1,300. 

6.2 General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Project Fair Share Calculations 

The project fair share contribution towards the required General Plan Buildout 

(Post-2030) improvements has also been calculated. Table 6-2 includes the 

project's cost contribution based on the project's percent of new traffic. 
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As indicated in Table 6-2, the highest AM or PM local fair share cost is 

approximately $3,080,618. The improvements that serve to provide access to the 

project have been assigned 100% to the project ($439,720). 

6.3 Chino Creek Bridge Proiect Fair Share Calculations 

The project fair share contribution towards the future Chino Creek bridge has 

been calculated. Table 6-3 includes the project's cost contribution based on the 

project's percent of new daily traffic. As indicated in Table 6-3, the project 

percentage of cost is 49% of the cost of construction. 
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TABLE 6-3 

CHINO CREEK BRIDGE STRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

EXISTING DAILY TOTAL NEW 
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7.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section summarizes the findings the traffic impact analysis for the Edgewater 

Communities project, and provides a series of recommendations related to project 

implementation. 

The traffic issues related to the proposed land use and development have been 

evaluated in the context of the City of Chino, San Bernardino CMP, Riverside 

County and Caltrans requirements. Both Interim Year (2019) and General Plan 

Buildout (Post-2030) conditions, each without and with the Proposed Project, are 

included in this report. 

Trip generation has been estimated based on trip generation rates and equations 

from the institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (7" Edition, 

2003) manual for similar land uses as those proposed were used. Table 2-1, 

previously presented, presents the trip generation rates used to generate the peak 

hour and daily traffic volumes for the project. 

7.1. I The Proiect 

The Edgewater Communities residential development is proposed to 

consist of 1,074 residential dwelling units, with a breakdown of 537 single- 

family detached homes and 537 residential condominium/townhouse 

dwelling units. The site may also include a 15,200-square foot 

church/school facility, along with a 6,500-square foot museum facility. The 

development is generally located southeast of the intersection of 

Cucamonga Avenue at Chino Corona Road. Access to the project site will 

be provided by way of two full-access project roadways which will intersect 

the east side of Cucamonga Avenue and the south side of Chino Corona 
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Road, respectively. The project roadway accessing Chino Corona Road 

will be aligned opposite the future alignment of Main Street in The 

Preserve, which is planned to extend southerly to Chino Corona Road. 

The site plan for the proposed Edgewater Communities residential 

development was previously presented on Exhibit 1 -B. 

The traffic related to the project has been calculated in accordance with the 

following accepted procedural steps: 

Trip Generation 

Trip Distribution 

Trip Assignment 

The Proposed Project is projected to generate 8,736 trip-ends per day, 
. . .:IL 
WILII 694 vehicles per our generated during the AM peak hour and 864 

vehicles per hour generated during the PM peak hour. 

The General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) project trip distribution and 

assignment process represents the directional orientation of traffic to and 

from the project site. Trip distribution is heavily influenced by the 

geographical location of the site, the location of surrounding uses, and the 

proximity to the regional highwaylfreeway system. The City of Chino 

traffic model has been used to evaluate the distribution and likely travel 

routes of the local traffic. A select zone (trip distribution) analysis for the 

Edgewater Communities residential community was performed using the 

model for the Horizon Year (General Plan Buildout (Post-2030)). 

The 2019 Interim Year project trip distribution pattern was heavily 

influenced by the geographical location of the site, the location of 

surrounding uses, the proximity to the regional freeway system, local traffic 

patterns, and known future development, and therefore differs from the 

General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) trip distribution pattern. 
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Comparing the lnterim Year (2019) and Long Range Buildout (Post-2030) 

trip distribution patterns, the lnterim Year project trip distribution reflects 

the need for project traffic to travel farther prior to completion of full 

development of The Preserve Specific Plan and other major developments 

in the study area. Higher trip distribution proportions are especially evident 

on the SR-71 Freeway corridor (both north and south) and along Euclid 

Avenue to the north. 

7.1.2 Existinq Conditions 

Existing peak hour traffic operations have been evaluated for both the AM 

and PM peak hours of traffic at the study area intersections. The results of 

this analysis are summarized in Table 3-1, previously presented, along with 

the existing intersection geometrics and traffic control devices at the analysis 

locations. As indicated in Tabie 3-1, aii of the study area intersections 

currently operate at acceptable levels of service during the peak hours 

except for the following intersections: 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) (NS) at: 

Bickmore Avenue (EW) 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83)lButterfield Ranch Road (NS) at: 

SR-71 Freeway South bound Off-RampIS hady View 

Drive (EW) 

Hellman Avenue (NS) at: 

Pine Avenue/Schleisman Road (EW) 

Chino Corona RoadKhandler Street (EW) 

Archibald Street (NS) at: 

River Road (EW) 
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7.1.3 lnterim Year 201 9 Conditions 

The Interim 2019 Year Without Project (Alternative 1) traffic volumes are 

estimated by way of a socio-economic growth interpolation approach in order 

to avoid overstating other development project traffic impacts and to develop 

2019 Interim Year traffic volumes that are in proportion to the growth expected 

between Existing and General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. 

7.1.4 lnterim Year 201 9 Traffic Operations 

The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of 

service during the peak hours for lnterim Year 2019 without and with the 

Proposed Project conditions with the improvements presented in Section 5 

of this report. A total of 24 intersections will require improvements under 

201 9 conditions, 

As described within Section 1.3.1, the General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

ADT volume forecasts are developed using a growth increment process 

based on volumes predicted by the City of Chino traffic model. The growth 

increment for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions on each 

roadway segment is the increase in City of Chino traffic model volume from 

existing to General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. The final General 

Plan Buildout (Post-2030) roadway segment volume used for analysis 

purposes is then determined by adding the growth increment volume to the 

existing counted volume. 

7.1 -6 General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) Traffic Operations 

The study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable levels of 

service during the peak hours for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) without 

and with the Proposed project conditions, with the improvements presented 
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in Section 5 of this report. A total of 36 intersections will require 

improvements under General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) conditions. 

7.2 Recommendations 

The recommendations in this section address necessary on-site improvements and 

off-site improvements for the Edgewater Communities residential development. 

On-site and off-site improvements adjacent to the project site will be required in 

conjunction with the proposed Edgewater Communities residential development to 

ensure adequate circulation within the project itself. Exhibit 7-A illustrates the 

recommended improvement measures to address the on-site and off-site 

circulation requirements of the proposed site, which include the following: 

On-Site I mpro~ernenis 

Adequate on-site parking should be provided to meet City of Chino 

parking requirements. 

Sight distance at the project site access points should be reviewed with 

respect to City of Chino standards in conjunction with the preparation of 

precise grading and landscape plans. 

* Internal traffic signinglstriping should be implemented in conjunction with 

detailed construction plans for the project. 

Provide stop sign control for the project site access driveways. 

Construct project internal spine road to specific planlcollector roadway 

standards. 
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Construct Cucamonga Avenue from project entry to Chino Corona Road 

to match the planned street section north of Chino Corona Road, which 

is a Local Collector with Paseo (40 feet of paved roadway in an 83' right- 

of-way). 

Construct Chino Corona Road adjacent to the site at its half section width 

as a local collector (66' R.O.W.) in conjunction with development. 

Parking should be provided in accordance with City of Chino standards. 

Off-Site Improvements 

The project should contribute to the installation of off-site traffic signals 

(when warranted). The project should contribute towards the cost of 

necessary study area improvements on a fair share, or "pro-rata", basis. 

The fair share contribution towards the required improvements at the study 

area intersections has been based on the project's percent of new traffic that 

is anticipated to occur at these locations during the peak hours. Table 6-2, 

previously presented, summarizes the Edgewater Communities residential 

development project fair share for General Plan Buildout (Post-2030) 

conditions. 
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Traffic Impact Study 
Technical Appendices are available at 

City of Chino 
Community Development Department 

13220 Central Avenue 
Chino, CA  91710 

909.591.9800 
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