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Dear Mr. Sanchez:

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of traffic counts and analyses for the Carmel Valley Road
Five-Year Traffic Monitoring program in Monterey County, California. The five-year
monitoring was last performed in 2015. It should be noted that stay-at-home orders related to
the COVID-19 pandemic were in place during the 2020 monitoring; therefore, the results
may not reflect those of a typical year.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The 2010 Monterey County General Plan dated October 26, 2010 contains Area Master
Plans, including the Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) under Chapter 9-B for the
unincorporated Carmel Valley Area with a Supplemental Policy Amendment dated February
12, 2013 (SPA). Section “2.0 Circulation” of the SPA contains a directive to Public Works
related to the care of the following 13 road segments:

Carmel Valley Road

East of Holman Road

Between Esquiline Road and Holman Road

Between Ford Road and Esquiline Road

Between Laureles Grade and Ford Road

Between Robinson Canyon Road and Laureles Grade
Between Schulte Road and Robinson Canyon Road
Between Rancho San Carlos Road and Schulte Road
Between Rio Road and Rancho San Carlos Road

9. Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Rio Road
10. Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard

N A~WNE

Carmel Rancho Boulevard

11. Between Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road
Rio Road

12. Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Val VVerde Drive
13. Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard
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The general vicinity of study locations is presented in the attached Figure 1, Site Vicinity
Map, following the text of this report. The specific study locations are presented in Figure 2,
Study Location Map.

Policy CV-2.17(a) of the SPA requires monitoring by Public Works two times per year (in
June and October) of peak-hour traffic volumes and daily traffic volumes on segments 3, 4,
5, 6, 7, and 10 of Carmel Valley Road, with at least one of the annual monitoring periods
occurring when local schools are in session.

Policy CV-2.17(b) of the SPA requires that an annual evaluation report be prepared by the
Public Works Department in December that shall report on traffic along the six (6) road
segments identified in Policy CV-2.17(a). The report shall evaluate traffic using the percent-
time-spent-following (PTSF) methodology (or such other methodology as may be
appropriate for a given segment in the opinion of the Public Works Department), and the
average daily traffic (ADT) methodology. ADT thresholds for each segment as presented in
the SPA are presented in Table 1. The Public Works Department is required to annually
establish appropriate PTSF or other methodology thresholds for each of the six (6) segments
listed above.

Tablel
ADT Thresholds
. Road Segment Threshold
1 Carmel Valley Road East of Holman Road 8,487
2 Carmel Valley Road Between Esquiline Road and Holman Road 6,835
3 Carmel Valley Road Between Ford Road and Esquiline Road 9,065
4 Carmel Valley Road Between Laureles Grade and Ford Road 11,600
5 Carmel Valley Road Between Robinson Canyon Road and Laureles Grade 12,752
6 Carmel Valley Road Between Schulte Road and Robinson Canyon Road 15,499
7 Carmel Valley Road Between Rancho San Carlos Road and Schulte Road 16,340
8 Carmel Valley Road Between Rio Road and Rancho San Carlos Road 48,487
9 Carmel Valley Road Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Rio Road 51,401
10 Carmel Valley Road Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard 27,839
11 Carmel Rancho Boulevard Between Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road 33,495
12 Rio Road Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Val Verde Drive 6,416
13 Rio Road Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard 33,928

Reference: CVMP Supplemental Policy Amendment dated February 12, 2013
Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.

Policy CV-2.17(c) of the SPA requires that a public hearing before the Board of Supervisors
be held in January immediately following the December report if the ADT on a segment is
within 100 trips of the threshold, or where the PTSF (or other methodology) for a segment
exceeds or is within one percent (1%) of the value that would cause a decrease in the LOS.

Policy CV-2.17(d) of the SPA requires that, at five-year intervals, the County shall monitor
all segments listed in Policy CV-2.17(a) and the annual report described in Policy CV-
2.17(b) shall include a report on all segments. Any segment not previously part of the annual
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report that is found to have an ADT within twenty percent (20%) of the ADT threshold shall
thereafter be included in the annual monitoring and reporting.

Policy CV-2.17(e) of the SPA makes reference to Level of Service (LOS). The
Transportation Research Board Highway Capacity Manual, 2010, (HCM2010) defines LOS
as, “A quantitative stratification of a performance measure or measures that represent quality
of service, measured on an A-F scale, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions
from the traveler’s perspective and LOS F the worst.” Automobile mode LOS characteristics
for both unsignalized and signalized intersections are presented in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2
Level of Service Characteristics for Unsignalized Intersections
Level of Service Average Vehicle Delay (seconds)
A 0-10
B >10-15
C >15-25
D >25-35
E >35-50
F >50

Reference: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010

Table 3
Level of Service Characteristics for Signalized Intersections
Level of Description Average Vehicle
Service P Delay (seconds)
Volume-to-capacity ratio is low. Progression is exceptionally
A . <10
favorable or the cycle length is very short.
Volume-to-capacity ratio is low. Progression is highly favorable or
B ; >10-20
the cycle length is very short.
c Volume-to-capacity ratio is no greater than 1.0. Progression is 520-35

favorable or cycle length is moderate.
Volume-to-capacity ratio is high but no greater than 1.0.
D Progression is ineffective or cycle length is long. Many vehicles >35-55
stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable.
Volume-to-capacity ratio is high but no greater than 1.0.

E Progression is unfavorable and cycle length is long. Individual >55-80
cycle failures are frequent.
F Volume-to-capacity ratio is greater than 1.0. Progression is very >80

poor and cycle length is long. Most cycles fail to clear the queue.
Reference: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010

Automobile LOS characteristics for roadways are described in Table 4. Table 4 also presents
the PTSF range corresponding to each LOS for Class Il two-lane highways.
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Table 4
Level of Service Characteristics for Road Segments
Level of Service Description PTS'.: - Class 1
Highways
A High opergtmg speeds with a small amount <40
of platooning.
B Speed rgdu_ctlons_ are present and >40-55
platooning is noticeable.
c Most vehlgles travellng_m platoons with >55.70
speeds noticeably curtailed.
D Platooning increases significantly. >70-85
Demand approaching capacity. Speeds
E - . >85
seriously curtailed.
= Demanq exce(_eds capacity and heavy Not defined
congestion exists.

Reference: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010

Policy CV-2.17(e) requires that, at five-year intervals, the County shall examine the degree to
which estimated changes in LOS in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area may be occurring
earlier than predicted in the General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR). If the
examination indicates that LOS are likely to fall to a lower letter grade than predicted for
2030, then the County shall consider adjustments to the cap on new residential units
established in Policy CV-1.6, adjustments to the cap on new visitor-serving units established
in Policy CV-1.15, or other measures that may reduce the impacts.

Policy CV-2.17(f) of the SPA specifies the traffic standards (LOS as measured by peak-hour
conditions) for the CVMP Area shall be as follows:

1) Signalized intersections: LOS of C is the acceptable condition.

2) Unsignalized intersections: LOS of F or meeting of any traffic signal warrant are
defined as unacceptable conditions.

3) Carmel Valley Road segment operations:

a. LOS of C and ADT below the threshold specified in Policy CV-2.17(a) for
Segments 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 is an acceptable condition;

b. LOS of D and ADT below the threshold specified in Policy CV-2.17(a) for
Segments 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 is an acceptable condition.

3.0 TRAFFIC COUNTS

Stay-at-home orders were in place as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic; however, counts
were performed as required by the SPA. Carmel Unified School District was not in session
during the June counts, and the district was utilizing distance learning (students not attending
campuses in person) when the October counts were performed. All Saint’s Day School, with
an enrollment of approximately 165 students, was not in attendance during the June counts
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but was holding in-person classes during the October counts. Most special events in Carmel
Valley and Laguna Seca were cancelled in 2020. No large special events were held while the
counts were being performed.

To estimate the ADT, 24-hour road segment volumes were determined by installing video
cameras on the 13 study road segments and manually counting vehicles during observation of
the video. The results are presented in Table 5 and the data sheets are presented in
Appendix A.

Table 5
2020 ADT
Segment 2020 ADT
Road Segment
No. g June October
1 Carmel Valley Road East of Holman Road 3,084 2,791
2 Carmel Valley Road | Between Esquiline Road and 3,211 2,926
Holman Road
3 Carmel Valley Road | Between Ford Road and 8,058 7,913
Esquiline Road
4 Carmel Valley Road | Between Laureles Grade and 9,196 9,064
Ford Road
5 Carmel Valley Road Between Robinson Canyon Road 9,732 9,551
and Laureles Grade
Between Schulte Road and
6 Carmel Valley Road Robinson Canyon Road 13,072 13,279
Between Rancho San Carlos
7 Carmel Valley Road Road and Schulte Road 13,513 13,649
8 Carmel Valley Road Between Rio Road and Rancho 18,013 18,205
San Carlos Road
Between Carmel Rancho
9 Carmel Valley Road Boulevard and Rio Road 18,173 18,326
10 Carmel Valley Road | Between SR 1 and Carmel 18,698 18,962
Rancho Boulevard
11 | Carmel Rancho Boulevard | Between Carmel Valley Road and 12,122 12,522
Rio Road
. Between Carmel Rancho
12 Rio Road Boulevard and Val Verde Drive 902 875
13 Rio Road Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho 6,965 6,980
Boulevard

Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.
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Traffic counts were performed at the following study locations on Thursday, June 18, 2020
and on Thursday, October 8, 2020, except as noted:

1. State Route (SR) 1/ Carmel Valley Road (signalized)

2. Carmel Rancho Boulevard / Carmel Valley Road (signalized)

3. Rio Vista Drive / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

4. Carmel Middle School / Carmel Valley Road (signalized)

5. Rio Road / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

6. Via Mallorca/ Carmel Valley Road (signalized, counted on June 30, 2020)
7. Rancho San Carlos Road / Carmel Valley Road (signalized)

8. Schulte Road / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

9. Robinson Canyon Road / Carmel Valley Road (left-turns yield)

10. Robinson Canyon Road / Carmel Valley Road off ramp (one-way stop)
11. Laureles Grade / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

12. Ford Road / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

13. Esquiline Road / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

14. Holman Road / Carmel Valley Road (one-way stop)

15. SR 1/Rio Road (signalized)

16. Crossroads Boulevard / Rio Road (signalized)

17. Carmel Rancho Boulevard / Rio Road (two-way stop)

Existing peak-hour traffic volumes at the study intersections (including automobiles, heavy
vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles) were determined by performing manual turning-
movement counts of video recordings between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 and 6:00
p.m. The existing peak-hour vehicle turning movement volumes are presented in Figure 3,
Existing Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes — June 2020 and Figure 4, Existing Peak-Hour Traffic
Volumes — October 2020. The data sheets are presented in Appendix A.

40 LANE CONFIGURATIONS AND INTERSECTION CONTROL

The lane configurations and intersection control at the study intersections as of the June
traffic counts are presented in Figure 5, Existing Lane Configurations and Intersection
Control. For purposes of these analyses, Carmel Valley Road is considered to run in the east-
west direction at all locations.

5.0 OPERATIONAL ANALYSES
5.1 — Road Segment Levels of Service and Time Spent Following

The LOS and PTSF on the study road segments were determined using McTrans HCS7 Two
Lane software, which is based on the Highway Capacity Manual procedures for calculating
road segment LOS. The road segment analysis sheets are presented in Appendix B.

According to the HCM, Class | two-lane highways are highways where motorists expect to
travel at high speeds and that are typically major inter-city routes, primary connectors of
major traffic generators, daily commuter routes, or major links in state or national highway
networks.

Class Il two-lane highways are highways where motorists do not necessarily expect to travel
at high speeds. These highways typically function as access routes to Class | highways,



Carmel Valley Road Five-Year Traffic Monitoring - 2020 December 10, 2020
Monterey County, California Page 7

scenic or recreational routes (not primary arterials), or passing through rugged terrain where
high-speed operation would be impossible. Class Il facilities most often serve relatively
short trips, the beginning or ending portions of longer trips, or trips for which sightseeing
plays a significant role.

Class 11l two-lane highways are highways serving moderately-developed areas and may be
portions of Class | or Class Il highways that pass through small towns or developed
recreation areas. On such segments, local traffic often mixes with through traffic and the
density of unsignalized roadside access points is noticeable higher than in a purely rural area.
Class Il highways may also be longer segments passing through more spread-out
recreational areas, also with increased roadside densities. Such segments are often
accompanied by reduced speed limits that reflect the higher activity level.

For purposes of these analyses, the two-lane study road segments were assumed to be
Class 11 two-lane highways with relatively level terrain. It should be noted that PTSF criteria
do not apply to Class Ill highways in terms of defining LOS, and PTSF criteria are not
utilized for multi-lane highways.

Tables 6 and 7 present the results of the road segment analyses. The calculations are
directional and consider the volume of opposing traffic. The governing LOS is presented for
each scenario.

5.2 — Intersection Levels of Service and Traffic Signal Warrants

The levels of service at the study intersections were determined using the computer program
Synchro 11, which is based on HCM procedures for calculating levels of service.

The California State Transportation Agency and California Department of Transportation
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 2014 Edition (Revision 5 effective
March 27, 2020) (CMUTCD) presents various criteria (warrants) for determining the need
for traffic signals. The CMUTCD states that an engineering study of traffic conditions,
pedestrian characteristics, and physical characteristics of the location shall be performed to
determine whether installation of a traffic control signal is justified at a particular location.
For purposes of this study, Warrant 3, Peak Hour, was analyzed at the unsignalized
intersections (with the exception of the intersection of Laureles Grade and Carmel Valley
Road, which is currently in design to be converted to a roundabout).

Tables 8 and 9 present the results of the intersection operational analyses. Levels of service
worse than the target LOS, and the corresponding delays, are indicated in bold type and are
underlined. The results of the peak-hour traffic signal warrants analyses at the unsignalized
study intersections are also presented. The intersection analysis sheets, including the peak-
hour traffic signal warrants output, are presented in Appendix C.
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Table 6
Road Segment PTSF and LOS Summary — June 2020
Segment A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Road Segment

No. PTSF LOS PTSF LOS
1 Carmel Valley Road | East of Holman Road 52.2 B 54.1 B
2 Carmel Valley Road | Between Esquiline Road and Holman Road 49.3 B 55.0 B
3 Carmel Valley Road | Between Ford Road and Esquiline Road 67.3 C 69.9 C
4 Carmel Valley Road | Between Laureles Grade and Ford Road 74.2 D 75.7 D
5 Carmel Valley Road Between Robinson Canyon Road and 719 D 836 D

Laureles Grade

6 Carmel Valley Road IE:z((a)tav(\;een Schulte Road and Robinson Canyon 757 D 813 D
7 Carmel Valley Road Between Rancho San Carlos Road and 778 D 82 1 D

Schulte Road

8 Carmel Valley Road Between Rio Road qnd Rancho San Carlos 76.5 D 824 D
Road (two-lane portion)

Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Rio

9 Carmel Valley Road N/A A N/A A
Road

10 Carmel Valley Road | Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard N/A A N/A A

Carmel Rancho .
11 Between Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road N/A A N/A A
Boulevard

12 Rio Road Between _Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Val 376 A 359 A
Verde Drive

13 Rio Road Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard N/A A N/A A

Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.
N/A: Not applicable. PTSF methodology is not applicable to multi-lane roadways.
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Table 7
Road Segment PTSF and LOS Summary — October 2020
Segment A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Road Segment

No. PTSF LOS PTSF LOS
1 Carmel Valley Road | East of Holman Road 54.4 B 55.9 C
2 Carmel Valley Road | Between Esquiline Road and Holman Road 54.4 B 56.9 C
3 Carmel Valley Road | Between Ford Road and Esquiline Road 69.0 C 66.9 C
4 Carmel Valley Road | Between Laureles Grade and Ford Road 72.2 D 75.0 D
5 Carmel Valley Road Between Robinson Canyon Road and 76.8 D 813 D

Laureles Grade

6 Carmel Valley Road IE:z((a)tav(\;een Schulte Road and Robinson Canyon 76.5 D 815 D
7 Carmel Valley Road Between Rancho San Carlos Road and 779 D 826 D

Schulte Road

8 Carmel Valley Road Between Rio Road qnd Rancho San Carlos 78.9 D 843 D
Road (two-lane portion)

Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Rio

9 Carmel Valley Road N/A A N/A A
Road

10 Carmel Valley Road | Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard N/A A N/A A

Carmel Rancho .
11 Between Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road N/A A N/A A
Boulevard

12 Rio Road Between _Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Val 333 A 354 A
Verde Drive

13 Rio Road Between SR 1 and Carmel Rancho Boulevard N/A A N/A A

Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.
N/A: Not applicable. PTSF methodology is not applicable to multi-lane roadways.
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Table 8
Intersection LOS and Peak-Hour Warrant Summary — June 2020
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Intersection Control | Delay LOS | Warrant Delay LOS | Warrant
(sec) (sec)

SR 1/ Carmel Valley Signals 4.7 A 6.8 A
Carmel Rancho Blvd / Carmel Signals 15.4 B 205 c
Valley
Rio Vista Drive / Carmel One-way 16.6 c Not met 19.5 c Not met
Valley stop
Carmel Middle School / .
Carmel Valley Signals 7.5 A 7.0 A
Rio / Carmel Valley O”Set;";ay 19.0 C | Notmet | 204 D | Notmet
Via Mallorca / Carmel Valley | Signals 2.1 A 2.2 A
Rancho San Carlos / Carmel Signals 57 A 57 A
Valley
Schulte / Carmel Valley Onsef[;)vF\)/ay 17.6 C Not met 25.6 D Not met
Robinson Canyon / Carmel Yield 9.8 A | Notmet | 12.9 B | Notmet
Valley
Robinson Canyon / Carmel One-way 8.7 A Not met 8.8 A Not met
Valley off ramp stop
Laureles Grade / Carmel One-way 20.9 c 522 =
Valley stop* — =
Ford / Carmel Valley Onsei;)vF\)/ay 111 B Not met 114 B Not met
Esquiline / Carmel Valley Onsei;)vF\)/ay 111 B Not met 11.8 B Not met
Holman / Carmel Valley Onsei;)vF\)/ay 9.9 A Not met 9.7 A Not met
SR 1/ Rio Road Signals 17.1 B 21.3 C
Crossroads Blvd / Rio Road Signals 5.2 A 5.4 A
Carmel Rancho Blvd / Rio Two- 125 B Not met 16.2 c Not met
Road way stop

* Peak-hour warrants not analyzed - roundabout planned.
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Table 9
Intersection LOS and Peak-Hour Warrant Summary — October 2020
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Intersection Control | Delay LOS | Warrant Delay LOS | Warrant
(sec) (sec)

SR 1/ Carmel Valley Signals 4.8 A 7.0 A
Carmel Rancho Blvd / Carmel Signals 16.2 B 19.7 B
Valley
Rio Vista Drive / Carmel One-way 18.0 c Not met 215 c Not met
Valley stop
Carmel Middle School / .
Carmel Valley Signals 7.4 A 11.7 B
Rio / Carmel Valley Onst?[;)vF\)/ay 23.1 C Notmet | 29.4 D Not met
Via Mallorca / Carmel Valley Signals 6.7 A 6.7 A
Rancho San Carlos / Carmel Signals 74 A 78 A
Valley
Schulte / Carmel Valley Onsi;)vF\)/ay 20.4 C Not met 29.0 D Not met
Robinson Canyon / Carmel Yield | 10.1 A | Notmet | 13.0 B | Notmet
Valley
Robinson Canyon / Carmel One-way 8.9 A Not met 8.9 A Not met
Valley off ramp stop
Laureles Grade / Carmel One-way 19.8 c 510 =
Valley stop* — =
Ford / Carmel Valley Onsei;)vF\)/ay 11.2 B Not met 11.7 B Not met
Esquiline / Carmel Valley Onsei;)vF\)/ay 11.8 B Not met 11.9 B Not met
Holman / Carmel Valley Onsei;)vF\)/ay 9.6 A Not met 9.5 A Not met
SR 1/Rio Road Signals 16.5 B 21.8 C
Crossroads Blvd / Rio Road Signals 9.9 A 11.2 B
Carmel Rancho Blvd / Rio Two- 115 B Not met 11.9 B Not met
Road way stop

* Peak-hour warrants not analyzed - roundabout planned.
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6.0 EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION

Policy CV-2.17(a) was addressed by performing traffic counts in June and October 2020,
with the analyses presented in the following sections of this report.

Policies CV-2.17(b), CV-2.17(c), and CV-2.17(d) have been addressed by performing road
segment operational analyses to determine the PTSF and by comparing both ADT and PTSF
to threshold values. Table 10 presents a comparison of the 2020 ADT values with the
threshold values. Table 11 presents a comparison of the 2020 PTSF values with the
threshold values.

With respect to Policy CV-2.17(c), no road segments previously subject to annual monitoring
are within 100 trips of the threshold, and the PTSF for those road segments is not within the
1% threshold. Therefore, a public hearing is not triggered with respect to Policy CV-2.17(c).

With respect to Policy CV-2.17(d), none of the five-year monitoring segments is within the
20% threshold. Therefore, no new road segments are required to be added to the annual
monitoring program.

Policy CV-2.17(e) requires a judgment as to whether changes in the LOS may be occurring
earlier than previously predicted. Table 12 presents a comparison of the General Plan EIR
baseline and cumulative conditions with available LOS and ADT data presented in the 2008
and 2015 volume reports, as well as the new 2020 counts and analyses. The data presented
in Table 12 is presented in graphical form for each road segment in Figures 6 through 18.
The results provide no evidence that LOS changes are occurring earlier than predicted in the
General Plan EIR.

With respect to Policy CV-2.17(f), all of the study intersections and all but one of the study
road segments are operating at, or better than, the specified LOS. Peak-hour traffic signal
warrants are not met at the unsignalized study intersections. A majority of Segment 8
(Carmel Valley Road between Rio Road and Ranch San Carlos Road) is a four-lane highway;
however, the easternmost portion of the segment is approximately 2,000 feet long and is a
two-lane highway. The two-lane portion of Segment 8 operates at LOS D with a worst-case
PTSF of 84.3, which is worse than the LOS threshold C for the segment established in Policy
CV-2.17(f).

It should be noted that LOS F was calculated for the intersection of Laureles Grade and
Carmel Valley Road, and the County has initiated design and construction of a roundabout at
that intersection.
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Table 10
ADT Comparisons
June 2020 October 2020
Segment ADT - -

?\l o Road Segment Threshold ADT Percent of Differ- ADT Percent of Differ-
' Threshold ence Threshold ence
1 Carm;(');éa”ey East of Holman Road 8487 | 3,084 36% 5403 | 2,791 33% 5,696
2 Carm;(');éa”ey E'Ztlvr‘r’]ien”fjgg"'“e Road and 6835 | 3211 |  47% 3624 | 2926 | 43% 3,909
3 Ca”’%ﬂa\(’ja"ey E;’;‘ﬁ’ﬁ?;‘e':sgg dRoad and 9,065 | 8,058 89% 1,007 | 7013 87% 1,152
4 Cargﬂa\é"""ey Egtr‘(’j”e;ga'aa“re'es Grade and 11,600 | 9,196 79% 2,404 | 9,064 78% 2,536

Carmel Valley | Between Robinson Canyon o o
5 Road Road and Laureles Grade 12,752 9,732 76% 3020 | 9,551 75% 3,201
6 Carmel Valley Betvx_/een Schulte Road and 15.499 13,072 84% 2,427 13.279 86% 2,220

Road Robinson Canyon Road

Carmel Valley | Between Rancho San Carlos o o
7 Road Road end Sehulte Road 16,340 | 13,513 83% 2,827 | 13,649 84% 2,601
8 Carm;(');éa”ey gaert“’vceae:l‘oi'gg‘éad and Rancho 48487 | 18013 |  37% 30474 | 18205 |  38% 30,282
9 Carmel Valley | Between Carmel Rancho 51401 | 18173 |  35% 33228 | 18326 |  36% 33,075

Road Boulevard and Rio Road

10 Carrgf:a\éa"ey petiween SR L \f‘:r‘:jcarme' 27830 | 18698 | 67% 0141 | 18962 | 68% 8,877
11 Caé”;ﬁ'le%?r‘gho Zf(;"‘F’fif)”R%jdme' Valley Road 33495 | 12122 |  36% 21373 | 12522 | 37% 20,973

. Between Carmel Rancho 0 0
12 Rio Road Boulovard and Val Verde Drive 6,416 902 14% 5,514 875 14% 5,541
13 Rio Road gz;"(‘:’ﬁf)”;ié\fa“rg Carmel 33,928 6,965 21% 26,963 | 6,980 21% 26,948

Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.
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Table 11
PTSF Comparisons
June 2020 October 2020
Segment LOS PTSF Worst- Worst-
R t .
No. oad Segmen Required | Threshold Case Difference Case Difference
PTSF PTSF
1 Carm;(');(/ja”ey East of Holman Road C 70 54.1 15.9 55.9 141
2 Carmel Valley | Between Esquiline Road and C 70 550 15.0 56.9 131
Road Holman Road
3 Carmel Valley | Between Ford Road and Esquiline D 85 69.9 15.1 69.0 16.0
Road Road
4 Carmel Valley | Between Laureles Grade and D 85 757 103 750 10.0
Road Ford Road
5 Carmel Valley | Between Robinson Canyon Road D 85 836 14 813 37
Road and Laureles Grade
Carmel Valley | Between Schulte Road and
6 Road Robinson Canyon Road D 8 813 3.7 815 35
Carmel Valley | Between Rancho San Carlos Road
7 Road and Schulte Road D 85 82.1 2.9 82.6 2.4
8 Carmel Valley | Between Rio Road and Ran_cho San c 70 824 124 843 143
Road Carlos Road (two-lane portion)
9 Carmel Valley Betwe_en Carmel Rancho Boulevard c N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Road and Rio Road
10 Carmel Valley | Between SR 1 and Carmel c N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Road Rancho Boulevard
11 Carmel Rancho Bo_atween Carmel Valley Road and c N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Boulevard Rio Road
12 RioRoad | Between Carmel Rancho Boulevard c 70 35.9 34.1 35.4 34.6
and Val Verde Drive
13 RioRoad | Setween SR 1and Carmel Rancho c N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Boulevard

Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.

N/A: Not applicable. PTSF methodology is not applicable to multi-lane roadways.
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Table 12
Volume and LOS Comparison
2015+ 2020 General Plan
2008 :
No. Road Segment June | October June October (Cumulative)
ADT* | LOS* | ADT | ADT | ADT | LOS| ADT | LOS | ADT | LOS
1 gi;';‘e' Valley | £t of Holman Road 3235 | A 3128 | 3048 | 3084 | B | 2791 | ¢ |10400| D
2 Carmel Valley Between Esquiline Road and 3,673 A 3,536 3,436 3211 B 2,926 c 6,100 D
Road Holman Road
3 | Carmel Valley | Between Ford Road and 10816 | BIC | 8216 | 8206 | 8058 | C | 7.913 | C | 13200 | F
Road Esquiline Road
4 Carmel Valley | Between Laureles Grade and i c 10740 | 11,061 9,196 D 9,064 D 22,600 F
Road Ford Road
g | Carmel Valley | Between Robinson Canyon 11521 | ¢/D | 11,015 | 11,364 | 9732 | D | 9551 | D | 27,400 | F
Road Road and Laureles Grade
g | Carmel Valley | Between Schulte Road and 14163 | D | 14255 | 14,400 | 13072 | D | 13279 | D |33200| F
Road Robinson Canyon Road
Carmel Valley | Between Rancho San Carlos
7 | Road Road and Schulte Road 15984 | D | 14,642 | 16,067 | 13513 | D | 13649 | D | 36,600 | F
g | Carmel Valley | Between Rio Roadand Rancho | 1q5ce | A | 19076 | 19117 | 18013 | D** | 18205 | D** | 35800 | F
Road San Carlos Road
g |Carmel Valley | Between Carmel Rancho 24655 | A/B | 23941 | 24767 | 18173 | A | 18326 | A | 4180 | F
Road Boulevard and Rio Road
10 | GarmelValley | Between SR 1and Carmel 23160 | A/B | 22,413 | 225510 | 18,698 | A | 18962 | A | 40200 | F
Road Rancho Boulevard
17 | Carmel Rancho | Between Carmel Valley Road | 4, g5 | . | 19076 | 9728 | 12122 | A | 12522 | A | 18600 | D
Boulevard and Rio Road
. Between Carmel Rancho
12| Rio Road Boulevard and Val Verde Drive ) ) 658 702 902 A 875 A ) )
13 | Rio Road Between SR 1 and Carmel 12270 | - | 11528 | 11437 | 6965 | A | 6980 | A | 18100 | D
Rancho Boulevard

Bold type indicates road segments currently included in the annual monitoring report.
* 2008 ADT from 2008 CVMP Volume Report; 2008 ADT from General Plan EIR baseline.

** 2020 LOS is for the two-lane portion of Segment 8. The four-lane portion is operating at LOS A.

+ 2015 LOS not available
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7.0

CONCLUSIONS

This study was performed to fulfill the requirements of the Monterey County General Plan
and CVMP Policy CV-2.17 for both annual traffic monitoring and five-year traffic
monitoring. Generally-accepted traffic engineering principles and methods were applied to
the traffic counts and analyses performed for this study to arrive at the following conclusions:

Stay-at-home orders related to the COVID-19 pandemic were in place during the 2020
monitoring; however, counts were performed as required by the applicable policies.
The traffic volumes counted during 2020 may not reflect those of a typical year.

Carmel Unified School District was not in session during the June counts, and the
district was utilizing distance learning (students not attending campuses in person)
when the October counts were performed.

All Saint’s Day School, with an enrollment of approximately 165 students, was not in
attendance during the June counts but was holding in-person classes during the October
counts.

Most special events in Carmel Valley and Laguna Seca were cancelled in 2020. No
large special events were held while the counts were being performed.

The counts and analyses reveal that no road segments previously subject to annual
monitoring are within 100 trips of the threshold, and the PTSF for those road segments
is not within the 1% threshold. Therefore, a public hearing is not triggered with respect
to Policy CV-2.17(c).

None of the five-year monitoring segments is within the 20% threshold; therefore, no
new road segments are required to be added to the annual monitoring program.

In accordance with Policy CV-2.17(e), the required comparisons do not suggest that
LOS changes are occurring earlier than predicted in the General Plan EIR.

With respect to Policy CV-2.17(f), all of the study intersections and all but one of the
study road segments are operating at, or better than, the specified LOS. Peak-hour
traffic signal warrants are not met at the unsignalized intersections.

A majority of Segment 8 (Carmel Valley Road between Rio Road and Ranch San
Carlos Road) is a four-lane highway; however, the easternmost portion of the segment
is approximately 2,000 feet long and is a two-lane highway. The two-lane portion of
Segment 8 operates at LOS D with a worst-case PTSF of 84.3, which is worse than the
LOS threshold C for the segment established in Policy CV-2.17(f).

It should be noted that LOS F was calculated for the intersection of Laureles Grade and
Carmel Valley Road, and the County has initiated design and construction of a
roundabout at that intersection.
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Thank you for the opportunity to perform these traffic analyses. Please feel free to contact
our office if you have any questions.

PETERS ENGINEERING GROUP

ek iih]

John Rowland, PE, TE

Attachments: Figures 1 through 18
Appendix A - Traffic Count Data Sheets
Appendix B - Road Segment Analysis Sheets
Appendix C - Intersection Analysis Sheets
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