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ATTACHMENT 1

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING ADMINISTRATIVE SITE PLAN
REVIEW, ASPR P-2011127 FOR A ONE STORY COMMERCIAL RETAIL
DEVELOPMENT TOTALING 2,500 SQUARE FEET AT 4436 SEPULVEDA
BOULEVARD IN THE COMMERCIAL GENERAL (CG) ZONE.

(Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127)

WHEREAS, on September 22, 2011, 7-Eleven, Inc. (the “Applicant”) filed an
Administrative Site Plan Review application to construct a one-story, 2,500 square foot
commercial retail development for a 7-Eleven convenience store with 12 parking spaces. The
project site is described more fully as Lots 12, 13, 14, and 15 of Tract No 9111, in the City of
Culver City, County of Los Angeles, State of California; and,

WHEREAS, in order to implement the proposed project, approval of the following

applications is required:

AdministrativeSite Plan_Review: To ensure compliance with the required

standards and City ordinances and establish all onsite and offsite conditions of
approval to reflect the site features and compatibility of the proposed project with

the uses on adjoining properties.
WHEREAS, Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines,

the project has been determined to be Categorically Exempt pursuant to Section 15303,

Class 3, New Construction and Section 15332, Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects; and

May 23, 2012 Page 1 2012-P003
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ATTACHMENT 1

WHEREAS, on March 14 and May 23, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a

duly noticed public hearing on Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127 ; and -

WHEREAS, on May 23, 2012 after conducting a duly noticed pubiic hearing on the
subject application, including full consideration of the application, plans, staff report,
environmental information and all testimony presented, the Planning Commission by a vote

ofito Q conditionally approved Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127 as set

forth herein below.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CULVER
CITY, CALIFORNIA, RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Pursuant to the foregoing recitations and the provisions of Culver City
Municipal Code (CCMC), the following findings are hereby made:

Administrative Site Plan Review:

As outlined in CCMC Title 17, Section 17.540.020, the following required findings for a Site
Plan Review are hereby made:

A. The general layout of the project, including orientation and location of buildings,
open space, vehicular and pedestrian access and circulation, parking and
loading facilities, building setbacks and heights, and other improvements on the
site, is consistent with the purpose and intent of this Chapter, the requirements
of the zeoning district in which the site is Jocated, and with all applicable
deveiopment standards and design guidelines.

The general layout of the project is consistent with the applicable development
standards of the Commercial General (CG) zoning district and the Commercial Zero
Setback Overlay. The building is oriented toward Sepulveda Boulevard in order to
create a pedestrian friendly commercial streetscape, consistent with adjacent buildings
in the immediate vicinity located in the CG zone. The building has been set back
between five and six feet from the property line on Braddock Drive and ten feet from
the property line on Sepulveda Boulevard. The layout of the project will accommodate
additional landscaping in the form of above grade planters along Braddock Drive and a
pedestrian oriented streetscape along Sepulveda Boulevard with the inclusion of a
secondary, pedestrian serving retail use delineated with Stamped concrete or

May 23, 2012 Page 2 2012-P003
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ATTACHMENT 1

decorative pavers. The ten-foot setback along Sepulveda will provide space for a
secondary retail use. This area of approximately 350 sq. ft. (10 feet deep by 35 feet
wide) will be paved.with decorative pavers or stamped concrete and will visually
designate the area for a separate retail use,

The project will include elements designed to enhance the attractiveness of the
structure and to provide a buffer between the commercial use and abutting residential
uses. The single story, 20-foot tall building is consistent with the Code required 56 foot
height limit. The project as redesigned, replaces the previous suburban-style of the
original submittal with building architecture unique in the neighborhood and for 7-
Eleven convenience stores in general. The secondary use will reinforce the pedestrian
orientation of the Sepuiveda Boulevard commercial corridor in the neighborhood by
activating what would otherwise be a blank commercial storefront.

The project will include an 8-foot high wall along the rear property line with a six-foot
planter on the interior to allow for the installation of a row of tall columnar trees
designed to add additional height and to provide bufferlng of potential noise and light
impacts on adjacent residential uses.

The single story, 20-foot tall building is consistent with the Code required 56 foot
height limit. The project as redesigned, replaces the previous suburban-style of the
original submittal with building architecture unique in the neighborhood and for 7-
Eleven convenience stores in general. The secondary use will reinforce the pedestrian
orientation of the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor in the neighborhood by
activating what would otherwise be a blank commercial storefront.

The project provides a total of 12 on-site parking spaces. This will exceed the Code
required 11 parking spaces for convenience store uses. These parking spaces are
sufficient for customers and employees of the convenience store use. Loading areas
are provided through an on-site standard parking space for daytime deliveries and an
on-street loading zone located on Sepulveda Boulevard for late evening and early
morning deliveries.

Vehicular access to the site is provided through a two-way (entry and exit) driveway on
Braddock Drive and a two-way driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard. The proposed
access locations have been reviewed by the City’s traffic engineers and through a
Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Evaluation prepared by the Applicant’s traffic engineer,
as requested by the Planning Commission. The study determined that the project's
access points are anticipated to operate safely with regards to the movement of
vehicles and pedestrians. The project includes clear sightiines at both driveways in
order to see oncoming vehicles and pedestrians. In addition, a restriction on left turns
for exiting vehicles from the Sepulveda Boulevard driveway is designed to reduce
conflicts between vehicles traveling north on Sepulveda Boulevard and those
attempting to travel south from the project site.
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The architectural design of the structure and the materials and colors are
compatible with the scale and character of surrounding development and other
improvements on the site and are consistent with the purpose and intent of this
Chapter, the requirements of the zoning district in which the site is located, and
with all applicable development standards and design guidelines.

The building mass and scale are consistent with the one- and two-story commercial
structures along the Sepuiveda Boulevard commercial corridor. The Applicant
responded to staff comments and the direction of the Planning Commission with a
redesigned project that addresses the adjacent street frontage through a unigue,
contemporary design that opens onto the corner of Braddock Drive and Sepulveda
Boulevard. The revised plans retain the secondary retail use and include a second
Sepulveda Boulevard entrance. The project provides a stronger architectural
statement with building materials and massing and the use of above grade planters
along Braddock Drive.

The modern architectural style, color palette, and material cheice respond to the
Planning Commission and community’s desire to see a unique design that is atypical
for most convenience stores.

The landscaping, including the location, type, size, color, texture, and coverage
of pilant materials, provisions for irrigation, and protection of landscape
elements has been designed to create visual relief, complement structures, and
provide an attractive environment and is consistent with the purpose and intent
of this Chapter, the requirements of the zoning district in which the site is
located, and with all applicable development standards and design guidelines.

The proposed landscaping meets all Zoning Code requirements. The project will
include several landscape areas designed to enhance the overall appearance of the
structure and to also provide an additional buffer between the project and adjacent

residential uses.

The project will include landscaping along Sepulveda Boulevard through the use of in-
ground planter areas on either side of the driveway. The planter areas will include a
mixture of shrubs, trees, and ground cover to allow for clear sightlines whlfe providing
adequate screening of the parking area from passers-by.

The setback area abutting Braddock Drive wili be planted with a mixture of ground
cover and above ground planters to compliment the building architecture.

The area abutting the building’s rear property line, adjacent to the new 8-foot high wall
along the 20-foot alley, will include two planter areas -~ one facing the alley and one
facing the interior of the property. The small planter area facing the alley will be
planted with growing vines, intended to cover the western face of the wall in order to
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create visual relief and to act as a deterrent to tagging. The interior planter will be

~ approximately six feet wide and will be planted with tall columnar type trees, designed

to create height to the rear wall and visual relief from the property interior. The trees
will serve ‘as an additional buffer to noise and light spillage onto the residential
properties located to the east.

Qverall, the Iandscapi‘ng improvéments will .complement the overall appearance of the

“project and serve to reduce buffer impacts on adjoining properties.

;I'he design and layout of the proposed project will not interfere with the use and
enjoyment of neighboring existing or future development, will not result in
vehicular or pedestrian hazards, and will be in the best interest of the public

health, safety, and general welfare,

The proposed location of the project is at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Braddock Drive, along the commercial corridor of Sepulveda Boulevard which is
characterized by small, single story retail and restaurant storefronts. As designed the
project will not result in conflicts with uses in the adjacent residential neighborhood or

commercial area.

The project has been designed to conform to all applicable provisions of the
Commercial General (CG) Zone, the Commercial Zero Setback Overlay and all City
development standards. The secondary use will reinforce the pedestrian orientation of
the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor in the neighborhood by activating what
would otherwise be a blank commercial storefront.

The project will include two access driveways to the parking ot through a two-way
driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard and a two-way driveway on Braddock Drive. Each
driveway has been designed according to City standards in order to provide clear
sightlines for cross traffic from vehicles and pedestrians. A sign restricting left turns will
be included at the Sepulveda Boulevard driveway in order to prevent vehicles from
crossing mulitiple lanes of northbound traffic to access the southerly travelling lanes. In
addition, the driveway at Braddock Drive has been moved an additional three feet to
the west in order to create greater separation from the access driveway for the
adjacent alley. Any landscaping at driveway locations will not interfere with sight lines
of exiting drivers to ensure vehicular and pedestrian safety.

The project is in the best interest of the pubiic health, safety, and general welfare as it
will result in the redevelopment of a vacant gas station located along the Sepulveda
Boulevard commercial corridor. The gas station has been vacant since December
1998. All underground storage tanks have been removed and the remediation of soil
and monitoring has been completed, pursuant to records from the State of California.
The project will help to revitalize the dormant corner which presently remains unused.

The existing or proposed public facilities necessary to accommodate the
proposed project (e.g., fire protection devices, parkways, public utilities, sewers,
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sidewalks, storm drains, street lights, traffic control devices, and the width and
pavement of adjoining streets and alleys) will be available to serve the subject

site.

The existing and propesed public service facilities necessary to accommedate the
project such as: the width and pavement of the adjoining streets, traffic control
devices, sewers, storm drains, sidewalks, street lights, police protection, fire protection
devices, and public utilities are provided for adequately as confirmed by the City
agencies that reviewed the project during the interdepartmental review process.

F. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable
specific plan.

The project is consistent with the General Plan’s General Corridor Land Use
designation which allows a range of small-to-medium-scale commercial uses, with an
emphasis on community-serving retail to which patrons often travel by car. The
designation is characterized by areas with a two to-three story height limit, recognizing
its proximity to residential neighborhoods.. The project will provide for a new
community serving retail use that will provide for the revitalization of a commercial
corridor through new development on a currently vacant gas station site, which is
consistent with Objective 6 of the General Plan Land Use Element.

The project is located within the Sepulveda Boulevard Area Improvement Plan (AIP)
where the City has installed a number of pedestrian criented improvements including
new benches and frash receptacles, bicycle racks, new street trees and feather grass
planters intended to support the ongoing revitalization of the Sepulveda Corridor,
which has seen improvements to commercial facades and the introduction of new
businesses that have provided pedestrian amenities such as outdoor dining and
planter boxes. - The inclusion of a pedestrian oriented use along the Sepuiveda
Boulevard street front and the orientation of the building towards the street and the
inclusion of a secondary retail use will encourage greater interaction between
pedestrians and the prOJect and be consistent with the revitalization of the Sepulveda

corridor.

The application does not include any variances or request to amend the General Plan,
Redevelepment Plan or Zoning designation.

SECTION 2. Pursuant to the foregoing recitations and findings, the Planning
Commission of the City of Culver City, California, hereby approves Administrative Site Plan
Review, ASPR P-2011127 subject to the conditions of approval set forth in Exhibit A attached

hereto and incorperated in herein by this reference.
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Attested by;

onyle Hunt
Admiinistrative Secretary

May 23, 2012
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APPROVED and ADOPTED this 23rd‘day of May, 2012.

775

Y PLESKOW CHAIRPERSON

PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA

2012-P003




EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

GENERAL

These Conditions of Approval are being
imposed on the one story, 2,500 square foot
Convenience store with 12 parking spaces (the
“Project”), for the property located at 4436
Sepulveda Boulevard (the “Property”).

All

Standard

A copy of the Resolution approving the Project,
and a copy of these Conditions of Approval,
shall be printed on the plans submitted as part of
any building permit application for the Project.

Planning

Standard

All building permit applications for the Project
shall include sufficient information and detail to
clearly reflect compliance with all applicable
requirements of the Culver City Municipal Code
(the “CCMC”) and with these Conditions of
Approval.

Planning

Standard

The land use permit to which these Conditions
of Approval apply (the “Land Use Permit’) shall
expire one year from the date of final approval of
said Land Use Permit, if the use has not been
exercised. As provided in CCMC Section
15.595.030 —“Time Limits and Extensions”, an
applicant may request an extension of said
expiration date by filing a written request with
the Planning Division prior to the expiration of
the land use permit.

Planning

Standard

The Project shall be developed pursuant to
CCMC Chapter 17.300 — “General Property
Development and Use Standards”.

Planning

Standard

All planted areas on the Property shall be
landscaped and irrigated pursuant to CCMC
Chapter 17.310 - “Landscaping”.

Planning

Standard

Page 1 of 18




EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

GENERAL

All parking areas on the Property shall be
developed pursuant to CCMC Chapter 17.320 -
“Off-Street Parking and Loading”.

Planning

Standard

Signs proposed for the Project shall meet all
applicable requirements of CCMC Chapter
17.330 - “Signs”. All signs require a separate
permit and approval.

Planning

Standard

All permits and licenses required in connection
with the development or use of the Project shall
be applied for and obtained separately.

All

Standard

10.

All work within the public right-of-way (including
but not limited to curb, gutter, sidewalk, and
driveways) shall be designed and completed to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Public
Works

Standard

11.

One street tree shall be installed, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer, in conformity
with the City’s approved Street Tree Master Plan
including tree wells and irrigation on Braddock
Drive. All new (and existing) street trees shall be
supplied with irrigation water from the overall
site irrigation system which shall include a timer
and a rain sensor. All new (and existing) street
trees, landscaping, and irrigation shall be
indicated on the overall site landscaping/
irrigation plan.

Public
Works

Standard

12.

Drainage devices, concrete curbs and gutters,
sidewalks, drive approaches, and roadway
pavement shall be designed in conformity with
all provisions of the latest edition of the
American Public Works Association Standard
Plans (“APWA Standards”).

Public
Works

Standard
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003
Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127
4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

GENERAL

13.

At the sole cost and expense of the Property
Owner, any broken or damaged curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, and street pavement resulting from
construction of the Project shall be repaired and
reconstructed in conformity with APWA
Standards.

Public
Works

Standard

14.

Trash enclosures shall be provided and shall
each have a minimum inside dimension of 10
feet x 12 feet, a gated opening that is at least 8
feet wide, and a 6 inch high by 6 inch wide
concrete curb along the inside perimeter wall.
Each enclosure shall also have at least a 6 inch
thick concrete slab that drains at a one percent
gradient out of the enclosure. Final approval for
the size, location, and type of equipment needed
for the adequate storage and disposal of all solid
and recyclable waste generated by the Project
shall be obtained from the City’s Environmental
Programs and Operations Manager. A fire
suppression sprinkler system shall be provided
within any covered trash enclosure area as
required by the Fire Marshal. All refuse
containers assigned to or otherwise used by the
Project shall be stored on-site in the trash
enclosures.

Public
Works/
Fire/
Planning

Standard

15.

All Project related solid and recyclable waste
material handling shall be in accordance with
CCMC Section 5.01.010 - “Solid Waste
Management”, which outlines the Sanitation
Division’s exclusive franchise for this service.

Public
Works

Standard
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

GENERAL

16.

All buildings and structures to be constructed as
part of the Project shall be designed and
constructed in accordance with all applicable
regulations and standards of the City’s Building
Code, Fire Code and any related codes as
determined by the Building Official and Fire
Marshal; and all other applicable provisions of
the CCMC which are adopted and in effect at
the time of issuance of a building permit.

Building/
Fire

Standard

17.

Any new utilities shall be placed underground or
enclosed within the building construction; no
new overhead utilities shall be permitted.

Building/
Planning

Standard

18.

The Project shall comply with all applicable
requirement of the Culver City Green Building
Program as set forth in CCMC Section
15.02.1100, et.seq.

Building

Standard

19.

Changes to the Project or use approved as part
of the Land Use Permit may only be made in
accordance with the provisions of CCMC
Section 17.595.035 — “Changes to an Approved
Project”.

Planning

Standard

20.

All  perimeter block walls shall be of
decorative block and shall be approved by
the Planning Division prior to installation.

Planning

Special

21.

The design (including color, material, and
shape) for decorative pavers or stamped
concrete located on site shall be approved
by the Planning Division prior to installation.

Planning

Special

22.

A materials board for the Project and a
lighting plan for the building and the parking
area shall be approved by the Planning
Division prior to building permit issuance.

Planning

Special

Page 4 of 18
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RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

GENERAL

23.

All signs shall be in accordance with CCMC
Section 17.330 — “Signs” subject to the
following:

A. Only one freestanding monument sign
shall be permitted on-site, located
adjacent to the Sepulveda Boulevard
driveway entrance. The monument
sign shall be a maximum of 6 feet in
height.

B. No window signs shall be permitted,
except for those providing the hours
of operation, open/closed signs, and
contact information for the store
and/or operating company.

C. All signs shall require approval of a
sign permit issued by the Planning
Division.

Planning

Special

24.

No vending machines or reverse vending
machines shall be permitted on the exterior
of the building.

Planning

Special

25.

The project shall comply with Section
17.300.040 — Outdoor Lighting of the Culver
City Municipal Code, to ensure that all on-
site exterior lighting is directed away from or
shielded from residential neighbors.

Planning

Special

26.

Offsite improvements shall include the
relocation of the existing Culver City bus
stop from the southwest corner of
Sepulveda/ Braddock to the front of this
project, on Braddock Drive. The bus stop
furniture shall include a 13 foot shelter with 4
seat bench with back and armrests, a tall
trash receptacle, transit information display
and a sign pole.

Trans.

Special

27.

The driveway at Sepulveda Boulevard shall
be right turn-in and right turn-out only.
Signage restricting left turns out of the
driveway shall be posted on-site. The sign is
subject to approval by the City Engineer and
Planning Manager.

Public
Works

Special
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE

28.

A covenant and agreement, on a form provided
by the Planning Division and in form and
substance acceptable to the City Attorney,
acknowledging and agreeing to comply with all
terms and conditions established herein, shall
be signed by the Property Owner and recorded
in the County Recorder’s Office. The covenant
and agreement shall run with the land and shall
be binding on any subsequent owners, and
tenants or occupants of the Property. After
recordation, a certified copy bearing the
Recorder’'s number and date shall be provided
to the Planning Division.

Planning/
City
Attorney

Standard

29.

The Applicant and Property Owner shall
indemnify and agree to defend (at the
Applicant’'s and Property Owner’s sole expense,
with legal counsel approved by the City) and
hold harmless the City, and its elected and
appointed officials, officers, employees, agents,
contractors and consultants from and against
any and all loss, damages, injuries, costs,
expenses, liabilities, claims, demands, lawsuits,
attorneys’ fees and judgments, arising from or in
any manner connected to any third party
challenge to the City's approval of the Project.
The obligations required by this Condition shall
be set forth in a written instrument in form and
substance acceptable to the City Attorney and
signed by the Applicant and the Property Owner.

City
Attorney

Standard

30.

A minimum of three sets of final landscaping and
irrigation plans (separate from the plans
submitted for the building permit) shall be
submitted to the Planning Division for review
and approval.

Planning/
Parks &
Rec.

Standard

31.

Payment of New Development Impact Fees
pursuant to CCMC Section 15.06.005 et. seq.
shall be submitted.

Planning/
Building

Standard
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO. | CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency | Source | Compliance
Verification
PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE

32.| A Construction Management Plan prepared by | Building/ | Standard
the construction contractor, which identifies the | Public
areas of construction staging, temporary power, | Works
portable toilet, and trash and material storage
locations, shall be submitted to and approved
by the Building Official. Prior to commencement
of work the construction contractor shall advise
the Public Works Inspector and the Building
Inspector (‘Inspectors”) of the construction
schedule and shall meet with the Inspectors.

33.| A Pedestrian Protection Plan shall be submitted | Building/ | Standard
to and approved by the Building Official. Such | Public
plan shall identify all areas of pedestrian| Works
protection and indicate the method of pedestrian
protection or pedestrian diversion when
required. When pedestrian diversion is required,
the Pedestrian Protection Plan must also be
approved by the Public Works Director.

34.| Plans submitted as part of the building permit | Building Standard

application shall include a schedule of the
special inspections anticipated, the firm
proposed for the special inspections, and the
resumes of all proposed special inspectors. The
Building Official reserves the right to reject any
special inspector at any time for the duration of
the Project. All special inspection reports shall
be made available to the Building Official and to
any Culver City Building Safety inspector as
required by the Building Official No work shall
be covered without a Culver City Building Safety
inspection, whether or not a special inspection
was performed on such work.

Page 7 of 18

14




EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO. | CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency S | COUEErE
Verification
PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE
35.| A Construction Traffic Management Plan shall | Planning/ | Standard
be prepared by a traffic or civil engineer| Public
registered in the State of California. The | Works

Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be
submitted to the City Engineer and Planning
Manager for review and approval prior to the
issuance of any Project demolition, grading, or
excavation permit. The Construction Traffic
Management Plan shall also be reviewed and
approved by the City's Fire and Police
Departments. The City Engineer and Planning
Manager reserve the right to reject any engineer
at any time and to require that the Plan be
prepared by a different engineer. The
Construction Traffic Management Plan shall
contain, but not be limited to, the following:

A. The name and telephone number of a
contact person who can be reached 24 hours
a day regarding construction traffic
complaints or emergency situations.

B. An up-to-date list of local police, fire, and
emergency response organizations and
procedures for the continuous coordination of
construction activity, potential delays, and
any alerts related to unanticipated road
conditions or delays, with local police, fire,
and emergency response  agencies.
Coordination shall include the assessment of
any alternative access routes that might be
required through the Property, and maps
showing access to and within the Property
and to adjacent properties.

C. Procedures for the training and certification
of the flag persons used in implementation of
the Construction Traffic Management Plan.

D. The location, times, and estimated duration
of any roadway closures, traffic detours, use
of protective devices, warning signs, and
staging or queuing areas.

E. The location and travel routes of off-site
staging and parking locations.
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT ISSUANCE

36.

Reasonable efforts shall be used to reuse and
recycle construction and demolition debris, to
use environmentally friendly materials, and to
provide energy efficient buildings, equipment
and systems. A Demolition Debris Recycling
Plan that indicates where select demolition
debris is to be sent shall be provided to the
Building Official prior to the issuance of a
demolition permit.  The Plan shall list the
material to be recycled and the name, address,
and phone number of the facility of organization
accepting the materials.

Building

Standard

37.

A vector/pest control abatement plan prepared
by a pest control specialist licensed or certified
by the State of California shall be submitted for
review and approval by the Planning Manager
and the Building Official. Said plan shall outline
all steps to be taken prior to the commencement
of any demolition or construction activity in order
to ensure that any and all pests (including, but
not limited to, rodents, bees, ants and
mosquitoes) that may populate the Property do
not relocate to or impact adjoining properties.

Building/
Planning

Standard

38.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, notice of
the Project construction schedule shall be
provided to all abutting property owners and
occupants. Evidence of such notification shall
be provided to the Building Division. The notice
shall identify the commencement date and
proposed timing for all construction phases
(demolition, grading, excavation/shoring,
foundation, rough frame, plumbing, roofing,
mechanical and electrical, and exterior finish).

Building

Standard

Page 9 of 18
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

DURING CONSTRUCTION

39.

During all phases of construction, a
“Construction Rules Sign” that includes contact
names and telephone numbers of the Applicant,
Property Owner, construction contractor(s), and
the City, shall be posted on the Property in a
location that is visible to the public. These
names and telephone numbers shall also be
made available to adjacent property owners and
occupants to the satisfaction of the Planning
Manager and Building Official.

Building/
Planning

Standard

40.

The Property shall be maintained daily so that it
is free of trash and litter.

Building

Standard

4].

During construction, dust shall be controlled by
regular watering or other methods as
determined by the Building inspector.

Building

Standard

42.

The Building Division may apply administrative
assessments and/ or post general stop work
notices for any violations of the Conditions of
Approval for the Project, and any violations of
the CCMC.

Building

Standard

43.

During all phases of construction, best efforts
shall be used to ensure that all construction
workers, contractors and others involved with
the Project park on the Property or at designated
offsite locations approved by the City, and not in
the surrounding neighborhood.

Building

Standard

44,

When foundation shoring and/or foundation piles
will be part of the Project, the engineer of record
shall use noise dampening measures such as
the drilling of shoring supports and piles as
determined by the Building Official and Planning
Manager.

Building/
Planning

Standard

Page 10 of 18
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO. | CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency | Source | Sompliance
Verification
DURING CONSTRUCTION

45.| Prior to the commencement of any excavation, a | Building/ | Standard
temporary construction fence shall be installed | Planning/
around the site. The height and fence material Public
is subject to approval by the City Engineer and | Works
the Planning Manager.

46.| Hours of construction shall be limited to the | Building/ | Standard
following: 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM Monday through Public
Friday; 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM Saturday; and 10:00 | Works
AM to 7:00 PM Sunday and National holidays.
Dirt hauling and construction material deliveries
or removal are prohibited during the morning
(7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and afternoon (4:00 PM to
6:00 PM) peak traffic periods. All construction
workers shall be respectful of the surrounding
neighborhood and keep non-construction related
noise to a minimum prior to, during, and after
permissible construction hours.

47.| All  staging and storage of construction | Building/ | Standard
equipment and materials, including the | Public
construction dumpster, shall be on-site only. | Works
The Property Owner must obtain written
permission from adjacent property owners for
any construction staging occurring on adjacent
property.

48.| During construction, the Planning Division | Planning Special

may periodically inspect the Project and/or
request status updates from the Applicant
and construction contractor(s) to ensure the
Project design comports with the approved
plan. The Planning Division, with the
Building & Safety Division, may issue
general stop work notices for any violations
of the Conditions of Approval, including non-
conformance with the specified design and
materials for the Project, and any violations
of the CCMC.

Page 11 of 18
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO. | CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency S | COUEErE
Verification
DURING CONSTRUCTION
49.| Compliance with the following noise standards | Building/ | Standard
shall be required with at all times: Planning

A.

No construction equipment shall be
operated without an exhaust muffler, and
all such equipment shall have mufflers
and sound control devices (i.e., intake
silencers and noise shrouds) that are no
less effective than those provided on
the original equipment;

All construction equipment shall be
properly maintained to minimize noise
emissions;

If any construction vehicles are serviced
at a location onsite, the vehicle(s) shall be
setback from any street and other
property lines so as to maintain the
greatest distance from the public right-of-
way and from Noise Sensitive Receptors;
Noise impacts from stationary sources
(i.e., mechanical equipment, ventilators,
and air conditioning units) shall be
minimized by proper selection of
equipment and the installation of
acoustical shielding as approved by the
Planning Manager and the Building
Official in order to comply with the City’s
Noise Regulations and Standards as set
forth in CCMC Chapter 9.07; and
Stationary source equipment (i.e.,
compressors) shall be located so as to
maintain the greatest distance from the
public right-of-way and from Noise
Sensitive Receptors.

Page 12 of 18
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ATTACHMENT 1

EXHIBIT A
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003
Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127
4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

NO. |CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency Source

Compliance
Verification

DURING CONSTRUCTION

50./ In the event three citations are issued in | Building/ | Standard
connection with the Project for violations of | Planning
these Conditions of Approval or for other
violations of the CCMC, Project construction
shall be stopped until such time that it is
determined to the satisfaction of the Community
Development Director, that causes of such
violations have been eliminated or corrected and
that the Project will be able to proceed in full
compliance with these Conditions of Approval
and the CCMC.

51.| Flag persons with certified training shall be | Building/ | Standard
provided for work site traffic control to minimize | Public
impacts to traffic flow and to ensure the safe | Works
movement of vehicles into and out of the
Property.

52.| During construction, trucks and other vehicles in | Building Standard
loading and unloading queues must be parked
with their engines off to reduce vehicle
emissions. Construction deliveries shall be
phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks
as determined by the Building Official and
discontinued during second-stage smog alerts.

53.| Construction vehicles shall not be permitted to | Building/ | Standard
stage or queue where they would interfere with Public
vehicular and pedestrian traffic or block access | Works
to adjacent properties. Off-site staging shall be
at locations approved by the City Engineer and
shall be of sufficient length to accommodate
large trucks without being unduly disruptive to
traffic operations. The drivers of these trucks
shall be in radio or phone communication with
on-site personnel who shall advise the drivers
when to proceed from the staging location to the
Property. Construction-related vehicles shall not
be permitted to park on public streets.

Page 13 of 18

20




EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

PRIOR TO CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY OR FINAL INSPECTION

54.

All provisions, and requirements set forth in
these Conditions of Approval, in the Resolution
approving the project, in the CCMC, or in any
applicable written comments as provided by City
representatives on October 20, 2011 at the
Project Review Committee meeting on the Land
Use Permit application, shall be fulfilled and
satisfied to the satisfaction of all City
departments before the use may be established
or the Project occupied.

All

Standard

55.

All requirements of the City’'s Art in Public
Places Program, as set forth in CCMC Section
15.06.100, et. seq., shall be fully satisfied prior
to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy;
provided, that if such requirements will be
satisfied by the payment of the public art in-lieu
fee, the same shall be paid prior to the issuance
of a building permit.

Cultural
Affairs

Standard

56.

All onsite and offsite improvements and all
conditions of approval except those which are
deferred pursuant to a bond or letter of credit as
determined and approved by the Building
Official, Fire Marshal, Planning Manager, and/or
City Engineer shall be completed prior to
issuance of any certificate of occupancy. Prior
to issuance of any certificate of occupancy the
following shall be provided to and approved by
the City:

A. Five full sets of as-built plans that shall
include at a minimum the site plan,
grading and utility plan, landscape and
irrigation plan, floor plan for each level of
the Project, parking structure plan, roof
plan with all mechanical equipment
identified as to purpose and source and
all offsite improvements; and

B. One set of as-built plans as described
above in a digital format compatible with
the City’s computer system.

All

Standard
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ATTACHMENT 1

EXHIBIT A
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003
Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127
4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

NO. |CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency Source

Compliance
Verification

ON-GOING

57.| The use and development of the Property shall | Planning | Standard
be in substantial conformance with the plans
and materials submitted with the application for
the Land Use Permit as reviewed by the
Planning Commission at its meeting on May 23,
2012, excepted as modified by these Conditions
of Approval.

58.| Pursuant to CCMC Section 17.650.020 - All Standard
“Inspection”, the Property Owner and Applicant
shall allow authorized City officials, or their
designees, access to the Property where there
Is reasonable cause to believe the Property is
not in compliance with these Conditions of
Approval or other requirements of the CCMC.

59.| The use and development of the Property shall All Standard
comply with these Conditions of Approval and all
applicable local, special district or authority,
county, state and federal statutes, codes,
standards, and regulations including, but not
limited to, Building Division, Fire Department,
Planning Division and Public Works Department
requirements, and shall comply with all
applicable CCMC requirements and all
comments made during the City’s building
permit plan check review process. Failure to
comply with said Conditions, statutes, codes,
standards, and regulations may result in
reconstruction work, demolition, stop work
orders, withholding of certificate of occupancy,
revocation of land use permit approval and/or
any other lawful action the City might deem
reasonable and appropriate to bring about
compliance.

60.| The Applicant shall process the request for | Public Special
curbside loading on Sepulveda Boulevard | Works/
through the Engineering Division. The | Planning
Applicant shall be responsible for necessary
curbside demarcations/ improvements as
required by the City Engineer and/or Public
Works Director.
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO. | CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency | Source | Compliance
Verification
ON-GOING

61.| All graffiti shall be removed from the Property | Building/ | Standard

within 48 hours of its application. Planning/
Public
Works

62.| The Property Owner shall maintain all street| Public Standard
trees along the property frontage at his/her sole | Works
cost and expense.

63.| All mitigation measures set forth in any| Planning | Standard
environmental document relating to the Project
(including any reports of the type contemplated
by the California Environmental Quality Act)
shall be completed as specified therein.

64. The Property Owner and any tenant of the | Planning Special
Property shall be responsible for onsite trash
pickup at least twice per day, and for trash
pickup around the Property’s perimeter,
including the sidewalks, gutters, and other
public areas where trash may collect within
100-feet of the Property.

65. The setback area along the Sepulveda | Planning Special

Boulevard street frontage, designated on the
approved development plans for an
“Outdoor Retail Component” and comprising
an area of 7 feet by 35 feet, shall be utilized
for a pedestrian oriented retail use. The
Outdoor Retail Component may be operated
by the same entity that operates the
convenience store, as part of the operation
of such store, or it may be run as a separate
business operation by a subtenant approved
by the Community Development Director.
The use and the final design of the Outdoor
Retail Component area shall be subject to
review and approval by the Community
Development Director. The Outdoor Retail
Component area shall at all times be
operated and maintained in a clean and safe
manner.
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ATTACHMENT 1

EXHIBIT A
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003
Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127
4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

NO. | CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Agency Source

Compliance
Verification

ON-GOING

66. The Outdoor Retail Component shall be | Planning Special
opened for business at the time of
occupancy of the convenience store use for
the Property, and shall thereafter operate
seven days a week for no less than 10 hours
a day. If a subtenant operating the secondary
retail use vacates the premises, the Outdoor
Retail Component area shall immediately be
secured and thereafter maintained in a safe
and attractive condition, and the secondary
retail use shall be re-opened for business (by
the operator of the convenience store or by a
new subtenant approved by the Community
Development Director) within no more than 6
months

67.| A covenant and agreement, on a form | Planning Special
provided by the Planning Division and in [City
form and substance approved by the City | Attorney
Attorney, designating an area of 7 feet by 35
feet, as identified on the approved
development plans for an “Outdoor Retalil
Component” shall be signed by the Property
Owner and recorded in the County
Recorder’s Office. The covenant and
agreement shall run with the land and shall
be binding on any subsequent owners, and
tenants or occupants of the Property. After
recordation, a certified copy bearing the
Recorder’s number and date shall be
provided to the Planning Division.
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EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P003

Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P2011127

4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

ATTACHMENT 1

NO.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Agency

Source

Compliance
Verification

ON-GOING

68.

Any street tree that is removed or relocated
as part of the site development shall be
promptly replaced with a tree of a type and
size  approved by the Community
Development  Director, and thereafter
maintained.

Planning

Special

69.

All Project employees who drive to work
must park on-site. Employees shall be
informed of this requirement during any
employee training or orientation.

Planning

Special

70.

No outdoor chairs, benches and/or tables
shall be permitted on the Property without
the approval of an Administrative Use Permit
for Outdoor Dining pursuant to CCMC
Section 17.400.070 — Outdoor Dining.

Planning

Special

71.

The Project shall maintain a clear line of
sight for vehicles negotiating the project
access points and adjacent alleyways. Trees,
bushes, and architectural décor shall not
block line of sight requirements at these
intersections.

Planning

Special

72.

Follow-up inspection of the operation of the
traffic, on-site circulation and parking, shall
be conducted by the Planning Division after
six months and after one year of full
operation. If it is determined by the Planning
Manager and the City’s Traffic Engineer that
the recommendations of the traffic study are
insufficient, additional requirements may be
imposed as determined by the Planning
Manager and the City’s Traffic Engineer. In
the event the project fails to operate subject
to the traffic study requirements, the matter
shall be set for public hearing pursuant to
CCMC Chapter 17.660 — Revocations and
Modifications.

Planning

Special
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ATTACHMENT 2

7-11 Appeal
June 8, 2012

Culver City Planning Commission: Commrs.
Anthony Pleskow, John Kuechie, Scotty Wyant,
Marcus Tiggs, and Linda Smith Frost:

Culver City City Council: Council members
Andrew Weissman, Jeffrey Cooper, Michael
O’Leary, Jim B. Clarke, and Meghan Sahli-

. Wells.

Mayor Michael O’Leary.

Culver City City Manager John Nachbar.

Culver City Attorney Carol Schwab.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal - Page Two
June 8, 2012

LEGAL BASIS OF APPEAL RE 7-11 AT SEPULVEDA AND
BRADDOCK

The undersigned parties have brought this Appeal on the issue of
whether the City of Culver City should approve the request by the 7-11
“people’, franchises, owners, et al. to construct and run a 7-11 convenience
store on the south east corner of Sepulveda Blvd., and Braddock Drive in
Culver City, CA.

The undersigned parties believe that the City Planning Commission, the
Culver City staff assisting the Planning Commission, and other parties such
as those who ran two “traffic tests”, constitute, pursuant to Section C.2 of the
Culver City Code,

“Section C.2: "inadequacy of conditions to mitigate potential impacts".

The Appellants believe that there is an “increased risk and liability to the
City given the insufficient discovery, testing and evaluation of the impact
on public safety of the proposed new 7-11 project.”

Based on the inadequacy of the conditions to mitigate the potential
impacts, and the circumstances described above, the undersigned parties
are requesting that the Culver City Planning Commission, and the City of
Culver City, re-open the issues regarding said 7-11, and allow the Culver City
residents to request more time to discover, test and evaluate the impact on
public safety.

INSUFFICIENCY OF DISCOVERY AND RESEARCH

The appealing parties herein are extremely concerned that the testing
and evaluation of the situation surrounding the 7-11 has not been done
adequately, professionally, properly, appropriately, timely, and/or reasonably.

The residents of Culver City filing this appeal believe that there should
be additional research, which would include additional testing of traffic, of
building parameters [e.g., possible blind corner or diminished traffic visibility

27



ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal - Page Three
June 8, 2012

based on the proposed design for the 7-11 store], as well as further
evaluation of the 7-11 project. This research needs to address the following
issues and questions:

History of Accidents at the Sepulveda/Braddock intersection

At the meetings that the public attended on March 14, 2012, and May
25, 2012, the number of accidents that occur at that intersection was not
thoroughly discussed by any means, nor investigated as the Commission had
requested at the previous meeting. .

In late May, 2012, only days after the Planning Commission’s meeting,
an automobile ran uncontrollably out of the intersection, landing right into the
‘Bronze Buns” store at the Southwest corner of Braddock and Sepulveda. In
this same location in May 2010, an almost identical accident occurred.

In addition, there have been many automobile accidents in the area
directly surrounding the Taco Bell fast-food restaurant at the Northeast corner
of Sepulveda and Braddock. There are pictures available of these and
software notes to the Commission of the first meeting.

The Appellants demand that the Culver City planning Commission
prepare a thorough investigation into the vehicular accidents at that
intersection area, as it stands now. The Appellants would also like to have a
continuance of this matter to compile their own data to be presented to the
Commission and 7-11 representatives were entitled to do. This is only
appropriate.

The Appellants believe that there is a serious traffic and accident
danger in this intersection and the surrounding area, AS IT STANDS NOW,
and they are extremely concerned that no adequate investigation has been
done, nor has anyone adequately investigated what Appellants believe will be
the true vehicular and pedestrian accident rate at the intersection area, once
the 7-11 is in operation.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal — Page Four
June 8, 2012

Without this further detailed investigation and research, Appellants do
not believe that either the Planning Commission or the City Council can make
an informed decision about the viability and safety concerns surrounding the
addition of the 7-11 store at the above-described location. Appellants are
concerned that this area will become a hazard not only for the safety of
vehicles, but for the safety of pedestrians, including many students who
attend nearby schools, and who traverse this area on a regular basis.

Furthermore, Appellants believe that a continuance is necessary to
document in detail the history of accidents related to the driving path taken by
Taco Bell drive-up customer on the corner opposite the proposed 7-11 project
needs. The “Gap Study” done by 7-11 raised questions about the validity of
the Commission’s investigation.

Once this documentation of said dangers is complete, only then can
there be a full and fair public discussion of the issues, or can there be a full
and fair evaluation of the problem by the Planning Commission. This is
particularly important since the new 7-11 project has a similar driving path as
Taco Bell, and Appellants believe that the 7-11 may double the problems that
the residents of Culver city currently have with the public alley by 7-11.

INADEQUACY OF PRIOR TRAFFIC STUDIES

The Planning Commission, and its employees, have “done” two prior
traffic studies. Both were totally inadequate. The first one was done in or
about August 2011.

Break, for a period of only a couple of hours. A mechanical “counter”
left in the street was not used. Only the arcane method of personal
observation was used. Since the city may, one day, find itself defending a
lawsuit, Appeltants believe that such an omission BY A GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCY, may increase the chance of liability for an accident being assessed
against the city, as well as against the 7-11 store.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal — Page Five
June 8, 2012

o Said “pre-Easter” traffic study was grossly insufficient because it
was conducted during a time when some of the nearby schools
were not in session. Such an omission by a governmental agency
could be regarded as proving the element of negligence, reckiess
disregard for the safety of the public, as well as possibly
misfeasance, malfeasance, or nonfeasance.

Since these issues were brought up, AND IGNORED by the Planning
Commission, the very competency of the Commission is at stake, as these
issues having been brought up at Planning Commission hearings would put
the city in the legal position of a defendant who “knew or should have known”
of the dangers, yet took inadequate research or precautions to protect the
public safety.

A proper traffic study would have to include all car and pedestrian flow
during the following time periods:

(a) morning rush hour (7:30 to 9 AM), which includes when kids are
going to school, and the public would be stopping at the 7-11 for coffee,
breakfast snacks, etc., in a hurry to get to where they are going that
morning [and possibly being less than careful about driving their
vehicles through the area];

(b) lunch hour, when not only wili peopie be stopping for

lunch, beverages, snacks and the like, including many

students who would only have to walk one long block down Braddock
from the Culver City High athletic field to reach the 7-11 and make their
purchases;

(c) between 2 and 3:30 PM when the nearby schools let out, and
students are rushing to catch buses, or to purchase after

school snacks and beverages, and congregate to talk with

their friends; and
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" ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal — Page Six
June 8, 2012

(d) evening rush hour (4 PM to 7 PM), where the public
will stop in at the 7-11 as they rush to get home, pick up
groceries for the home, or a newspaper, magazines, etc.,
and will be fighting the rush hour traffic as they wend their
way home.

UNAVAILABILITY OF TRAFFIC STUDIES AND
MISSTATEMENTS BY CITY EMPLOYEES

Appellants would also like to point out to the Planning Commission the
many irregularities and omissions that happened during the meetings.

1. The 7-11 people were allowed to put on a Power Point
presentation, but when Ms. Marie Malahi asked to also make
a Power Point presentation, she was turned down.

2. Marie Malahi indicated to the Planning Commission that
she could provide very valuable information on traffic
patterns based on photographs taken by a camera from her
residence [directly across the alley from the proposed 7-11,
on the Southeast side of Braddock]. However, no one from
the City or the 7-11 people even asked about those
photographs, or displayed ANY interest in viewing them.
This is a glaring omission on the part of city and 7-11
employees.

3. The 7-11 people were consistently allowed to present
further information and testimony to the Planning
Commission, but the generai public, who had additional
information to provide, were prevented from doing so.

4. At one point, a member of the city employees was asked
if there had been any consideration about the fact that the
7-11 would be too close to the corner and interfere with the
vision of traffic, the employee {believed to be identified as
Sol] then answered that the traffic study had indicated it
would NOT be a problem.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal — Page Seven

June 8, 2012

First of all, “Sol” hever even quoted where in the traffic
study it said that, nor did he quote the exact language on
that issue from the traffic study. Since the traffic study
was to look at “gap” issues, and the frequency of traffic,

it is hard to believe that the partfies] doing the study would
have gratuitously thrown in that nugget of information

“on the fly".

In addition, judging whether a building would be too close

to the street to cause a visual traffic hazard would be the kind
of thing that an expert, such as an accident reconstructionist,
would be needed to give an opinion on. Appellants believe
that there is no such statement in the traffic study backing up
“‘Sol's” representations at the Planning Commission meeting
of May 25, 2012.

5.  During the March 14, 2012 meeting, an employee of
the city was asked a question about the police’s position on
problems at 7-11s. The city employee inquired that the
police did not comment on it. Later on, when the employee
was asked if the person[s] who interviewed the police about
7-11 issues, said employee admitted on the record THAT
THE POLICE WERE NOT EVEN ASKED THE

QUESTION. So of course there was no response on the
issue: the police were never asked!!

6. There has been no research into the history of 7-11s and
their design to counter criminal activities, such as hold-ups.

The city employees should investigate, since there was an
article written about how 7-11 redesigned their store fronts in
the 60s and 70s, and went from small windows, to having full
place glass windows on the perimeter of the store. 7-11 had
been subject to many hold-ups, and were finally convinced
that the large plate glass windows would allow law
enforcement personnel to easily view into the stores, and stop
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ATTACHMENT 2

Appeal — Page Eight

June 8, 2012
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a hold-up in progress. The 7-11 design submitted for this
corner has very small windows, and only up at the line on the
building where the walls connect to the roof. Once again,
this seems negligence, and to be fair to the residents of
Culver City and watch out for their safety, the City should
investigate this.

7. Wholly inadequate research has been done on the safety

factor concerning people having to exit their property

through the alley directly east of the 7-11, and the effect on
traffic, and the increased likelihood of additional traffic
accidents there as a result of the 7-11 store.

Further research must be done by interviewing the surrounding

residents, the  Pacific Alarm Company, and other relevant parties,
to properly evaluate this situation.
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ATTACHMENT 2
Appeal — Page Nine

June 8, 2012

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the below signed parties hereby file this Appeal
pursuant to Section 17.640.005, et sequitur, regarding the 7-11 project, and
hereby request that, on the basis that there is a dipute of findings and
inadequacy of conditions to mitigate potential impacts.:

1. The Planning Commission and City Council hold in abeyance any

further decision on the project, and re-open the issues discussed
above, and allow further discovery and research.

2. That the Appellants be allowed a continuance for a further hearing
[please note that the 7-11 people were allowed a continuance,
without a problem, to May 25, 2012, because they were not
sufficiently prepared on the date previously provided to them].
The following citizens sign this appeal, and furthermore, attach as
Exhibit A a copy of a lengthy Petition signed by many residents,
demonstrating to this Commission the wide-spread grass roots
concern of the people of Culver City.

111
/1
111
11
/11
/11

111
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Appeal - Page Ten
June 8, 2012

3. That the Appellants be allowed to submit further
documentation on the above issues to the Planning
Commission before any final decision is made.
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group, inc.

transportation planning - traffic engineering
acoustical engineering - parking studies

February 1, 2012

Ms. Christina Reeder

7-ELEVEN, INC.

330 East Lambert Road, Suite 150
Brea, CA 92821

Subject: 7-Eleven 24-Hour Convenience Market Traffic Impact Study, Culver City
(Updated 02/01/12)

Dear Ms. Reeder:

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) is pleased to submit this updated traffic impact study
for the proposed 7-Eleven 24-hour Convenience Market, to be located at the southeast
corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive in Culver City, as shown in Exhibit A.
The proposed 7-Eleven would occupy a parcel of land previously occupied by a gas service
that has been vacant since 1998. The proposed 7-Eleven is expected to be 2,500 square
feet. One (1) full access driveway is provided on Braddock Drive and one (1) restricted-
access (right-in/right-out only) driveway is provided on Sepulveda Boulevard.

The purpose of this traffic impact study is to review existing and future conditions with and
without the proposed future development. Project Buildout conditions will include
area-wide growth and Year 2013 conditions.

Based upon our analysis of existing and future traffic volumes, the proposed
project can be accommodated in the City of Culver City with the
recommendations included within this report. The project will not have a
significant impact to the study area intersections or roadways.

RK is pleased to provide this traffic study for the 7-Eleven 24-hour Convenience Market.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please do not hesitate to call our office at
(949) 474-0809.

Sincerely,

RSt

Bryan Estrada
Transportation Planner

Robert Kahn, P.E.
Principal

4000 westerly place, suite 280
newport beach, california 92660
tel 949.474.0809 fax 49.474.0902

RK:mn/RK9299.doc

IN:2243-2012-01 http://www.rkengineer,com
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7-ELEVEN 24 HOUR CONVENIENCE MARKET
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY (UPDATED 02/01/12)
Culver City, California

Prepared for:

7-ELEVEN, INC.
330 East Lambert Road, Suite 150
Brea, CA 92821

Prepared by:
RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC.

4000 Westerly Place, Suite 280
Newport Beach, CA 92660

Robert Kahn, P.E.
Bryan Estrada

No. 0555
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February 1, 2012
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1.0 Introduction

The proposed 7-Eleven 24-hour Convenience Market will be located at the southeast corner
of Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive in the City of Culver City, as shown in Exhibit A.
The proposed project would consist of approximately 2,500 square feet of 24-hour
convenience market. The site was previously occupied by a gas service station but has been
vacant since 1998. No vehicle trip credit has been taken for a previously existing land use.

A site plan is available in Exhibit B. The project’s anticipated buildout year is 2013.

The project site would be served by one (1) right-in/right-out access point on

Sepulveda Boulevard and one full access point on Braddock Drive.

The City of Culver City has specified that RK analyze the following area-wide intersections

from a traffic standpoint:

North-South Street East-West Street
Sepulveda Boulevard Culver Boulevard
Sepulveda Boulevard Braddock Drive
Sepulveda Boulevard Project Access 1
Project Access 2 Braddock Drive

The purpose of this traffic impact study is to review (1) Existing conditions; (2) Existing Plus
Project Conditions; (3) Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects
conditions; and (4) Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects and
Project conditions. The traffic impact study will determine any recommendations necessary
to accommodate the project. This traffic impact study utilized AM and PM peak hour
traffic data provided by the City.
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RK has been in frequent contact with the City of Culver City regarding this 7-Eleven Project,
and has included the necessary requirements and specifications for this analysis.

The scoping for the project and all study assumptions were discussed with the City staff

during the preparation of the traffic impact study.

1-2
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2.0 Existing Conditions

Exhibit C identifies the existing roadway conditions, number of through traffic lanes and
the intersection controls for the study area roadways, and Exhibit D shows the City of

Culver City General Plan Circulation Element for the area adjacent to the project location.
Existing traffic volumes throughout the study area are shown on Exhibit E. These volumes

are based upon traffic data provided by the City and were conducted in September 2011.

Traffic count worksheets are included in Appendix A.
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3.0 Intersection Analysis

The methodology used to assess the operation of the signalized study area intersections is
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU). To calculate the ICU, the volume of traffic using the
intersection is compared with the capacity of the intersection. ICU is usually expressed as a
ratio. This ratio represents that portion of the hour required to provide sufficient capacity to
accommodate all intersection traffic if all approaches operate at capacity.

Research has determined that signalized intersections connected by an Automated Traffic
Surveillance and Control (ATSAQ)-type advanced traffic signal synchronization system
experience an approximate seven percent increase in capacity as compared to signalized
intersections without such advanced traffic signal synchronization. Therefore, per Culver
City policy, and as approved by the City Traffic Engineer, the level of service values using
the ICU methodology for the signalized intersections analyzed were reduced by 0.070

3.1. ICU Methodology

1. Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology was used to analyze signalized
study area intersections.

2. Saturation Flow Rate:
Saturation flow value of 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour;
2,880 vehicles per lane per hour for dual left-turn lanes.

3. Clearance Internal and Cycle Time:
A clearance interval factor of 10% (0.10) is applied to the ICU calculations. The
cycle time is 90 seconds for ICU analysis purposes.

4. Level of Service Ranges:

LOS CRITICAL VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIO
A 0.00 - 0.600
B 0.601 - 0.700
C 0.701 - 0.800
D 0.801 - 0.900
E 0.901 - 1.000
F >1.00
3-1
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. Peak-Periods:

Weekday peak-hour analysis periods are defined as follows:

7:00 AM to 9:00 AM
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM

. Peak-Hour:

The highest one-hour period in the AM and PM peak periods, as determined by
four (4) consecutive 15-minute count periods are used in the ICU calculations.
AM and PM peak hours are studied. No peak hour factor is applied to the traffic
volumes for ICU methodology.

. Peak-Hour Data Consistency:

Variations in peak-hour volumes can affect LOS calculations because they vary from
day-to-day. To minimize these variations, no counts are taken on Mondays, Fridays
or holidays. The traffic count worksheets for this study are included in Appendix A.

. Right Turn Movements:

If the distance from the edge of the outside through lane is at least
22 feet and parking is prohibited during the peak period, right turning vehicles
may be assumed to utilize this "unofficial" right turn lane. Otherwise, all right turn
traffic is assigned to the through lane. If a right turn lane exists, right turn activity
is checked for conflicts with other critical movements. It is assumed that right turn
movements are accommodated during non-conflicting left turn phases
(e.g., northbound right turns during westbound left turn phase), as well as
non-conflicting through flows (e.g., northbound right turn movements and
north/south through flows). Right turn movements become critical when
conflicting movements (e.g., northbound right turns, southbound left turns, and
eastbound through flows) represent a sum of V/C ratios that are greater than the
normal throughy/left turn critical movements.

3-2
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HCM Methodology

Study area intersections that are stop sign controlled with stop control on the minor
street only have been analyzed using the unsignalized intersection methodology of
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000). For these intersections, the calculation
of level of service is dependent on the occurrence of gaps occurring in the traffic
flow of the main street. Using data collected describing the intersection
configuration and traffic volumes at these locations, the level of service has been
calculated. The level of service is determined based on the worst individual
movement or movements sharing a single lane. The relationship between the level

of service and delay is different than for signalized intersections.

The level of service is defined for the various analysis methodologies as follows:

LG Average Control Delay Per Vehicle (Seconds)

Unsignalized

0.0-10.0
10.1-15.0
15.1-25.0
25.1-35.0
35.1-50.0
>50.1

m|O|Nn|w|>

M

Thresholds of Significance
In Culver City, the impact of a project on a signalized intersection is considered
significant if the project related increase in the V/C ratio equals or exceeds the

thresholds shown below:

<Table shown on following page>

3-3
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SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Pre-project Project Related Increase in V/C Ratio
LOS V/C
A 0.600 or less No Significant Impact
B 0.601 -0.700 No Significant Impact
C 0.701 - 0.800 Equal or greater than 0.05
D 0.801 - 0.900 Equal or greater than 0.04
E 0.901 - 1.000 Equal or greater than 0.02
F 1.00 or more Equal or greater than 0.02

Based on the analysis, the proposed 7-Eleven is not expected to exceed the

intersection thresholds and therefore does not create a significant impact.

Existing Level of Service

Table 1 shows the existing intersection levels of service. Currently, the intersection
of Sepulveda Boulevard (NS) at Braddock Drive (EW) is operating at a LOS D in both
the weekday AM and PM peak hours. The levels of service worksheets for existing

conditions are included in Appendix B.

3-4
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4.0 Trip Generation

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that is attracted to and produced by a
development. The traffic generation for the proposed project is based upon the specific

land uses which have been planned for the development.

Trip generation rates for the proposed project’s land uses are shown in Table 2. These
rates were pre-approved by the City of Culver City staff. The trip generation rates are based
upon data collected by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The ITE description
of a convenience market (open 24 hours), ITE Trip Code 851, accurately reflects the
operation of the proposed 7-Eleven project. The ITE trip rates are based off of 33 weekday
peak hour samples. Based upon these samples, it is justifiable to use ITE Trip Code 851 for

this project.

Based on surveys published by ITE, it is generally acceptable to assume a conservative 50%
of all vehicles frequenting a convenience market (open 24 hours) are from pass-by traffic.
However, in order to be conservative, the City of Culver City has required that a maximum
of 25% pass-by trip credits be taken for this project. The net trip generation has been
applied to the two (2) signalized study intersections and the full trip generation has been

applied to the project driveways.

The proposed development is projected to generate on weekdays approximately 1,384 net
trip-ends per day with 168 total net vehicles per hour during the AM peak hour and 98
total vehicles per hour during the PM peak hour. The net trip generation, with a 25%
pass-by credit, was utilized when analyzing the proposed project. The net trip generation
is calculated by subtracting 25% of the total trips generated by the project. Table 3

provides a detailed summary of the project trip generation.
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5.0 Trip Distribution

Trip distribution 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 residential, employment, commercial and recreational opportunities and the proximity to
the regional freeway system. The directional orientation of traffic was determined by
evaluating existing and proposed land uses and highways within the community and

existing traffic volumes.

The trip distribution for this analysis has been based upon Future (Year 2013) conditions,
based upon those highway facilities, which are in place or will be contemplated over the
near-term. Outbound and inbound trip distribution patterns for this project are shown on
Exhibit F-1 and F-2, respectively. The project trip distribution was pre-approved by the City

of Culver City prior to completing the analysis.
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6.0 Trip Assignment

The assignment of traffic from the site to the adjoining roadway system has been based upon
the site's trip generation, trip distribution, existing arterial highway and local street systems.
Based on the identified project trip generation and distributions, project related traffic

volumes are shown on Exhibit G.

6-1
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7.0 Traffic Impact Analysis

Traffic impacts have been projected and analyzed for (1) Existing Plus Project Conditions; (2)

Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects conditions; and (3) Existing

Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects and Project conditions. The traffic

impact study will determine any recommendations necessary to accommodate the project.

7.1

7.2

Existing Plus Project Conditions

Existing Plus Project conditions traffic volumes are determined by adding the project

traffic to the existing traffic volumes. These volumes are shown in Exhibit H.

Table 4 shows the intersection analysis for Existing Plus Project conditions. The LOS

calculation worksheets are included in Appendix C.

Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects Conditions

A list of related projects has been obtained from the City of Culver City staff.
Table 5 summarizes the trip generation for each of these projects. Exhibit | shows
the related projects locations. Appendix D contains the related projects list provided
to RK by the City. The related projects are based upon a report previously submitted
to the City. The projected weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes for the

related projects are available in Exhibit J.

Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects conditions traffic
volumes are determined by adding area wide growth (1% per year) to the existing
traffic volumes and adding in the Related Project’s traffic volumes. These volumes

are shown in Exhibit K.
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ATTACHMENT 4

Table 6 shows the intersection analysis for Existing Plus Ambient Growth Plus

(Year 2013) Plus Related Projects conditions.

The LOS calculation worksheets are included in Appendix E.

Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013), Plus Related Projects Plus

Project Conditions

To assess Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects Plus
Project conditions, traffic for the proposed project was added to the Existing Plus
Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects conditions. Weekday AM and

PM peak hour traffic volumes for this scenario are shown in Exhibit L.

Table 7 presents the intersection analysis for Existing Plus Ambient Growth
(Year 2013) Plus Related Projects Plus Project conditions. The LOS calculation

worksheets are included in Appendix F.
Based on the City’s thresholds, this project will not significantly impact

any the study area intersections or roadway segments. Table 8 shows a

level of service summary.
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8.0 Residential Streets Segment Analysis

Due to the close proximity of the proposed project to a residential neighborhood, a

residential street segment analysis has been performed. Braddock Drive, east and west of

Sepulveda Boulevard, is classified as a collector street and the surrounding land uses are

zoned residential. To determine a significant impact on the residential streets, the project’s

average daily traffic (ADT) was compared to the future ADT along the roadway segment for

the Existing Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013) Plus Related Projects Plus Project conditions.

This analysis follows the guidelines for determining significant impacts set forth by the City

of Culver City.

The following table shows the City of Culver City’s significant impact thresholds.

Projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
with Project

Project-Related Increase in
Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

999 or less

120 or more

1,000 to 1,999

12 percent or more of final ADT

2,000 to 2,999

10 percent or more of final ADT

3,000 or more

8 percent or more of final ADT

Based on the City’s thresholds the proposed project will not significantly impact

any of the study area roadway segments. Table 9 shows the results of the Residential

Street Segment Analysis
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9.0 Recommendations

As aforementioned, based on the City’s thresholds, this project will not significantly impact

any off-site study area intersection. As such, given the findings of the traffic impact study,

RK would make the following recommendations:

1.

Complete internal circulation system per City of Culver City standards. This will

include constructing the two (2) project driveways to existing City standards.

Complete any remaining half-section improvements to Sepulveda Boulevard and

Braddock Drive adjacent to the project.

In conjunction with the preparation of precise grading and landscape plans, sight

distance should be reviewed at project access points per City of Culver City standards.

Install stop signs, stop bars and stop legends at the project access points.

Participate in any City appropriate Development Impact Fees as they pertain to the

project.

Recommendations are graphically summarized in Exhibit M.
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10.0 Conclusions

Based upon the analysis of Existing and Future (Year 2013) traffic volumes, the proposed
7-Eleven 24-hour Convenience Market can be accommodated within the City of Culver City,
with the implementation of the recommendations stated in this report. The project will

not have a significant traffic impact to the City of Culver City.
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Site Plan
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ATTACHMENT Byhibit C
Existing Lane Geometry and Intersection Controls
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Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Project Outbound Trip Distribution
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Project Inbound Trip Distribution
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Project Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Exisiting Plus Project Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Related Projects Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Exisiting Plus Ambient Growth (Year 2013)
Plus Related Projects Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Recommendations

Recommendations

|I. Complete internal circulation
system per City of Culver City
standards. This will include
constructing the two (2) project
driveways to existing City
standards.

2. Complete any remaining
half-section improvements to
Sepulveda Boulevard and
Braddock Drive adjacent to the
project.

3. In conjunction with the
preparation of precise grading and
landscape plans, sight distance
should be reviewed at project
access points per City of Culver
City standards.

4. Install stop signs, stop bars and
stop legends at the project access
points.

5. Participate in any Culver City
Development Impact Fees as they
pertain to the project.
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ATTACHMENT 4

TABLE 1

Intersection Analysis For Existing Conditions

Critical V/C V/C Less
Intersection Approach Lane(s)" Ratio or Delay ATSAC Level of
Traffic | Northbound | Southbound| Eastbound | Westbound (Sec.)? Adjustment4 Service
Intersection Controf] L T R|L T R|L T R|L T R| AM PM AM PM |AM PM

Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at:
* Culver Boulevard (EW) TS 2020/ 1.0(1.0/20/1.0[{20 20 1.0[{2.0 25 05| 0869 | 0.825] 0.799 | 0.755| C | C

* Braddock Drive (EW) TS 1.0/15/05]1.0 15/05|00 11]0.0/0.0 11 0.0] 0772 0.727] 0.702 | 0.657 | C | B

* Project Access 1 (EW) CSS | N/AIN/A|TN/AIN/A|N/ATN/A[N/ATN/ATN/AIN/A|N/ATN/A[ N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/A| N/A

Project Access 2 (NS) at:
* Braddock Drive (EW) CSS | N/AT N/ATN/AIN/A|N/AT N/ALN/ATN/ATN/AIN/ATN/ATN/AL N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/AT N/A

When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right
turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. Where "1!" is indicated for the through movement and "0"s are indicated for R/L movements, the R
and/or L turns are shared with the through movement.

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap; >> = Free Right Turn; Bold = Improvement

Analysis Software: Traffix, Version 8.0. Per the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology, overall volume to capacity ratios and levels of service are
shown for intersections controlled by traffic signals. Critical delay in seconds is shown per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) methodology to analyze
stop controlled intersections and LOS is determined based on the worst individual movement or movements sharing a single lane.

* TS = Traffic Signal
CSS = Cross Street Stop

A 0.07 reduction in the V/C ration was taken for ATSAC-type traffic signal synchronization, as specified by the City of Culver City
ATSAC = Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control

J:\RKtables\RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01
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TABLE 2

Trip Generation Rates’

PROPOSED PROJECT (7-ELEVEN) LAND USE

ATTACHMENT 4

Peak Hour
Land Use ITE CODE| Units® AM PM Daily
In Out In Out
7-Eleven Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours) 851 TSF 33.52 | 33.52 | 26.73 | 25.68 | 737.99

' Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 8th Edition , 2008 (Trip Code 851).

2

TSF = Thousand Square Feet

j:/rktables/RK9299TB.xls

IN:2243-2012-01
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TABLE 3

Project Trip Generation Comparison

Proposed Project (7-Eleven) Land Use
ITE Peak Hour
Proposed Land Use Code| QW Units’ AM PM Dail
In [Out| Total AM| In |[Out|Total PM| Y
7-Eleven Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours)

851 2.50 TSF | 84| 84 168 67] 64

131 1,845

Less Pass-by Trips (25%)

-21( -21 -42 -17(-16 -33 -461
Net Trip Total

63| 63 126 50| 48 98 1,384

" TSF = Thousand Square Feet

? Pass-by trip percentages were approved by City of Culver City Traffic Engineer.

j:/rktables/RK9299TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-01
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TABLE 4

Intersection Analysis For Existing Plus Project Conditions

Critical V/C V/C Less
Intersection Approach Lane(s ! Ratio or Delay ATSAC Level of
Traffic | Northbound | Southbound | Eastbound | Westbound (Sec.)® Adjustment | Service
Intersection Contro’| L T R|L T R|[L T R|(L T R| AM PM AM PM |[AM PM

Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at:
 Culver Boulevard (EW) TS 20 20 1010 20 1.0(2.0/2.0/1.0{2.0 2.5/ 0.5| 0.875| 0.831 | 0.805 | 0.761 D C

* Braddock Drive (EW) TS 1.0/15/05]1.0/15/05]|0.0/ 11]0.0{0.0 1! 0.0] 0.811  0.742 | 0.741 | 0672 | C B

* Project Access 1 (EW) css 0.0[/15/05(0.0/ 20/0.0/0.00.0/0.0/0.0 0.0/ 1.0 15.1 13.1 N/A N/A C B

Project Access 2 (NS) at:
* Braddock Drive (EW) CSS 0.5/0.0 0.5/0.0/0.0 0.0[/0.0 0.5 0.5]0.5 0.5/ 0.0] 14.1 13.2 N/A N/A B B

When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right
turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. Where "1" is indicated for the through movement and "0's are indicated for R/L movements, the R
and/or L turns are shared with the through movement.

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap; >> = Free Right Turn; Bold = Improvement

Analysis Software: Traffix, Version 8.0. Per the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology, overall volume to capacity ratios and levels of service are
shown for intersections controlled by traffic signals. Critical delay in seconds is shown per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) methodology to analyze
stop controlled intersections and LOS is determined based on the worst individual movement or movements sharing a single lane.

® TS = Traffic Signal
CSS = Cross Street Stop

A 0.07 reduction in the V/C ration was taken for ATSAC-type traffic signal synchronization, as specified by the City of Culver City
ATSAC = Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control

[:/rktables/RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01
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TABLE 5

Related Projects Trip Generation‘I

ATTACHMENT 4

Peak Hour
AM PM
Zone Project Address Land Use Size In  Out| Total| In  Out Total| Daily
3823-3833 Huron Ave. Townhomes 15 uni.ts 1 6 7 5 3 8 87
1 Townhomes -3 units 0 | -1 -1 -1 -1 -2 -17
Net Total Zone 1 1 5 6 4 2 6 70
2 3972 Tilden Ave. Condominiums 4 units 0 2 2 1 1 2 23
3 3954 Sepulveda Blvd. Hotel 77 rooms 26 | 17 43 | 24 | 21 | 45 629
4 10826-10830 Washington Blvd. Dental Office 2,989sq.ft. | 6 1 7 3 7 10 108
5 11957 Washington Blvd. Office 73,569 sq. ft.{ 100 14 | 114 [ 24 | 21 | 45 | 810
6 10638 Culver Blvd. Gas Station N/A 5 5 10 0 0 0 125
Retail 2,359sq. ft | 2 1 3 3 3 6 105
7 11501-11509 Washington Blvd. Office 937 sq. ft. 1 0 1 0 1 1 10
Apartments 2 units 0 1 1 1 0 1 13
Net Total Zone 7 3 2 5 4 4 8 128
8 3846 Bentley Ave. Condominiums 4 units 0 2 2 1 1 2 23
9 11167 Washington Blvd. Auto Repair Shop | 1,196 s5q. ft. | 3 1 4 2 2 4 42
10 11304 Culver Blvd. Auto Repair Shop | 1,280 sq. ft. [ 3 1 4 2 2 4 45
Elementary School [ 124 Students| 31 | 25 56 9 | 10 19 160
1209512101 Washington Blv. Migdle School 42 Students | 13 | 10 = 23 3 3 6 68
11 High School 84 Students | 24 | 11 | 35 5 6 11 144
Medical Office |10,000sq.ft.|-18 | -5 | -23 | -9  -25 -34 | -363
Net Total Zone 11 50 | 41 | 91 8 -6 2 9
12 11012-11014 Washington Blvd. Commercial 3,385sq. ft. | 4 1 5 1 4 5 162
11042-11056 Tilden Ave. Retail 10,700 Sg. ft.] 8 6 14 13 | 16 29 474
13 Apartments 33 units 3 14 17 | 13| 7 20 219
Net Total Zone 13 117 120 | 31 [ 26 23 | 49 693
11955 Washington Blvd. Apa.rtments. 30 units 3 12 15 | 12 | 7 19 | 200
14 Special Retail 8,798 7 5 12 [ 10 0 13 | 23 | 390
Net Total Zone 14 10 |17 | 27 |22 20 42 | 590
Apartments 126 units - | - -- - | - -- --
15 10601 Washington Blvd. Office 23,000 sq. ft.| -- | -- - - | - - -
Retail 9,000 sq. ft | -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Net Total Zone 15 52 | 731125196 71 167 [ 1,802
Retail 6,500 sq. ft. | 3 3 6 11 N 22 | 251
16 4114 Sepulveda Boulevard Restaurant 12,722 sq. ft| 61 | 57 118 | 67 47 | 114 | 1,294
Supermarket 14,900sq.ft| 25 17 42 | 64 61 | 125]1,218
Net Total Zone 16 89 |77 166 | 142 119 | 261 |2,763
Net Total (All Zones) 363|279| 642 |360(292| 652 | 8,022

1

[:/rktables/RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01

Note: Related projects trip generation provided by the City of Culver City
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TABLE 6

Intersection Analysis For Buildout Year (2013) Plus Related Projects Conditions

Critical V/C
Rati
Intersection Approach Lane(s 1 atio or V/C Less
Delay ATSAC | Level of
Traffic | Northbound | Southbound| Eastbound | Westbound (Sec.)? Adjustment| Service
Intersection Contro| L T R|L T R|[L T R|L T R|AM|PM | AM  PM [AM PM

Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at:
¢ Culver Boulevard (EW) TS 20 20 1.0]1.0 20 1.0]20 2.0 1.0]2.0 25 0.5]0.914 0.866/0.844 0.796] D  C

* Braddock Drive (EW) TS 1.0/15/05f(10 15 05[{0.0] 11 ' 0.0/0.0 1! 0.0]0.811/0.780{0.741 0.710 C | C

* Project Access 1 (EW) Css N/ATN/ATN/A[N/ATN/ATN/AIN/A|N/ATN/AIN/ATN/ATN/AL N/A T NA T NA T NA [N/ATNA

Project Access 2 (NS) at:
¢ Braddock Drive (EW) CSS N/A T N/ATN/AL N/AT N/AT N/ATN/ATN/ATN/ATN/ATN/ATN/AL N/A T N/A | NA L N/A [ N/ATN/A

When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for
right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. Where "11" is indicated for the through movement and "O's are indicated for R/L
movements, the R and/or L turns are shared with the through movement.

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap; >> = Free Right Turn; Bold = Improvement

Analysis Software: Traffix, Version 8.0. Per the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology, overall volume to capacity ratios and levels of service
are shown for intersections controlled by traffic signals. Critical delay in seconds is shown per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) methodology to
analyze stop controlled intersections and LOS is determined based on the worst individual movement or movements sharing a single lane.

> TS = Traffic Signal
CSS = Cross Street Stop

A 0.07 reduction in the V/C ration was taken for ATSAC-type traffic signal synchronization, as specified by the City of Culver City
ATSAC = Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control

|:/rktables/RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01
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TABLE 7

Intersection Analysis For Buildout Year (2013) Plus Related Projects Plus Project Conditions

Intersection Approach Lane(s)" Ractri:if)arllgleflce:zy VA ?SL:ZS Level of

Traffic |Northbound|Southbound| Eastbound | Westbound (Sec.) Adjustment | Service

Intersection Contro’/ L T R|L T R|[L T R|L T R| AM PM AM PM | AM| PM
Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at:

* Culver Boulevard (EW) TS 20 20/1.0]10 20[1.0(2.0 2.0/1.0]2.0 25/0.5( 0.920 0.871] 0.850 0.801 | D D

* Braddock Drive (EW) TS 1.0/1.5/0.5(1.0/1.5 05|00/ 1! 0.0{0.0/ 1! 0.0/ 0.850 0.795]| 0.780 | 0.725| C | C

* Project Access 1 (EW) TS 0.0 15/05]0.0 2.0/0.0(0.0 0.0/0.0]10.0 0.0/1.0f 16.3 13.8 N/A N/A B C
Project Access 2 (NS) at:

* Braddock Drive (EW) TS 0.5/ 0.0/0.5/0.0 0.0 0.0/0.0 0.5 0.5/0.5/0.5 0.0] 143 @ 13.4 N/A N/A B | B

When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right
turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. Where "1!" is indicated for the through movement and "0'"s are indicated for R/L movements, the R
and/or L turns are shared with the through movement.

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap; >> = Free Right Turn; Bold = Improvement

Analysis Software: Traffix, Version 8.0. Per the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology, overall volume to capacity ratios and levels of service are
shown for intersections controlled by traffic signals. Critical delay in seconds is shown per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000) methodology to analyze
stop controlled intersections and LOS is determined based on the worst individual movement or movements sharing a single lane.

® TS = Traffic Signal
CSS = Cross Street Stop

A 0.07 reduction in the V/C ration was taken for ATSAC-type traffic signal synchronization, as specified by the City of Culver City
ATSAC = Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control

[:/rktables/RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01

90



TABLE 8

Summary Intersection Analysis

ATTACHMENT 4

Intersection Analysis for

Intersection Analysis For
Existing Plus Project

Existing Conditions Conditions Project Related
ICU Critical Level of ICU Critical Level of Increase V/C Significant
V/C Ratio'*? Service | V/C Ratio"? | Service Ratio Impact3
Intersection AM PM | AM PM | AM PM | AM  PM AM PM AM | PM
Sepulveda Boulevard (NS) at:
¢ Culver Boulevard (EW) 0.799 0.755| C C ]0.805 0.761 D C 0.006 0.006 NO | NO
¢ Braddock Drive (EW) 0.702 @ 0.657 C B 10.741 0.672 C B 0.039 0.015 NO | NO
* Project Access 1 (EW) N/A N/A | NJA | N/A] 15.1 13.1 C B N/A N/A N/A | N/A
Project Access 2 (NS) at
¢ Braddock Drive (EW) N/A N/A | NJA | N/ATY 14.1 13.2 B B N/A N/A N/A | N/A
Intersection Analysis For |Intersection Analysis For
Buildout Year (2013) With] Buildout Year (2013)
Related Projects With Related Projects
Conditions and Project Conditions | project Related
ICU Critical Level of ICU Critical Level of Increase in V/C Significant
V/C Ratio'? | Service | V/C Ratio"? | Service Ratio Impact®
Intersection AM PM | AM PM | AM PM | AM  PM AM PM AM | PM

Sepulveda Boulevard (NS) at:
¢ Culver Boulevard (EW) 0.844 0.796 | D C ]0.850 0.801 D D 0.006 0.005 NO | NO
¢ Braddock Drive (EW) 0.741  0.710 C C 10.780 0.725 C C 0.039 0.015 NO | NO
* Project Access 1 (EW) N/A N/A | NJA | NA]L 163 138 B C N/A N/A N/A | N/A
Project Access 2 (NS) at
¢ Braddock Drive (EW) N/A N/A | NNA | NAY 143 134 B B N/A N/A N/A | N/A

levels of service are shown for intersections controlled by traffic signals. Critical delay in seconds is shown per Hig.

e | OS C, equal or greater than 0.05
e LOS D, equal or greater than 0.04
e LOS E, equal or greater than 0.02
e LOS F, equal or greater than 0.02

j:/rktables/RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01

V/C Ratio for all signalized intersections include ATSAC-type adjustment.

Significant Impact = Yes, if project related increase in V/C ratio is:

Analysis Software: Traffix, Version 8.0. Per the Intersection Capacity Utilization methodology, overall volume to capacity ratios and
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TABLE 9

ATTACHMENT 4

Residential Streets Segment Analysis’

Project Buildout (Year

Project % of
Project Buildout (Year

Roadway Segment 2013) Plus Related 2013) Plus Related S'?n'f'cant
Projects Project Projects mpact
Plus Project (ADT) Traffic (ADT) Plus Project Conditions
Braddock Drive
* East of Sepulveda Boulevard 6,400 138 2.16% NO
* West of Sepulveda Boulevard 6,700 138 2.06% NO

1

j:/rktables/RK9299TB
IN:2243-2012-01

Residential Street Analysis performed in accordance with City of Culver City guidelines.
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ATTACHMENT 4

Appendices
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ATTACHMENT 4

Appendix A

Traffic Count Worksheets
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ATTACHMENT 4

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY " *

DATE: THURSDAY SEFPTEMBER 8, 2011
PERIOD: 07:00 AM TO 10:00 AM
INTERSECTION  NfS  SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

EMW CULVER BOULEVARD
FILE NUMBER: 11-AM

0700-0715 18 156 17 13 157 14

0715-0730 15 192 22 11 149 2
0730-0745 20 204 30 3 201 17
D745-0800 ¥ 178 42 15 204 27
0D800-0815 33 108 3 17 248 21
0815-0830 73 194, 23 2 263 29
0830-0845 24 245 19 18 227 26
D845-0900 1 965 17 15 202 28
0000-0915 16 251 14 14 215 22
Dg15.0830 41 73 10 14 220 25
0930-0945 13 255 12 10 208 14
0945-1000 8 280 B 8 189 18

23 160 24 16 274

45
28 208 40 ] 303 48
38 261 45 13 309 58
27 258 61 10 282 77
34 260 44 15 308 61
26 245 35 19 291 G5
28 234 33 21 302 58
13 2712 26 18 313 64
28 218 24 13 268 53
18 223 28 15. 279 55
22 209 21 8 284" 48
14 201 17 & 263 a8

DB0DO-0900 . |
29—
CULVER BOULEVARD 1214 ———»
71 —q

&

138

0700-0800 : 111
0715-0815 = 713 125 51 802 86 127 987 190 47 1202 245 4728
730-0830 gy 775 126 61 916 94 125 1024 185 57 1190 762 4914
0745-0845 03 819 115 74 842 103 115 997 173 65 1183 262 4048
{ 0800-0800 g0 906 90 71 940 14 129 951 138 71 1214 249 4954
0815-0915 82 968 73 65 907 105 115 909 118 69 1204 241 4856
0830-0930 0 1047 60 58 864 101 108 887 111 65 1182 231 4794
0845-0945 59 1054 53 50 842  Ba 102 B62 09 53 1174 220 4657
0900-1000 48 1079 44 41 829 77 83 851 o0 43 1124 194 4503
AM. PEAK HOUR ag 906

7
104

L.
t
—

,—P

T

951 121

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
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ATTACHMENT 4

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY: *

, o
DATE: THURSDAY SEPTEMBER 8, 2011
PERIOD: 04:00 PM TO 07:00 PM
INTERSECTION N/S  SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

EA¥  CULVER BOULEVARD
FILE NUMBER: 11-PM

0400-0415 27 231 4 9 208 28 14 186 12 17 253 22

0415-0430 36 242 7 14 215 32 18 189 18 24 271 K|
0430-0445 43 238 10 18 237 36 21 207 22 28 . 286 44
0445-0500 55 216 15 16 222 38 26 205 40 26 270 73
0500-0515 -53 219 26 19 204 43 34 188 k2l 24 262 93
0515-0530 74 215 13 15 214 35 32 225 28 27 204 59
0530-0545 56 210 28 16 220 54 26 212 26 23 308 60
0545-0600 43 215 14 25 228 41 22 192 25 25 288 62
0800-06156 39 228 11 14 277 34 17 196 19 s 271 66
0615-0630 a7 239 16 9 282 28 28 204 28 23 285 51
0630-0645 3 233 13 ik 275 3 23 192 21 28 273 59
0645-0700 25 227 9 G 242 22 20 199 16 18 254 42

85 1080 170 4511

0400-0500 161 927 57 882 134 80 797

a8
0415-0515 187 915° 58 87 873 149 100 789 11 102 1089 241 4686
0430-0530 225 a8 64 68 877 152 113 825 121 105 1112 260 4818
04450545 238 880 82 66 860 170 121 830 125 100 1132 285 4869
0500-0600 230 850 81 75 887 173 117 817 110 89 1151 274 4859
[ 0515-0815 222 868 66 70 840 164 100 825 88 110 1160 247 4870 |

0530-0630 185 892 69 64 - 1008 157 86 804 86 108 1151 239 4867
0545-0645 180 915 54 59 1063 134 80 784 91 109 1118 238 4815
0600-0700 132 927 4g 40 1076 115 88 791 82 102 1083 218 4703
P M. PEAK HOUR 222 888

05150815 l l
247 ——T

66
CULVER BOULEVARD 1160 ——p» 4+ g40

70

164

110
3

7]

98 825 100

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
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ATTACHMENT 4

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

I
DATE: THURSDAY SEPTEMBER 8, 2011
PERIOD: 07:00 AM TO 10:00 AM
INTERSECTION N/S  SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

EMW  BRADDOCK DRIVE
FILE NUMBER: 13-AM

E SBLT. -} WRTH BF BTH
0700-0715 7 168 2 3 23 8 20 195 3 5 12 5
07150730 7 204 5 9 34 4 12 247 3 2 27 11
0730-0745 18 198 10 16 48 5 22 312 7 7 54 9
0745-0800 20 175 16 12 85 13 3 324 1 1 65 7
0B00-0815 19 203 6 15 68 14 21 306 9 8 a8 14
0815-0830 12 220 5 11 57 7 11 270 6 11 51 20
0830-0845 16 268 ° 3 8 35 8 11 261 8 12 5 16
0845-0900 i1 286 7 5 44 13 10 - 265 8 11 3B 4
0900-0515 12 272 5 4 35 8 13 249 8 15 32 9
0915-0930 8 204 4 6 22 10 7 256 12 12 23 3
0930-0945 12 255 4 4 23 13 10 236 8 23 14 8
0945-1000 9 202 3 5 18 12 2 218 8 8 15 2
S TOTAE - SBRT | seri |-
0700-0800 52 745
0715-0815 64 780° 52 30

[ o730-0830 69 796 54 33

0745-0845 87 866 30 48 225 30 74 1161 M4 42 207 57 2848
0800-0800 58 977 21 39 204 ag 63 1102 29 42 178 54 2786
0815-0915 51 1046 .20 28 171 36 45 1045 28 49 172 40 2740
0830-0930 47 1120 19 23 138 39 41 1031 34 50 144 3z 2716
0B45-0945 43 1107 20 19 124 44 40 1006 34 81 105 24 2627
0900-1000 41 1113 16 19 98 43 32 957 38 58 82 22 2517
AM. PEAK HOUR 69 796 37

o D A

00— t .

BRADDOCK DRIVE 208 ——» <+—— 239
Ei! e

Tl

33 1212 85

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
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ATTACHMENT 4

INTERSECTION TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT SUMMARY

DATE: THURSDAY SEFPTEMBER 8, 2011
PERIOD: 04.00 PM TO 07:00 PM
INTERSECTION NS  SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

EMW  BRADDOCK DRIVE
FILE NUMBER: 13-PM

-1TQTA) T WBRT- (EBRT | .
0400-0415 24 243 3 13 29 12 12 187 18 19 pi] §
0415-0430 Y 251 12 8 38 15 11 214 1 10 2 9
0430-0445 20 262 11 5 48 13 12 226 18 21 24 16
0445-0500 26 242 8 3 41 22 17 258 20 10 K1 12
0500-0515 30 240 6 43 18 10 236 34 7 26 9
0515-0530 25 235 8 5 53 19 9 261 20 16 4 14
0530-0545 32 244 g 7 59 24 21 239 19 13 38 12
0545-0600 27 23 16 6 58 27 26 221 19 11 37 5
0600-0615 28 252 1 9 56 30 a0 209 17 13 32 7
0615-0630 K] 246 6 a7 16 18 252 19 16 22 2
0630-0845 22 254 7 7 4 - 14 18 211 10 1 19 9
0645-0700 20 226 12 6 n 10 16 214 17 22 20 10
A P2 o DR T N O N B R U R P

SERT | SBTH 4 wATH [-WBLT: |- 'NBRT:{ NBTH } ‘NBLT BT |. £BLT }TOTAIS]

10 998 | 34 29 152 62 52 885 65 102 42 2582
0415-0515 167 995 38 22 166 &8 50 934 81 102 46 2657
_D430-0530 101 979 ¥ M 19 . 183 72 48 981 80 115 59 2727
0445-0545 113 961 32 21 106 83 57 894 93 129 47 2772
0500-0600 114 952 40 24 213 88 66 957 92 135 40 2768

| o0s515-0615 112 964 44 27 226 100 86 930 75 141 38 2798 |
0530-0630 118 975 43 28 220 97 96 - 921 74 129 28 2780
0545-0645 108 985 41 28 205 87 93 893 85 110 23 2689
0600-0700 101 978 ¥ 28 170 70 83’ 886 83 93- 28 2599
P.M. PEAK HOUR 112 964

0515-0615 | l

44
= t
BRADDOCK DRIVE 141 ——» +— 226
¢_

71

75 930 88

27

100

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
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Appendix B

Existing Level of Service Analysis Worksheets
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX (AM) Tue Jan 17, 2012 17:02:53 Page 3-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)
(2SR SRR RS SRS R RS SRR SRRl ERRR SRR sRRiER R RRRRRRERRRRRSRERSRRRE SRR R R R0

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

t AR ER LR ZER SR EREE RS EER R R RS R R R R R R R a2 Rl Re Rt RS2l 2aZE RSl

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./Cap. (X): 0.869
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/wveh): KICKKK
Optimal Cycle: 87 Level Of Service: D
2RI EF R T RS IR SRS R L R RS RS R R RS R RS R AR RS R R R RS RS SRR R RS R R R RS R SRR SRR R R R R R R 2
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R e | el | SRS E e PR NEY | ERELPE LEe e T ]
Contreol: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 o0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 138 951 121 50 506 59 249 1214 71 104 540 71
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 138 951 121 50 506 99 249 1214 71 104 540 71
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 138 951 121 g0 906 89 245 1214 71 104 9540 71
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 138 951 121 80 9506 99 245 1214 71 104 940 71
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalvVolume: 138 551 121 90 9506 59 249 1214 71 104 540 71

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.%0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.79 0.21
Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2880 4463 337

Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/S5at: 0.05 0.30 0.08 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.0% 0.38 0.04 0.04 0.21 0.21

Crit Moves: LA A ko ko ek
SR E TR S22 X RS S SRS EESE SRR SRR SE SR RE RS RS R Rl SRR SRS R R SRR SRS RS R RS R R RSN

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c} 2008 Dowling Agsoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX (PM} Tue Jan 17, 2012 17:09:29 Page 3-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1{Loss as Cycle Length %)} Methocd {Base Volume Alternative)

Fhhkkhh kb hkkdhdhdhhkhkdhhkkbrhkhkkhkhhkrdrhbdrrhkhkhkkhkhhkhkhkhkkhkhkdhktrhhhhkrkhohkhkhkrkhhhkhkhbhkbkirkkthrn

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS} AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

e ¥ v v ke v ok W o o o e e v e o e o v o o ok e v v e o ok e e o e e e o ok ok b o o e o e e ok ok ok o e b sk o e e ok e e e e ok ok ke o

Cycle {sec): 100 Critical vol./Cap.{X}: 0.825
Logg Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HAHKHHK
Optimal Cycle: 73 Level Of Service: D
(2SR R FR RS RR LR R ERS RS R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R Rl R RS XERER R ERERR SRR RS X
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R L R | ettt | Rt
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 0

Volume Mcdule:

Base Vol: 98 825 100 66 B68 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 98 825 100 66 B68 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 98 825 100 66 B68 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 98 825 100 66 B68 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
PCE Adj: 1.60 1.0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVeolume: 98 4825 100 66 BGB 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: ©€.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 ©.%0 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2,00 2.00 1.00 1,00 2,00 1.00 2.002.00 1.00 2.00 2.79 0.21
Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2880 4467 333

Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.03 0.26 0.06 0.04 0.27 0.14 0.09 0.36 0.07 0.06 0.21 0.21

Crit Moveg: **%% Wk ok g ko
N I I I I I T I I I T I ITILIILIY

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX (AM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:40:10 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)
khkkhkhkkkkkkhkkkkdhkhhkkhkhkhkhkhkthkthkhkhkhkhkkhkhkhkthkhkhkihkkhkhkkhkhhkkhhkhkhhkrhrrhkhhkkhkhhktrrhkhhrrdhkihkk

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

khkkkhkkkkkkthkhkhkkthkhkhkkhkhkhkhkkkkhkthrhtkhkhkththkhkhkkhhkdhhkhkdkkdrrkdrrdrhrrrdrddrdrhrrbdrkwdrdrdkdhdrwidhkk

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical vol./Cap. (X}: 0.772
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HKIHRKK
Optimal Cycle: 61 Level Of Service: c

2 AR ER AL RS AR ERER AR RLRARER AR R RRRRRRERRRRRERREERERSRRRRARRRRERRRRSERESRT]
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ i Lt | Rl Rt
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 1 0 1 1 O 1 0 1 1 o0 0 0 11 0 © 0 0 110 O

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 33 1212 a5 17 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 33 1212 a5 37 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 33 1212 85 37 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 33 1212 85 37 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 13 1212 85 17 796 69 S0 208 37 46 239 54

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.001.87 0.13 1.00 1.84 0.16 0,17 0.70 0.13 ©0.14 0.70 0.1s
Final Sat.: 1600 2990 210 1600 2945 255 271 1128 201 217 1128 255

Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.41 0.41 0.02 0.27 0.27 0.03 0.18 0.18 0.03 0.21 0.21

Crit Moves: LER &1 LA A x Wk * Wk K
kkkkkkkkokkkkdkkkkkkhk okt kb kbt ko ko ko kk ko ko ko kb kkkkk ok k ko kkhhkkhkkwkhwk

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX {PM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:42:05 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1{Lose as Cycle Length %) Method (Base Volume Alternative)
Thkdkhkkhkkkkhrhkkkkhhhrrdhkhdkbhdrhkkhhhrhdrrhhhdhdrhdkdk *t********************i.-**********

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

dkkkkkkkkkhhok kb kdkodbdkdkkkk ko k kb kkkkkdobdh kb dhdkddkk kb hdh bbbk i kkkkb kb Ekhk khok

Cycle {sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.727
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HAKKHKX
Optimal Cycle: 54 Level Of Service: c
(222 X 2 X R RS RS E SRR RER S AR R RR R EER R RRRRERRRE Rl RRER LRl AR R R R Rt R iR X R B2 2 X
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— oot ] R R |
Contrel : Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 ¢ 0 0 1t 06 0 0o 0 11 ¢ 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
PCE Adj: 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Finalvolume: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.79 0.21 0.l1e 0.61 ©.23 0.28 0.64 0.08
Final Sat.: 1600 2929 271 1600 2867 333 262 972 366 453 1024 122

Capacity Analysis Module:
vol/Sat: 0.05 ¢.32 0.32 0.03 0.34 0.34 0.02 0.15 0.15 0.06 0.22 0.22

Crit Moveg: ¥+ *kk ok *EEE [
N T L R R R L E L L E L R 2 R e R R R R T

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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Appendix C

Existing Plus Project Level of Service Analysis Worksheets
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + P {(AM} Tue Jan 17, 2012 17:19:40 Page 4-1

Level Cf Service Computation Report
ICU 1{Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternatiwve)
LA AR AR R SRR RS RS RSRERRRRRRRERRRERRRRRRRRSRRRRRRRRREREREEEREEREREREREEEEESERESESS]

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

Thkkhkdkkkkkkdhhkdhhkrrhkthdhhkdhhkkdhthhdhrdkdkhkhkkkkkkkdkdhkkrtdkrikkhrrihkkrkdkitihhikir

Cycle {sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.875
Logs Time (gec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): KAALHXK
Optimal Cycle: 89 Level Of Service: D

LEA R SRR R RSl R R RS AR R SRRl SRR R RARRRRRRRRRRERRREESRRESSD ]
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R L ] R | et
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 138 551 121 90 506 99 249 1214 71 104 940 71
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 138 B&851 121 90 506 99 249 1214 71 104 540 71
Added Vvol: g 9 g 0 9 0 0 0 g B 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fukt: 146 560 129 90 815 99 249 1214 79 112 9540 71
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 146 560 129 90 915 99 249 1214 79 112 940 71
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced vVol: 146 960 129 90 915 99 249 1214 79 112 9540 71
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalvVolume: 146 5960 129 90 815 99 249 1214 79 112 940 71

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.5%0 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.5%0 1.00 1.00 0.590 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2,00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.79 0.21
Final Sat.: 2B80 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2B80 4463 337

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vvol/Sat: 0.05 0.30 0.0B 0.06 0.25% 0.06 0.09 0.3B 0.05 0.04 0.21 0.21
Crit Moves: LA LR I'TI L. Ak Ew

IR AR RS RS R REREL RS S Rl RER Rl eSSl SRS RSl

Traffix B8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GRCUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + P (PM) Tue Jan 17, 2012 17:32:45 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1l(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)
AR AR EERRREREREEE SR ERRRLEREREES SRSl RRR R RRRERERRRERRRRRRERERRRRR R R RS R}

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

R R AR R SRR A SRR REEEERRREEREREREREEEEE RS R RSS2SR R RS R s X RS R X RS X 2]

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.({X): 0.831
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HKARXKKK
Optimal Cycle: 74 Level Of Service: D

LEE SRR EEEEEE R RS ESE SR SRR R RS REREERER RS RS R s ERRRR RS SRR R R AR R RS RRRR RS R AR S
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound Wesat Bound
Movement : L - T -« R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— R L B L e | Rt
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o -0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 0
———————————— Rl L R [ | e P EEe
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 98 825 100 66 BoB 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 98 B25 100 66 BoB 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
Added Vol: 6 7 6 0 7 0 0 0 7 7 0 0
PasgerByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 104 832 106 66 B75 222 247 1160 117 171 940 70
User Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 104 B32 106 66 B75 222 247 1160 117 171 940 70
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 104 832 106 66 B75 222 247 110 117 171 940 70
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Finalvolume: 104 832 106 66 B75 222 247 1160 117 171 940 70
———————————— Rt | S R | EE T e P TR e
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.80 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2.00 2,00 1,00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.79 0.21
Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2BB0 4467 333
------------ O il  ERaeneEe e e | EEREESEEPEED | ERPRCRERERENE
Capacity Analysis Module: |

Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.26 0.07 0.04 0.27 0.14 0.09 0.36 0.07 0.06 0.21 0.21
Crit Moves: * ok kX dkkk *k Kk x k% k

L2 R 2222 RS R RS RT RS2SRRSR RRR SRR 2]

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c}) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + P (AM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:44:05 Page 5-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)
IR 2R EEEEEEELELRE SRS R SRS R SRR RRRE R R R AR R R EEEEEER SR SRS R R R R R R R R R R R R RS D]

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (N5) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

L E R RS EEEEE SRR AR RS A LR RRRARRR RN SR RERRRRRRRRRRRRERRAREEERREREESDE LS SRS S

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.811
Logs Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HAAXKX
Optimal Cycle: 69 Level Of Service: D
IZZTEEEREREEESE SR SR SRR E R R R AR AR R AR AR ARl Rt RS RS
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ e L e | el N L el
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1t 0 0 0 0 110 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 33 1212 85 37 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 33 1212 85 37 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
Added Vol: & 25 0 25 0 0 0 6 0 19 6 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 39 1237 85 62 796 69 50 214 37 65 245 54
Uger Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 39 12137 85 62 796 69 50 214 37 65 245 54
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 39 1237 85 62 796 69 50 214 37 65 245 54
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00Q
Finalvolume: 39 12137 85 62 796 69 50 214 37 65 245 54

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.87 0.13 1.00 1.84 0.1¢ Q.17 0.71 0.12 0.18 0.67 0.15
Final Sat.: 1600 2994 206 1600 2945 255 266 1138 197 286 1077 237

Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/Sat: 0.02 0.41 0.41 0.04 0.27 0.27 0.03 0.19 0.19 0.04 0.23 0.23

Crit Moves: *kok ok ok ok *x ko kR
IZXZXZEEETREEERRSEAEE RS R 22222 R 2 R R R 2R R X R R Rl 2R 2 i 22 AR Rt 2R R ARSI RS RERERERREERS S
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + P {PM} Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:44:34 Page 5-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1l(Loss as Cycle Length %} Method (Future Volume Alternative)

hkokk ke okt k ke ok kb ke ok ko khkh ok kwk ok kb ko kb k ok kW ko W Wk ke e ok ko e

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD {NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

e P e P e e e e e ke b W b de gk v e v o v o o sk ke o o e e 3k ke d ol e i e i 3k e ok e g e e i e i e i e i e i e i i i e e vk e g e ke o kW e ke e

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.742
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): KAXXKK
Optimal Cycle: 56 Level Of Service: C
IEERET E S R R R RS SRR RS2 R X222 R 2 R 2tz R R ARRRRRRRRRRRR RS Rl Rl s S sl &
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R r - T - R L - T - R
------------ ot ] e Ll | e
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: v 0 v v 0 0 0 0 v 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1t 0 0 0o ¢ 11 ¢ ¢

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 75 930 86 44 964 112 3g 141 53 100 226 27
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.60 1.00
Initial Bse: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
Added Vel: 5 19 ¢ 20 0 0 0 5 0 14 5 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 80 949 86 64 964 112 38 146 53 114 231 27
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0C 1.00
PHF Volume: 80 949 86 64 964 112 38 146 53 114 231 27
Reduct Vel: 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Veol: 80 549 86 64 964 112 38 146 53 114 231 27
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0C 1.00
FinalvVclume: 80 949 86 64 964 112 38 146 53 114 231 27

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.83 0.17 1.00 1.79 0.21 0.16 0.62 0.22 0.31 0.62 0.07
Final Sat.: 1600 2934 266 1600 2867 333 257 986 358 490 9594 116

Capacity Analysis Module:

vol/Sat: 0.05 ¢.32 0.32 0.04 0.34 0.34 0.02 0.15 0.15 0.07 0.23 0.23
Crit Moves: wx¥* W Rw Wk R

(TR T EE R SRS E AR RTE LA SRR R RRRSRERR SRR R R R RS R RS R iRl s R ERE S}

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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Wed Jan 18, 2012 10:39:50

Level Of Service Computation Report

ATTACHMENT 4

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method {Future Volume Alternative)

Ekkdkddhkddhkhkkdhhkhkhkhkdhkddhdhdkkdkkkddd ok drkdkdr koo ok d ok drdbde ok ok ke gk ok W ok gk e ke Kok

Intersection #3 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT PROJECT ACCESS 1

{EW)

v dr v v e drie v e ok dr ot e g vk d b A ke e e e e vk e i v ok dr e i e A gk e ke e ke de ok e ok e ok I g e e W v e e Wk ok ke ke ok W e ok ke ke ok

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.3

Worst Case Level Of Service:

C[ 15.1]

Thkdkhkhkdhkddkdkdtdh bkt hkhtddkhkdhkhhkhddkkdddkhkdhhkitdhdhkdhhrhkkkkrhkhkrrhhkdrhkkhhhkrhrrhkkhrddddkd

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R L e | R Bt
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop 5ign Stop Sign
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 0 6 0 2 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
------------ R £ R e el
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 1330 0 0 879 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 1330 0 0 879 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Added vol: 0 0 34 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
PaggerByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 0 1330 34 0 913 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 1330 34 0 9213 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: 0 1330 34 0 913 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
------------ e B L | E T e TR e e
Critical Gap Module:

Critical GOp:xXXXXX XXAX XXXXKX XXXXX XXHX XXXXK HXXXKX XXAX XXXXX XXXXK XXAX 6.9
FollowUpTim: XXXXX XXAX XXXXX HXXXX XXAX XHXXX XKMKXK XHXX XUKXX XHKXX XXXX 3.3
T |- mmmmeme e I I I |
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: XX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXX XHXXX XXXX XXXX XAXAX XXX XXXX 682
Potent Cap.: JOOX XXX XAXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXXK XXHXX XXXX 397
Move Cap.: KAAK XXKX XKAAX  XXHX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXMX KUAKK AU XHXX 397
Volume/Cap: XXXX XXXX HHXX XXXX XXXX NHAKX XXAX XXX XXAX  XXXX xxxx  0.11
ffffffffffff I L e e | B N EE e T T R e
Level Of Service Module:

2WayS5thQ: XXXX XXXX XXAAX XXHXX XAKX XAXKK  XXXX XXXX XAUAKX XXAX XXXX 0.4
Control Del:xXMxxXX XXX XXAHK XXUKX XAKK XHRARK XXUKX XXAA XAXXK XKXXK Xxxx  15.1
LOS by Move: * * * * * * * * * * * C
Movement : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: 0000 XXX XXXXK XXXA XHANH XXXXK 20000 XHHN XAARX XXAAX UK XKHAXX
SharedQueue : XxXXX XNAMC MUHRK 2000000 XAHX KUARK AAKAKN XXAK HAARX XARAH XUAN XXX
Shrd ConDel :xco0oix XXX XXXXK XXXXXK HXAN XXKXK AXKXK XXAAX XXKXK XAKAHK XXAAX XEXXX
Shared LOS: * * * * * * * * * * * *
ApproachDel : KXKKKX KXKKKX KXKKKX 15.1
ApproachLOS : * * * C

222 2R R RS R RRS AR AR R R s R X R R il f a2 2 2R Rl s R 2R 2R R R st X XY

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

E2 R SRR SRR AR AR AR RSl Rl SR ARl ER SRR ERRERR R RS R AR R RS RRRR TR R 2R T
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EX + P (PM) Wed Jan 18, 2012 10:57:53

Level Of Service Computation Report

ATTACHMENT 4

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)
[FERE SRR SRE R SR EEEER SRR R RRRRRRRRRRRRR AR R SRS Rl t sl sl il il il il i it sl s lass s,

Intersection #3 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS)

AT PROJECT ACCESS 1 (EW)

AEkhkkhkhkhkhkthhhbddkkthk bbbttt bt hrhhr bbb hrhbrhrr bkt kb ek kb hrrrrrhrrrrrbrrthkerirkr

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.2

Worst Case Level Of Service:

B[ 13.1}

I EEE R R R R R R E R AR ERERR AR Rl R R R R R R RRRRRRRERR AR Rl RR SRRl S SR

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T -
------------ R el | EEL TR PP TR | EEPTFTRRELT S
Control: Unconktrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign
Rights: Include Include Include
Lanes: 000 1 1 0 00 2 0 0 0 0 0 O
------------ R L I EELTCEERR R
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 10921 0 0 1117 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1l.00 1.00 1.00 l.00 1.
Initial Bse: 0 1091 0 0 1117 0 0 0
Added Vol: 0 0 27 0 26 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 0 1091 27 0 1143 ] ] ]
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 11l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.
PHF Volume: 0 1091 27 0 1143 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Finalvolume: 0 1091 27 0 1143 0 0 0

Critical Gap Module:

West Bound
R L - T - R
IR b aahens |
Stop Sign
Include
0 0 0 0 0 1
LI EEEEEEERLEEEE !
0 0 0 0
00 1.00 1.00 1.00
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 32
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 32
00 1.00 1.00 1.00
00 1.00 1.00 1.00
0 0 0 32
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 32

Critical Gp:XXxXxXX XXX XXXXXK XXKXX XXX XXXXX XXXKK HAXX XXXXKK XXXKK XHHAX 6.9
FollowUpTim: XXXxXX XHAX XHXXK NMANN XXX XHAHK XAXXK XXMX XAKHX NMANN XHHAX 3.3
———————————— P R | R | e
Capacity Module:

Cnflick Vol: XXXX XXXX XXXKXX XXXX XXXX XXXXK HXXX XXX XXXKXX XXXX XXXX 559
Potent Cap.: XXXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXHN XXXX XXX XXHXK XAAX XAXX 478
Move Cap.: XAXK HAKX XXKXK HXHX XAAA XXXKK KAXX XXXX XXKXK HXXX XXXX 478
volume/Cap: XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXX XXXxX xxxx  0.07
———————————— R e R | R
Level Of Service Module:

2Way9sthQ: HUAK HXAX XXKXK HXHHX XXNX XXX OO0 AR NMHNK AR AKX 0.2
Control Del:XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXxx 13.1
LOS by Move: & * & * * * L * * * * B
Movement : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: XXXX XXHK XXXXK X HXAXK XXXXK  HAHX XRHNK XXKXX X XXNX XXXXX
SharedQueue : XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXX XXHX XXXXX XXXXX XAXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX XXXNX
Shrd ConDel:XXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXNXNH XAXX XUAXX XXEKHX XXX XXXXK XXXHH 0000 XXHEXX
Shared LOS: L L * L * * * ¥ * & * *
ApproachDel: KEXXXX KEKXKAX KHHAKK 13.1
ApproachL0S: * * * B

LSS RS R RS R LSRR RERRRRRRRR IR RRRR RS RS REEEEERRRRlRARRERRRRER R R R LR RE R RS EEES

Note: Queue reported iz the number of cars per lane.

kkwhkhkhkhkhkhkkhhkhk kT Ak Ak Ak ARk d kbbb ke b Wk Wk ke ok e v e gk e b ek e e e b ok e ke e ok o
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Wed Jan 18,

2012 10:39:50

ATTACHMENT 4

Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)
[T EEE SR SRR EEEEEEEEEREERE AL AL EE SRR SRR RE AR R ER AR EREEEE R R E RS R R RS RS REREEEE R R LR L]

Intersection #4 PROJECT ACCESS 2 {NS) AT BRADDOCK (EW)

IR R R R E RS LR R E R R RS R RS RS RS R R ERERTE SRR RZ SRS AR R R RS R R AR RAERRASR SRR R RS S &

Average Delay (sec/veh):

0.9

Worst Case Level Of Service:

B[ 14.1)

2 EZEE TR R SR SRS RREERER RS RS R SE R LR R R T EERE RS R AR RRRR R R EEEERS RS AR R R R R RS R R R LR R R LXK,
South Bound

Approach: North Bound
Movement : L - T - R
____________ [==mmmmmmmm e
Control: Stop Sign
Rights: Include
Lanes: 0 0 1ro O
____________ [-==mmmmmmm e
volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 0 0 0
Added Vol: 34 0 ]
PasserByvol: 4] 4] 4]
Initial Fut: 34 0 B
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 34 0 8
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0
Finalvolume: 34 0 8
____________ |_______________
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0
____________ |_______________
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: 706 706 351
Potent Cap.: 405 363 697
Move Cap.: 403 361 697
volume/Cap: 0.08 0.00 0.01
____________ [_______________
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ: KHXK KUK XAXKK
Control Del:XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
LOS by Move: * * *
Movement : LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx 438 xXxXxX
SharedQueue: Xxxxxx 0.3 XxXxXXX
Shrd ConDel:xxxxx 14.1 xXxXXX
Shared LOS: * B *
ApproachDel: 14.1
ApproachLOS: B

L - T - R

[[--moommmoomonee
Stop Sign
Include

0 0 0 0 O

[ fommmmmmm e

4] 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00

4] 0 4]

0 0 0

4] 0 4]

0 0 0

1.00 1.00 1.00

1.00 1.00 1.00

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

East Bound

Uncontrolled
Include

4]

[

o
)
)
o

(=]
[aJallallallellellalellaellelle]

e
o

West Bound

Uncontrolled
Include
4] 4]

PR
oo

RS EEEEEIEFREETEEE RS EEE SRS SRR R EE RS RIS a SRR ARl Al bl B R Rl

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
I EEEE SRS R SRR SRR REFE R RS AR S R EEEAR R RRRERRERSREREER AR R RS R Rl RS EREREEDS]
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EX + P (PM)

Wed Jan 18,

2012 14:57:53

ATTACHMENT 4

Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)
IR EREEEEREREEIEEERE SR ER RS R SR RER SRS R R SRR RS R EE RS R R R R R SRR RR R R RS R R R R RS

Intersection #4 PROJECT ACCESS 2 (NS) AT BRADDOCK ({EW)

I 22X IEEREIEE RS ERESERRSES RS ER RS R AR R R RS RRRRRRRRRRREEERRERSRERERERS S RELER]

Average Delay (sec/veh):

0.7

Worst Case Level Of Service:

B[ 13.2]

FEEEEERREEEEREERSRRR RS R R R R R R RRR R R N2l i AR R L

South Bound

Approach: North Bound
Movement : L - T - R
____________ [=mmmmmmmmm -
Conkrol: Stop Sign
Rights: Include
Lanes: ¢ ¢ 1' ¢ ¢
____________ |_______________
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: o o ¢
Added Vol: 26 ) 6
PasserByVol: o o o
Initial Fut: 26 o 6
User Adj: 1.00 1.60 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.66 1.60 1.6¢
PHF Volume: 26 ¢ 6
Reduct Vol: o ¢ o
Finalvolume: 26 ¢ 6
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5 6.2
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3.3
____________ [--mmmmmmmema
Capacity Module:

Cnflict vol: 657 657 288
Potent Cap.: 433 387 756
Move Cap.: 431 385 756
Volume/Cap: ©.06 0.00 0.01
____________ R
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ: XXX XEHX KRXXXK
Control Del:xxxx 2 XXXXX
LOS by Move: b * *
Movement : LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: xxxx 469 XXXXX
SharedQueue : XxXXX 0.2 XXXXX
Shrd ConDel:xxxxX 13.2 XXXXX
Shared LOS: * B *
ApproachDel : 13.2
ApproachLOS: B

East Bound

L - T - R L - T - R
|- mmmacmeoea [l mmmommereee

Stop Sign Uncontrolled

Include Include

¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 1 ¢

| [-ommemmcmnneee R
o o o o 271 o
1.60 1.6 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00¢
o o o o 271 o

o o o o o 34

o o o o o o

[+ o [+ o 271 34
1.66 1.6¢6 1.00 1.060 1.60 1.00
1.00 1.60 1.60 1.00 1.00 1.0¢
[+ [+ [+ o 271 34
o o o o o o

o [+ [+ o 271 34

[ mmmmmmmeae e |- mmemrmmeeen
AAKKX XXXKK XXXXX KXXXX XXXX XXXXX
XXKKK XXKK XXXXK XXNKK XAXX XXXAXX
R I
HKXXX XXX XXXXX AKX XEXAX KAXANX
XXXKX XAKX XKRKHK XXXKX XAAK XXXAX
KEXX 00 XX HEXXK XXXX¥X XAXXX
HKEXX XXXX KXKX AEAHK XXXX KEXX
R R
OO A XA X XX HEAXK XXX
XXXXK XXXK XXKXX XXXXK XXKK XXXXX
L * * * * L

LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
XXKK XXKX XXXXX HAXK XXXX XXXXX
KXXXX XXXXK XXXXK XXXXK XXXX XXXXXK
HKAKXK XXX XXXXK XXXKXX XXXX XXXXX
L L * L * *

KAKXXX KHXKHK
L ¥

West Bound

Uncontrolled
Include

1 ¢ 0

355
.60
355

=

355
1.6¢6

Sy
o0
=
o0

X222 FE RIS REE RS R ESRSE R SRR R RS R RERRE SRR R R R R R R AR RS ER R EE RS

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
I 2 e R R 22222222222 XXXR X022 2SR XRER RS SRR R RS RS R AR RRR SR EE SRR SRR AR L LN

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c} 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

Project Trip Generation Rates”

Shopping Center - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 820)
Weekday
" Daily Trips:; T=42.94 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T =1.00 (A); /B =61%, O/B = 39%
PMPeak Hour:  T=23.73 (A); I/B = 51%, O/B = 49%
- Weekend '
Daily Trips: T = 49.97 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T =4.89 (A); IIB = 52%, O/B = 48%

High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 832)

Weokday -

Daily Trips: T=127.15 (A

AMPeak Hour: T =11.52 (A); \/B = 52%, O/B = 48%

PMPeakHour.  T=11.15 (A); I/B = 58%, O/B=41% S -
Weekend

Daily Trips: . .T=158.37 (A)

AM Peak Hour; 1= 14.07 (A); /B =53%, O/B =47%

' Su;_)_e_rrr_:ar'ke,':c_.- per'ﬂ-:odb Ef;ross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 850)

Weekday
Daily Trips: F=102.24 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T =3.59 (A); ¥B = 61%, O/B = 39%
PM Peak Hour: T =10.50 {A); I/B = 51%, O/B = 49%

Weekend
Daily Trips: T=177.59 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T=10.85 (A); I/IB=51%, O/B = 49%
Where:
T=Trip Ends ) I/B = Inbound Trip Percenlage
A = Building Area in 1,000 sq. ft. O/B = Qutbound Trip Percentage
* NE!E: -

All trib generalion rates from 8th Ed. ITE Trip Generation.

generalion for the developments (the actual increase in traffic on nearby streets or intersections
resuiting from development of the subject project). For typical shopping center developments
containing a mix of retail and restaurant components, the most significant of these factors
involves the effects of “internal interaction” ("multi-purpose” trips), pedestrian or “walk-in"
patronage from nearby commercial developments or residential neighborhoods, and “pass-by”
activity on the estimates of “net” new traffic added to the area roadways.
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ATTACHMENT 4
Project Trip Generation
Weekday Saturday
) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Mid-day Peak
Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out Total Daily In  Qut Total
Progoéed Project
Phase 1
6,500 sq. ft. Retail 279 4 3 7 12 12 24 325 17 15 32
{Less 10% Pass-by Trips) (28) 1 o0 (1) Mm O @ (33) @ 0 ({3
Net Retail Trips 251 3 3 6 1" 11 22 292 15 14 29
12,722 sq. ft. Restaurant 1,618 76 71 147 B4 58 142 2,015 95 84 179
(Less 20% Pass-by Trips) (324) (15 (14 (290 - (1) (11) (28) (403) (19 (17 (36)
Net Restaurant Trips 1,294 61 57 118 67 47 114 1,612 7% 67 143
Sublotal Phase 1 Trips 1,545 64 60 124 78 58 136 1904 91 81 172
Phase 2

14900 sq. ft. Supermarket 1,523 32 21 53 80 76 156 2646 - 83 79 162
(Less 20% Pass-byTrips)  (305) (1) () (1) (16) (15) (31) (529) (16) (16) (32)

Net Supermarket Trips 1,218 25 17 42 64 61 125 2117 67 63 130

Total Net New Froject Trips 2, 763 89 77 166 142 118 267 4021 158 144 302

Less Existing Uses {Removed)

Auto Dealefship (vacant) —_ —_ = — - - - — S — —
Total Net New Site Trips 2763 89 77 166 142 119 261 4,021 158 144 302

Project Driveway Trips nb ss-by trip reductions,

" Phase 1 (fotal all driveways) 1,887 80 74 154 g6 70 166 2340 112 99 211
Phase 2 (fotal all driveways) 1,523 32 2 53 80 76 156 2,646 83 79 162

Total Project Driveway Trips 3420 112 95 207 176 146 322 4986 195 178 373

Project trips if evaluated as "shopping center”:
34,122 sq. ft. Shopping Center 1,465 21 13 34 62 65 127 1,705 87 80 167
{Less 10% Pass-by Trips) (147) {2) {1} (3) (6) (N (13) {(171) (9) (8) {17

Net Shopping Genter Trips 1,318 19 12 31 56 53 114 1,534 78 72 150
As shown in Table 2, once the existing development on the site has been removed, Phase 1 of

the proposed project (including both the retail and restaurant components) is expected fo result
in a total of approximately 1,545 net weekday daily trips (including adjustments to account for
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Related Projects Descriptions
Map
No. Land Use/Description Size/Units Address
1.  Townhomes 15 units 3823-3833 Huron Avenue
Townhomes 3 units
2. Condominiums 4 units 3972 Tilden Avenue
3.  Hotel 77 room 3954 Sepulveda Boulevard
4, Dental Office 2,989 sq. fi. 10826 & 10830 Washington Boulevard
5 Office 73,569 sq. fi. 11957 Washington Boulevard
B.  Gas Station n/a 10638 Culver Boulevard
Car Wash 1 bay
Convenience Store 1,500 sq. ft.
Gas Station w/Convenience Mart n/a
7. Retail 2,359 sq. ft. 11501-11509 Washington Boulevard
Office 937 sq. ft.
Apartments 2 units
Condominiums 4 units " 3846 Bentley Avenue
9. Auto Repaii Shop 1,196 sq. ft. 11167 Washington Place
10.  Auto Repair Shop 1,280 sq. fi. 11304 Culver Boulevard
11.  Convenience Store 2,500 sq. ft. 4436 Sepuiveda Boulevard
12.  Elementary School 124 student  12095-12101 Washington Boulevard
Middle School 42 student
High Scheool 84 student
Medical Office 10,000 sq. ft
13. Commercial 3,385 sq. ft. 11012-1 1014 Washington Boulevard
14, Retail 10,700 sq. fi. 11042-11056 Tiden Avenue
Apartments 33 units
15. Apartment 30 units 11955 Washington Boulevard
Specialty Retail - 8,798 sq. ft.
16. Apartment 126 units 10601 W. Washington Boulevard
Office 23,000 sq. ft.
Retail 8,000 sq. ft.
Notes:

Uses idenlified in ifalics are existing uses removed in arder to develop propesed project,
Values in parentheses indicate negative values or reductions is trips.
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- ATTACHMENT 4

Related Projects Trip Generation Rates
ITE 8th Edition Data.

Apartment - per dwelling unit (ITE Land Use 220)
Daily Trips: T=6852(U)
AM Peak Hour: T =0.51 (U); I/B = 20%, O/B = 80%
PM Peak Hour: T =0.62 (U); I/B = 65%, O/B = 35%

Condominium/Townhome - per dwelling unit (I TE Land Use 230)
Daily Trips: T=5.81(U)
AM Peak Hour: T=0.44 (U); I/B =17%, O/B=83%
PM Peak Hour: T =0.52 (U); /B =67%, O/B = 33%

Hotel - per room (ITE Land Use 310)
Daily Trips: T=8.17(R)
AM Peak Hour: T =0.56 (R); /B =61%, OB = 39%
PM Peak Hour: T =0.59 (R); I/B = 53%, O/B = 47%

General Office - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 710)
Daily Trips: T=11.01 (A)
AM Peak Hour. T =1.55 (A); I/B = 88%, O/B = 12%
PM Peak Hour. T =149 (A); /B =17%, O/B = 83%

Medical/Dental Office - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 720)
Daily Trips: T=36:13 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T =2.30 (A); I/B=79%, O/B = 21%
PM Peak Hour: T =3.46 (A); I/B = 27%, O/B=73%

Specialty Retaii Center - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 814)
Daily Trips: T=4432 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T =1.33 (A); I/B =60%, O/B =40% (3% of Daily, per $anDAG; directional percentages per SanDAG)
PM Peak Hour: T=2.71 (A); /B = 44%, OB = 56%

Convenjence Store (Open 24 Hours) - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 851)
Daily Trips: T=737.99 (A)
AM Peak Hour: T =67.03 (A); I/B = 50%, O/B = 50%
PM Peak Hour: T =52.41 (A); /B = 51%, O/B = 49%

Automobile Care Center - per 1,000 gross square feet of floor area (ITE Land Use 942)
Daily Trips: T=35.00(A) (estimated)
AM Peak Hour: T =294 (A); I/B = 65%, O/B = 35%
PM Peak Hour: T =3.38 (A); I/B=50%, O/B=50%

Where: T=Trip Ends A = Building area in 1,000 sq. ft.

I/B = Inbound Trip Percentage U = Number of Residential Units
Of8 ="Outbound Trip Percentage R = Number of Rooms
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A + C (AM} Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:52:17 Page 3-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1({Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)
IR ER TR RS EEEERRRRERRER RS R RER SRR ERER AR ERRRRRRRR R R XRRARERRRERRRARRRR22 A RERRRRRER R X R & B )

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

Frdk v ve v v v g ok gk ok ok vk v ok ok kv ak e sk e o v e e e ok ok e o ok o ok e ok i o ke ol ok ok i e ke i ok ke ok ke ok ok sk ok v i e ok o ok e e o ok o ok ok e e ok ok e o o o

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X}: 0.914
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): KHAKKK
Optimal Cycle: 108 Level Of Service: E

EA AR SR R RS S R AR E R R R RS RS R AR AR RS R AR SRR AR ERERREEREEESEEERRE S EEEEEE SR EER RS R
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R e | et L | e el
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 0

Volume Module:

Basge Vol: 138 951 121 90 906 99 249 1214 71 104 940 71
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 141 970 123 92 924 101 254 1238 72 106 353 72
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 21 44 11 16 43 12 15 8 21 10 10 21
Initial Fut: 162 1014 134 108 967 113 269 1246 93 116 9689 93
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 162 1014 134 108 967 113 269 1246 93 116 969 93
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 162 1014 134 108 967 113 269 1246 93 116 969 93
PCE BAdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 162 1014 134 108 967 113 269 1246 93 116 969 93

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.%0 1.00 1.00 0.%0 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.74 0.26
Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2880 4378 422

Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol/sat: 0.06 0.32 0.08 0.07 0.30 0.07 0.09 0.39 (0.06 0.04 0.22 0.22

Crit Moves: * ok ok ok LR EET R *okok ok
e I I I I I I I T I I T e T I I T I I

Traffix 8.0.0715 {c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A + C (PM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:53:10 Page 3-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1({Loss as Cycle Length %)} Method (Future Volume Alternative)
vt ek ek gk g g gk ok ke v vk ok kv &k de e ek v 9 ok ke e ok 9 7k I ok ok e 7 9 ke ok e ok o e 9 9 9 ok T e e e 9 9 ok Tk e 3 o ok i e e o o o ok ok ok

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

2R R LR LRSS R R AR EREEER SRR AR SR RRRRRRRR RS FE SRR SRRl R R RS R RERYE S

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.866
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay {sec/veh): XRKXKK
Optimal Cycle: 86 Level Of Service: D
LARRER SRR RAREERARERRRERREEERRRRRERRRRERARRRRRRARARRRERAEEEEERARREREEREEERRRERERERRESES]
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ ] e Lt Rt
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 ] ] ] ] 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 1 0o 2 0 1 2°0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 o0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 98 8256 100 66 BeB 222 247 1160 110 le4 940 70
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1,02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1,02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 100 842 102 67 885 226 252 1183 112 167 959 71
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: le 45 7 26 43 le 20 2 17 7 9 31
Initial Fut: 1lle 887 109 93 928 242 272 1185 129 174 968 102
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 1l 8B7 109 93 928 242 272 1185 129 174 9¢8 102
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 116 8B7 109 93 928 242 272 1185 129 174 968 102
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Ad]: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Finalvolume: 116 887 109 93 928 242 272 1185 129 174 968 102

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.%0 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.71 0.29
Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 28B0O 4341 459

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.28 0.07 0.06 0.29 0.15 0.0%9 0.37 0.08 0.06 0.22 0,22
Crit Moves: ER 2] LR R R *kkk *k Kk

E AR R ER R AES S 2222 SRR AR RS REXESE SRR RRRR R R RRRRRERERREERERRRRERRRERSRSRERREREERERERDE]

Traffix B.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A + C (AM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:52:17 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)

IR R AR ERRRRERESRRERERRERERR SRRl REERRERR SRRl Rl Rl RRERRRlElERRERSRR]

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

IR E R RS R RS RRRE RS SR RRRR SRR RERSRERRRREERER RS2 RRERR R R 2R RERRRRRRARERR R

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical veol./Cap. (X): 0.811
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): KEKKKK
Optimal Cycle: 69 Level QOf Service: D

IEE R E 2SS 2SS S RRERER RS REES LSRR AR R R R R RERRR AR RRRR R R LR R RERd s R Rt s R 2R
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ et R | B e | S
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 ¢© 1 0 1 1 © o 0 1t 0 o© o 0 1! 0 O

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 33 1212 B5 37 796 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1,02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1,02 1.02
Initial Bse: 34 1236 87 38 B12 70 51 212 38 47 244 55
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 32 72 0 0 70 4 4 0 29 0 1 0
Initial Fut: 66 1308 87 38 B8B2 74 55 212 67 47 245 55
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.001.00 1l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 66 1308 87 38 882 74 55 212 67 47 245 55
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 66 1308 87 38 882 74 55 212 67 47 245 55
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume : 66 1308 B7 38 BB2 74 55 212 67 47 245 55

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.8 0©0.12 1.00 1.84 0.16 0©0.16 0.64 ©.20 0.13 0.71 0©.16
Final Sat.: 1600 3001 199 1600 2951 249 264 1017 320 216 1125 254

Capacity Analysis Module:
Vol /8at: 0.04 0.44 0©0.44 0©0.02 0.30 0©0.30 0.03 0.21 0©0.21 0.03 0.22 0.22

Crit Moves: EE R dokow % * dek ok *kkk
Ehkokkhhhh ok h ko ko ko ko ko ok ko ko ke ok ko kg koo

Traffix B8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A + C (PM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:54:37 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1{Loss as Cycle Length %} Method (Future Volume Alternative}
A SRR AR A REEE S REERARRREEEREER SRRt R R iRttt ittt iii il i bt il R Rt RE S

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

AR AR R AREEER LS ERERSLEREERERER RS RRR RS RERRESRRRRRRRS SRR RRRRRLERRERRRSRRLLERRS DS

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.780
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay {(sec/veh): HRRKHK
Optimal Cycle: 63 Level Of Service: c

(AR EERER R EEEREEREEES R AR R R R R iR R Rl iRl R R AR E SRR RS R RS NS}
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— Pt L et | R | B e
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 1 ¢ 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1' 0 O 0 0 1Y 0 0O

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 75 830 Bé& 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
Growth Adj: 1.02 1,02 1.02 1.02 1,02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1,02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 77 949 BB 45 9B3 114 39 144 54 102 231 28
Added Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PagserByVol: 23 61 0 0 62 6 7 0 26 0 0 0
Initial Fut:; 100 1010 B8 45 1045 120 46 144 BO 102 231 28
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 100 1010 88 45 1045 120 46 144 80 102 231 28
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 100 1010 88 45 1045 120 46 144 80 102 231 28
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 100 1010 BB 45 1045 120 46 144 BO 102 231 28

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.84 0.16 1.00 1.79 0.21 0.17 0.53 0.30 0.28 0.64 0.08
Final Sat.: 1600 29544 256 1600 2870 330 272 Bb3 475 453 1024 122

Capacity Analysis Module:

vol/Sat: 0.06 0.34 0.34 0.03 0.36 0.36 0.03 0.17 0.17 0.06 0.23 0.23
Crit Moves: k& b ¥ w k LR 2 LA 2
IEEFEEREEEEERESERREEREE R RR R R RS RS Rl RR R AR XRRYRARERRARAREEAR R XX

Traffix B.0.0715 (c} 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A+ C + P (AM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:57:32 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %} Method (Future Volume Alternative)
(S22 2R XS R AR ERE RS EFRRARRRRRR Rl R R Ral R o a0 R a R

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT CULVER BLVD (EW}

IEZE XSS ERR R R RS E SRR RR ARl Rl RE Rt Rl R R R R

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.920
Loss Time {sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HAHAKK
Optimal Cycle: 111 Level Of Service: E

IS RSEERRR RS AR AR R X222l R R A AR R R R RS RS RREESEEDRE)
Approach: North Bound Scukh Bound East Bound Wesat Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R L et | R | PR T T e L P eeey
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 i 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 138 951 121 90 906 99 249 1214 71 104 940 71
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 141 970 123 92 924 101 254 1238 72 106 959 72
Added Vol: 8 9 8 0 9 0 0 0 8 8 0 0
PasserByVeol: 21 44 11 16 43 12 15 8 21 10 10 21
Initial Fut: 170 1023 142 108 976 113 269 1246 101 124 969 93
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 170 1023 142 108 976 113 269 1246 101 124 969 93
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 170 1023 142 108 976 113 269 1246 101 124 969 93
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 170 1023 142 108 976 113 269 1246 101 124 969 93

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.74 0.26

Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2BB0 4378 422

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.06 0.32 0.09 0.07 0.31 0.07 0.09 0.39 0.06 0.04 0.22 0.22
Crit Moves: LA L] LEER LEL R *kk ok

22 2222 222222 R  F RS X RS S R RS SRS S ST R R R R R LR SRS E RS YR SRR E R SRS RS SRR R SR LS

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c} 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP

128



ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A+ C + P (PM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:58:17 Page 4-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)

I ZE XXX R EREERRRRRRERRRRRSRRERERS SRR RS REEERERERIRERLRLESEREERRREREREREEEEREREDRD)

Intersection #1 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS} AT CULVER BLVD (EW)

XN EZEERERER AR RR SRR SR ERER RS R R R R Rl Rt RARRREEERER R LR RS

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap. (X): 0.871
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HAKEX
Optimal Cycle: 87 Level Of Service: D
IZEEEEEEERERERERRER SRS EEEESRREREERE SRR R RIS SEIEEEEEEREE R ER R SR EEEEES ERE LN ]
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R e L et L R | RO et
Control: Protected Prot+Permit Protected Protected
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes 2 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 0

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 98 825 100 66 868 222 247 1160 110 164 940 70
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 100 842 102 &7 885 226 252 1183 112 167 959 71
Added Vol: 6 7 6 0 7 0 0 0 7 7 0 0
PasserByVol: 16 45 7 26 43 16 20 2 17 7 9 31
Initial Fut: 122 894 115 93 935 242 272 118S 136 181 968 102
User 2dj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
] PHF Volume: 122 894 115 93 935 242 272 1185 136 181 968 102
i Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Reduced Vol: 122 894 115 93 935 242 272 1185 136 181 968 102
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Finalvolume: 122 894 115 93 893s 242 272 1185 136 181 968 - 102

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 0.90 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 1.00 0.50 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 2.71 0.29

Final Sat.: 2880 3200 1600 1600 3200 1600 2880 3200 1600 2B80 4341 459
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat: 0.04 0.28 0.07 0.06 0.29 0.15 0.09 0.37 0.09 0.06 0.22 0.22

Crit Moves: ok ok k * ok * ke e
R EFEEFEEEEETEEE LSRR R EEEEFEER AR RREIEREREL AR R AR R R R R R R R RRRR SRR AR RFEAL AR SR 2 R AL & £ 8 X4

Traffix 8.0.0715 {(c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A+ C + P (AM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:57:32 Page 5-1

Level 0f Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method {(Future Volume Alternative)

L2 R RERERERRLERERRE2RL AR LRl Rl R 222 Rt Rl iRl iR R R X 2

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

khhhkhkhdkhthhkrdhthrkhkrthhkheret itk kdkthkhhrkdhhhrkdkthhkdhkkdkdkdiddkdidhkddkdhhtidikii

Cycle (sec}: 100 Critical vol./Cap.(X): 0.850
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): XAHHHNK
Optimal Cycle: BO Level Of Service: D
LTSI R RS ELEER RS AR EER RS R Rl RR AR RRRRRRREESRARARARRRRAREARARARE SRR ]
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ R el R | B LRttt
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 110 O 0 0o 1t o o

Volume Module:

Base Vol: 33 1212 85 37 196 69 50 208 37 46 239 54
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 34 1236 87 38 812 70 51 212 38 47 244 55
Added Vol: 6 25 0 25 0 0 0 6 0 19 6 0
PasserByVol: 32 72 0 0 70 4 4 0 29 0 1 0
Initial Fut: 72 1333 87 63 882 T4 55 218 67 66 251 55
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 72 1333 87 63 BBZ T4 55 218 67 66 251 55
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 72 1333 87 63 BB8Z T4 55 218 67 66 251 55
PCE Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 72 1333 87 63 B82 T4 55 218 67 66 251 55

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 15600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.88 0.12 1.00 1.84 0.16 0.16 0.64 0.20 0.18 0.67 0.15
Final sat.: 1600 3005 195 1600 29551 249 259 1027 314 284 1079 237

Capacity Analysis Module:

vol/Sat: 0.04 0.44 0.44 0.04 0.20 0.20 0.03 0.21 0.21 0.04 0.23 0.23
Crlt MOveS: * ek A Tk ke Tk ke *kkk

tEE S S SRR LRSS L ERER R ERER R LRSS RS RERRRRRRRRRRRRRRERRSE RS SRR RN

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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ATTACHMENT 4

EX + A+ C 4+ P (PM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 11:58:17 Page 5-1

Level Of Service Computation Report
ICU 1(Loss as Cycle Length %) Method (Future Volume Alternative)
khkkhkkhkkhkhhhthhhhhthkththhhhhhkhhkkhkhhhhhhhhhkhhhhhhhbthkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhhkhhkhhkhhkhhhhhhhkhtthhkhhhk

Intersection #2 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT BRADDOCK DR (EW)

Fhkhkkdkkd koo d kg odkodod ook sk s de ok drode ok e b e ke sk e ok b ok ek ke dr ke ok kb ok e ok e e o g o o e Sk o e i i o Sk o e e 3k Sk e o ok e o

Cycle (sec): 100 Critical Vol./Cap.(X): 0.795
Loss Time (sec): 10 Average Delay (sec/veh): HAKKKK
Optimal Cycle: 66 Level Of Service: c
Edhkkdkkhrrkrrkh btk ok h ok hhdrdrdrhdrdrdrdrk ok h hk ok hordhdrdrdrdrdrrrk hdrrdrkrkkdkrrkhhkkhk ko
Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
------------ o] e | e |
Control: Permitted Permitted Permitted Permitted
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Min. Green: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y+R: 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lanes: 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 11 0 0@
------------ R | B | R | R e
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 75 930 86 44 964 112 38 141 53 100 226 27
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.021.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 77 949 88 45 983 114 39 144 54 102 231 28
Added Vol: 5 19 0 20 0 0 0 5 0 14 5 0
PagserByVol: 23 61 0 0 62 6 7 0 26 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 105 1029 85 65 1045 120 46 149 BO 116 236 28
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.0 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0Q0
PHF Volume: 105 1029 g8 65 1045 120 46 145 80 116 236 28
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced Vol: 105 1029 88 65 1045 120 46 149 80 116 236 28
PCE Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MLF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FinalVolume: 105 1029 BB 65 1045 120 46 149 80 116 236 28
------------ P | B P CECR it | PR RN
Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane: 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Adjustment: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lanes: 1.00 1.84 ©.16 1.00 1.792 0.21 ©0.17 0.54 0.29 0.31 0.2 0.07
Final Sat.: 1600 29495 251 1600 2870 330 267 Be7 466 490 954 116
———————————— T | B R | R et
Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat : 0.07 0.35 0.35 0.04 0.36 0.36 0.03 0.17 0,17 0.07 0.24 0.24
Crit Moves: * %k k& ke kN dk k% L2 B

hkkhkhhdhrhhkkhkrhhktkhdhrhkdhhkhhkhkhkhkhhkirhkdhkhkhkhhkhhkrhkhrhkhrhkhkhkhkhkhkrxhkhkhkhkirhkhkhkhkxhkhkhkhhhhkhhhhx

Traffix 8.0.0715 (c) 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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EX + 2 + C + P (AM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 12:04:13

ATTACHMENT 4

Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)
IS X EREREIEEIE RS RS EE SRS R RS R R R SRR EREEERRREESEREIRERERERERRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRR R R X0 XS]

Intersection #3 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS) AT PROJECT ACCESS 1 (EW)

(2222 ERERE XS RSS2 R R AR A R R R R R R R AR RS Rl Rl RS ARl SRS

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.3

Worst Case Level Of Service: C[ 16.3]

IE RS X R RRE SRR R SRS RS R R RIS XSRS RS R R RS R XSS RS R R R R R R ERRRS S EEE ]

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
———————————— R it ettt LR e EE s
Control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign
Rights: Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 1 1 o 6 ¢ 2 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------ R | ESCERTERRE SR  EREEREERE RS
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 1330 0 0 879 0 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 0 1357 0 o 897 0 0 0 0
Added Vol: 0 0 4 0 34 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 104 0 0 99 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 0 1461 34 0 1030 0 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 1461 34 0 1030 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 o o 0 0
FinalVolume: 0 1461 34 0 1030 0 0 0 0

Critical Gap Module:

West Bound

Stop Sign
Include
0 ¢ 0 0 1

=
(=)

e
oo
coococooo0ocOoORO
[
oo

Critical Gp:xXXxX¥ XXM XXNHK XHHAXK XAXK XHXAKHX ONXX KXAKX XAAKRNL XAXXH KAAX 6.9
FOllowUpTim;: XXXXX XXXX XXXXH XXXKH XAXKX XHAXH{ XKAAKX XKHAAK XXRXK XANXX XARX 3.3

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: XXXX XXXX XMMXX HAXK XAAK XAXKA XXXX XXXX
Potent Cap.: XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXH HAXX XXXX
Move Cap.: I XKHK XAHKX KXAX XKXXX XXXXH  XXXX XXXX
Volume/Cap: XXXX XXXX XXX JOO0 XXXN XXXX XXXX XXXX

Level Cf Service Module:

2WayS5th: HARK XRAKK XXKXHL HAANX XXXH XXAAHK XXXEX XHAAX
Control Del :xxxxx XXXX XXXXX XXXXH XXXK XXNRXX XXAXX XHAXX
1,08 by Move: * * * * * * * *
Movement: LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: XxXXX XXXX XXXXH XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX
SharedQueue : XXXXK XXXX XAXRXX XXKXH XXAX XAAXXK XAXXX XAXX

Shrd ConDel : XXXXX XKXXX XAXRXX XXNXK XXAX XAAXX XAXXX XXXX
Shared LOS: * * * * * * * *
ApproachDel : KHXAAK KHAKKK AXXXXX
ApproachlOsS: * * *

XXXX XXXX 360
XXXX XXXX 360
XXXX Xxxx 0.12
R e n |
HAAK HAAK 0.4
HHXKK KXXX 16.3
* * C
LT - LTR - RT

KERK XAXK XEXKX
XK KXXK XXRAK

AURKA XAAK XAXXH
* * *
16.3
c

Thhkhkkkhkhkhkhkhhkhkkdthkkhkhkdkdkkkkdrhkdkkrdkrkdhhkdkdkkhkkhhhrhkhrkikkkthrhkdkhkhkdkhdkhkhkdhdkhdkdd khkhkhkdh®

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

I'EEEFESFELEIESSE SRS R SR RS ER R R R R R RS R R R R REESERRRSRR R R R R R R XX A R AR LR

Traffix B8.0.0715 (c)} 2008 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to RK ENGINEERING GROUP
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EX + A+ C + P (PM) Wed Feb 1, 2012 12:04:55

ATTACHMENT 4

Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)
(AR RAR S SRR R R EEEES LSRR RARRRRREREEERERRERERERRSRRRR SRR Rt Rl R R R LR

Intersection #3 SEPULVEDA BLVD (NS} AT PROJECT ACCESS 1 (EW)

(R EAERER S AR SRR R ERRER SRRl Rl Rl R RRRRRaRRR R s R R R ARl R R RS

Average Delay (sec/veh): 0.2

Worat Case Level Qf Service:

B[ 13.8]

v gt & v v e e e gk g ke g gk e bk ok e gk g i de gk ok e e gk e dedk gk ke kbl s e sk ok ok b e ko e W e ko e e kb ok ke b

Approach: North Bound South Bound East Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
____________ |---_-_-________ g 1 [
control: Uncontrolled Uncontrolled Stop Sign
Rights: Include Include Include
Lanes: ¢ 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0o 0o 0 O
------------ D el | RECEEEEREE R R § PR
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 1091 0 0 1117 0 0 0 0
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: 0 1113 0 0 1139 0 0 0 0
Added Vol: 0 0 27 0 26 0 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 B4 0 0 88 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 0 1197 27 0 1253 0 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 0 1197 27 0 1253 0 0 0 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Finalvolume: 0 1197 27 0 1253 0 0 0 0

Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:XxXXXX XXX XXRXX XXRXX
FollowUpTim: XXXKX XXX

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: XXXX XXXX XXAXX XXHN XKHAK XHAXKX  XAAK KAXX
Potent Cap.: XXXX XXXX XHXNXNX  XMNXNN X000 XXXXEXK AKX XHXX
Move Cap.: KUK AAXX XAAXK  XAAN XAXX XXAXK KAKK XXX
Volume/Cap: XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXX
———————————— R L | B
Level Of Service Module:

2Way95thQ: KKK XRKK XXXXK XHXX XOOO0 XXXXX  XXXX XXXX
Control Del :XXXXK XAAX XAXXKX XXAXKX AAXK XXXXX XAXXX KXXX
oS by Move: * * * * * * * *
Movement : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR
Shared Cap.: xxXxXxX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXX XXXXX XAXX XAXX
Sharedfueue : XXXXX XAXK XAAXX XXXXK XAXX XXAXKX XAXXX XXXX
Shrd ConDel : XXXX¥ XUXX XAAXX XXXXK NAXK XKXAXK XAXXX XAXX
Shared LOS: * * * * * * * *
ApproachbDel : péls o died péls o died KXKXXK
ApproachLOS: * * *

West Bound

L - T - R
I |
Stop Sign
Include
0 0 0 ¢ 1
[[-mmmmmmm e |

0 0 0

1.02 1.02 1.02

0 0 0

0 0 32

0 0 0

0 0 32

1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00

0 0 32

0 0 0

0 0 32
[ [=mmmmmmmm e |
HAXX 6.9

HHUAXK 3.3
R |
KEXX XKXX 612
XAXX XXXX 141
KEXX XKXX 441
Xxxx xxxx 0.07
R |
HKAXX XXXX 0.2
KXXXX XXXX 13.8
* * B

LT - LTR - RT

[ESEEE RS EEFE AR RS EA A RS RS RS R R RS2 R Rt RIR 2SR R R RRERRR R XS B 2 J

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.

khkkhhkhkhkhkkkkhdhthkkdkddhkdhhhhkhkkkhkbhrthdhkhhkhhdhkhkdhdrhkbhkbdhhkhhkhkhkhhhkhhkhkdhkhrrhkdhhhhddhhkiii
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EX + A+ C+ P (AM)

Wed Feb 1,

2012 12:04:13

ATTACHMENT 4

Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternatiwve)
LA R E R EE AR ESRE R LR EREEEEEEEREEERREREEEESEEEEEE SRR AR RRRRRRRERESRRREEERRRRE R X

Intersection #4 PROJECT ACCESS 2 (NS)

AT BRADDOCK (EW)

tA R R E R AR RRREE R E AR AR R LR R AR AR R AR R R R RS2 R R RRRR R RRRRERREAERRRERES SRR R R BE RS

Average Delay ({sec/veh):

¢.9

Worst Case Level Of Service:

B[ 14.3]

(A EEE RS SRR SRR R RS R R RRRRRR R AR ERREERRRRR RS RS R EREREREEREERREEERER RS RR SRR SR

East Bound

Approach: North Bound South Bound
Movement : L - T - R L - T - R
------------ e | RESE LRSI
Control: Stop Sign Stop Sign
Rights: Include Include
Lanes: o & 1t o0 ¢ ¢ o o o @
———————————— R L R e
Volume Module:

Base Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 4}
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02 1,02
Initial Bse: 0 0 a a a 0
Added Vol: 34 ¢ 8 0 0 0
PasserByVol: 0 0 0 0 a a
Initial Fut: 34 a B 0 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 34 a 8 0 ¢ 0
Reduct Vol: o 0 0 0 0 4]
Finalvolume: 34 0 8 o 0 0
———————————— PR e ER | EEPREEPE LR
Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5 2 XXX KAXA XKKXX
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0 3 XXX KHXXK NHHXX
------------ T | BEE R
Capacity Module:

Cnflict vol: 720 720 358 XHXA XAAX XXAXX
Potent Cap.: 397 356 691 XXXX XXXX XNAXX
Move Cap.: 395 354 691  XXXX XXXX XXXHAX
volume/Cap: ©.09 0.00 0.0l =XXXX XXXX XHXX
———————————— St | FENEENENE
Level Qf Service Module:

2Way95thQ: AMKK KXXK AXXHKK  XKAXK XAXK XAAXX
Control Del :xXXXxX XXXX XXXXX XXAKX XAXX XAXXX
LOS by Move: * * * * * *
Movement : LT - LTR - RT LT - LTR - RT
Shared Cap.: xxXxXx 430 XxXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX
SharedQueue :xxxxx 0.3 XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX
Shrd ConDel :xxxxX 14 .3 XXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXHXX
Shared LOS: * B * * * *
ApproachDel: 14.3 KXHKKK
ApproachLOsS: B *

L - T - R
[-ceeeoonnae I
Uncontrolled
Include
0o 0 ¢ 1 ¢
[=mmmmmmmmmne I

0 330 4]
1.02 1.02 1.02
g 337 0
4] 4] 42
0 0 0
g 337 42
1.00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00
0 337 42
0 0 0
0 337 42
| [=mmmmmmmmee oo I
OO XX XX
XML OO MO X
I I
OO XXX 200X
XN O XX
FEOUE OO 0000
XXX XKXK —XXXX
R I
KAAK XAXXX XXXXX
MK XXNN XXX
* x *
LT - LTR - RT
XK HOXH MO
KA NN OO
MK HUXXK X0
L * *
HAXKKK
*

West Bound
L - T - R

Uncontrolled
Include
0 1 o ¢ ¢

0 339 a
1.02 1.02 1.02
G 346 a
8 a 0
0 1 0
8 347 0
1,00 1.00 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00
8 347 0
¢ a ¢
8 347 0

AR R LRSS LSS tStsR Rttt il Rl iRl i b EARSEEEESEREERR SRR RERRR)

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Level Of Service Computation Report

2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)
LA AR RS RS RREERES RS RERRRER R RS RS ERRRSRERRRR SRRl RRRE SRR LR LSS

Intersection #4 PROJECT ACCESS 2 (NS) AT BRADDOCK (EW}

dhkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhkhkkhkhhkhkhhkhdhdthhdhhthdhdhkhthhhhkhghkhthrthkhhbhrhkhdhkrhhhkhdhkddhdddhddkidkhkdik

Average Delay (sec/veh):

Q.7

Worst Case Level Of Service:

B[ 13.4]

fhhkkhkhdhhkhkhkhkhkhhkdhdhhhkrhdhkhhrrhkdtdhrtddhhhdhdhdhddhkththkhhhrrdkkthhrdkhhhkrhkddhkrhrhd ik

South Bound

Approach: North Bound
Movement : L - T -
____________ [_____________“-
Control: Stop Sign
Rights: Include
Lanes: 6 0 1t o
____________ |_____-_---_----
Volume Module:

Base Vol: o o 0
Growth Adj: 1.02 1.02 1.02
Initial Bse: o 0 0
Added Vol: 26 0 6
PasserByVol: C 0 0
Initial Fuk: 26 o 6
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Volume: 26 0 6
Reduct Vol: o ° 4
FinalVolume;: 26 v 6
____________ |_______________
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp: 6.4 6.5
FollowUpTim: 3.5 4.0
____________ |___“_____‘,i*__
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: €70 &70 293
Potent Cap.: 426 381 751
Move Cap.: 424 379 751
volume/Cap: 0.06 0.00 0.01
,,,,,,,,,,,, [+-emmmmm e o
Level Of Service Module:
2Way95thQ: KHAK XHAKX HHXHXK
Control Del :xxXxXxX XHAX XAXXX
LOS by Move: * * *
Movement : LT - LTR -
Shared Cap.: xxxx 461 XXXXX
SharedQueue: xxxxx 0.2 XXAXX
Shrd ConDel :xxxxx 13.4 xXXXXX
Shared LOS: * B *
ApproachDel: 13.4
ApproachLOS: B

Stop Sign
Include

0 o 0

[
o
-
=3

Q
Q

LT - LTR

[N ]

-
(==
I<=]

East Bound

Uncontrolled
Include

¢ ¢ O

a

2

¢

a

¢

¢ 276
¢ 1.00
¢
a
a
0

LT - LTR

1 ¢

a
1.02
0

34

0

34
1.00
1.00
34

West Bound

Uncontrolled
Include
¢ 1 0 © ©

0 355 0
1.02 1.02 1.02
0 362 4}
7 4} 4}
0 0 0
7 362 0
1.00 1.0C 1.00
1.00 1.00 1.00
7 362 4}
0 0 0
7 362 0
_______________ |
4.1 XHAX XXXXX
2.2 Xt 20O
310 XX XHHMX

dkhkAkkk kb kRt kA khkhkrdhhkkhkrhkhkr ok rdrdrk btk khddddkdoddddkdddoddtddodddkdodod bk odod bbb i b kb koa

Note: Queue reported is the number of cars per lane.
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Appendix G

City of Culver City Thresholds of Significance for Traffic Impacts
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City of Cuiver City Traffic Study Criteria

Draft as of August 22, 2011
Page 14

Table 1: Level of Service (LOS) Characteristics and Volume to Capacity (V/C)

Ratios for Signalized Intersections

A 0. 600 or Less

EXCELLENT
No vehicles wait longer than one red light and no
approach phase is fully used.

B 0.601 -0.700

VERY GOOD.

An occasional approach phase is fully utilized; many
drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within groups of
vehicles.

C 0.701 - 0.800

GOOD.
Occasionally, drivers may have to wait through more
than one red light; backups may develop behind turning
vehicles.

D 0.801 -~ 0.900

FAIR.

Delays may be substantial during portions of rush hours,
but enough lower volume periods occur to permit clearing
of developing lines preventing excessive backups.

E 0.901 - 1.000

POOR.

Represents the most vehicles that intersection
approaches can accommodate; may be long lines of
waiting vehicles through several signal cycles.

F 1.001 or More

FAILURE.

Backups from nearby intersections or on cross streets
may restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the
intersection approaches. Tremendous delays with
continuously increasing queue lengths.

2) Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio Scenarios

For each intersection analyzed, the V/C ratios shall be calculated to
three decimal places. The LOS and V/C ratios for the AM and PM
peak hours shall be shown in a table format as outlined in
Attachment No. B with the following scenarios:

A)

Existing traffic conditions;

B) Existing conditions plus the proposed project;

C) Project Impacts;
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City of Culver City Traffic Study Criteria
Draft as of August 22, 2011

Page 15
D) Future build-out (horizon) vyear(s) without project, with
ambient growth and related projects;
E) Future build-out (horizon) year(s) with ambient growth and
related projects plus proposed project;
F) Project impact [Difference];
G) Future build-out (horizon) vyear(s) with ambient growth,
related projects and proposed traffic mitigation;
H) Net project impact; and
) Recommendation if project results in Significant Impact
[llYesll Of"NO“]'
3) Non-Signalized Intersections
The methods in the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual
shall be used to analyze LOS at non-signalized intersections and
non-signalized freeway ramps. Table 2 describes the typical
characteristics of LOS at stop-controiled intersections as defined by
the Transportation Research Board. The ICU or CMA methods
may be used to calculate the difference in the V/C ratio with and
without the project. Any other methods shall first be approved by
the City in writing. If the City determines a project adds a significant
amount of traffic or traffic impacts to a non-signalized intersection, a
traffic-signal or additional stop sign warrant study shall be
conducted.
Table 2: Leve! of Service (LOS) Characteristics for Stop-Controlled Intersections
Seconds.
A 10.0 or Less
B 10.1 and less than 15.0 Short traffic delays
C 15.1 and less than 25.0 Average fraffic delays
D 25.1 and less than 35.0 Long fraffic delays
E 35.1 and less than 50.0 Very long traffic delays
F 50.1 or More Extreme delays
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City of Culver City Traffic Study Criteria
Draft as of August 22, 2011
Page 16

Table 3: Significant-lmpact Thresholds At Signalized / Stop-Controlled Intersections

dlieea
A 0.600 or less No Significant Impact
B 0.601 - 0.700 No Significant Impact
C 0.701 - 0.800 Equal or greater than 0.05
D 0.801 - 0.900 Equal or greater than 0.04
E 0.901 - 1.000 Equal or greater than 0.02
F 1.001 or more Equal or greater than 0.02

F. Thresholds of Significance
1) Intersections

A) A project's transportation impact at an intersection is
considered to be significant if the project increases the V/C
ratios beyond the thresholds shown in Table 3.

B) Development projects outside of Culver City shall use the
other jurisdiction(s) criteria when analyzing intersections in
Culver City.

2) Residential Streets

The thresholds shown in Table 4 shall be used to determine if a
project creates a significant impact on a local residential street.
Streets with a higher average daily traffic volume require a lower
percentage increase in traffic to be considered significantly

impacted.
Tabie 4: Significant-lmpact Thresholds At Residential Streets
Projected Project-Related
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) increase In
With Project Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volume

999 or Less 120 or More
1,000 to 1,999 _ 12 percent or more of final ADT
2,000 to 2,999 10 percent or more of final ADT
3,000 or More 8 percent or more of final ADT
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Attachment A
Memorandum of Understanding For Traffic Study

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) acknowledges and agrees to all of the City of
Culver City requirements and fees: for the preparation of a traffic study for the following projéct:

Project Name: 7-Eleven 24 Hour Convenience Market
Project Address: NEC of Sepulveda Bivd & Braddock Dr___ .
Project Description: 2,500 GFA 24-Hr Convenignce Market
N/A GFA Retall / N/A ... . Residential Units
N/A GFA Other / N/A . o .GFA Other
* Gross Floor Area (GFA) shall be as defined in the most recent ITE publication.
Project Harizon Year: ___2013 Ambient Growth Rate:  One (1.0) % Per Year
Directlonal Distribution:  N: 40% S: 40% E: 10% W:. 10%

[Attach map(s} illustrating directional distribution percentages at all intersections and drivéways.]

Trip Generation Rate(s):  [TE Latest Edition / Other: N/A

Land Usée: Convenlence Market (24-h) . _

ITE Code #: 851 ITE Code # __

In__ . 7. Out In { __Out Totalln __/ Total Out
AM Trips: 63 /83 / 63 /83
PM Trips: 50 148 I 50 148

Use additional pages if nacessary.

Prior to the start of any proposed project analysis, the Traffic Consuitant shall:

1)  Obtain a list of related projects from the Planning Division of Culver City and other affected
jurisdictions;

2)  Prepare a draft list of “related projects specific to the proposed project™ and

3)  Obtain written approval from the City of the “related projects specific to the proposed
project” list.

Study infersections [Indicate jurisdiction of each intersection]:

No. Intersection: _ f Jurisdiction;
1. Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at Cuilver Blvd. (EW) ! Cuiver City

2. Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at Braddock Dr. (EW) I Culver City

3. Sepulveda Blvd. (NS) at Project Access 1 (EW) [ Culver City
4, Prajeck Access 2 INS). at Braddock Dr (EW) ]‘_jul,‘,"er City
5. L _ ‘ !

6. ' /

7. !

8. /

9. !

10. f

Use additional pages if necessary. Additionally, indicate any intersections that are subject to
capacity analysis credit for advanced traffic signal controi synchronization. Indicate any non-
signalized intersections to be studied.

Residential Streets to be Studies

No. Intersection; — . __ / Jurisdiction:
1. . Bradgock Drive (East of Sepulveda Blvd.) f  Culver City
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2 Braddock Drive {West of Sepulveda Blwvd.} / Culver City
3. ' / ]

4, /

5. /

6. 1.

7. I

8. /

9. : — ;

10, 2 - T - ;

Use additional pages if necassary. Additionally, all nterseclion ard stoel segment traffic count
data shall be submitted both in written format and in an electronic format acceptable to the City,

Indicate trip credits to be requested (Amount subject to City approval): .. Yes No
1. Existing Usgs: ' o X
2. Pass-By Trips: X o
3. Internal Trip Capture: n} X
4. Transit Oriented Developments {TOD): o X
8. Transportation Deémand Management (TDOM): o X

Proposed Traffic Mitigation

Any proposed traffic mitigation measure shall be listed and accompanled by a drawing of the
existing and proposed improvements (Inciuding city boundary lines and existing / proposed
property lines] and plans shail be of a minimum scale of one inch (17) equal to forty feet (40™-0").

Post-Occupancy Traffic Counts
By signing below, the !/ Developer / Applicant hereby agrees to pay for and

submit to the City a post-occupancy traffic count analysis of the development to the satisfaction
of the City. The analysis shall determine the amount of actual traffic (motor vehicle, bicycle and
pedestrian) generated by the development compared to the ITE trip generation ratas. The
analysis shall include a traffic count of ali onsite driveways taken upon reaching eighty five
percent (85.0%) occupancy of the total building gross floor area or within one (1) year of the
issuance of the first Temporary Certificate of Occupancy (TCO), ds detenmined by the City. The
data shall be used to confim the findings in the approved traffic study, and shall not result in
any additional traffic mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval on the subject project.

Congestion Management Plan (CMP
This project shall also be subject to all City imposed CMP develcper faes if the Planning
Commission approval date is on or after the effective date of any City Council impesed CMP
developer fees or as may be otherwise imposed by the City. .

Signatures

Namie [Signed]:

Name [Printed):
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Company: CLIVE Feeerm PpifeptiesS (o0 Srag. Pﬁ—ﬂoméé Lo
Address: Fo. Brsk SYer e ST IS S, _
City / State / Zip: wIeATS Cue, MOzXGA ; C 1Zas [troga Brac i, CA’?"'Z—S-""'
Offica: 209 ) T4E-lLLa ' 2o ) 294 o049
Fax: (q09.) F¥£4349 , Fi> ) 341 oov3
Celi: () , _ (Zi=) 68 2269
E-Mail: MILE @ CTCOMPERARL, Cormt,  _ AL WELDLAS D 1= o TAk
. JHVES TA LTS [ Cartan
Traffic Consultant:
Name: Bryan Estrada__ .
Company: RK Engineering Group, Inc.
Address: 4000 Westerly Place, Suite 280
City / State / Zip: Newport Beach, CA
Office: (849) _ 474-0809
Fax; (949)  474-0002
Cell: ( )
E-Mai: be@rkengineer.com

If any of the intersection(s) to be studied as part of ihis traffic siudy are located within the City of
Los Angeles, the unincorporated areas of .os Angeles County and/or impact any other public
agency {i.e., CalTrans], then this MOU shall also be approved by the reviewing staff
représentative from each agency:

City of Los Angeles: County of Los Andeles:
Name [Sighad}:
Name [Printed]:
Company:
Address:
City / State { Zip:
Office: ({ ) _ ] { )
Fax: { } { )
Cell: ( Y _ ( )
E-Mail: . : '
Other Public Agency: Other Public Agency;
Name [Signed]:
Name {Printed]:
Company:
Address:
City / State / Zip: _ - _
Office: __ ) i . ( )
Fax: ( ) . )
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/ zfzzf:z;_-_

PFb?éﬁfOWne'r—Appl'icant Date "evél_c'gbei"{ﬁppl'l'cant ' ‘Date
“_,,_2 . ; 1w
Traffic Consultant Date

gﬂ/w’"\ %‘gl 1fra)2.002.

€ity of Cul\i@ity D) ! Date

Note: This MOU shall become valid as of the date of the City's signature and shall expire one
(1) year thergafter. If the “administrative draft” of the traffic study has not been filed with

the City by the expiration date, this MOU shall expire and a new MOU filing, review and
approval process shall be required:
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TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY EVALUATION
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engineering

transportation planning - traffic engineering
acoustical engineering - parking studies

April 30, 2012

Ms. Christina Reeder

7-ELEVEN, INC.

330 East Lambert Road, Suite 150
Brea, CA 92821

Subject: 7-Eleven 24-Hour Convenience Market Traffic and Pedestrian Safety
Evaluation (Revised 04/30/12), City of Culver City

Dear Ms. Reeder:

Introduction

RK ENGINEERING GROUP, INC. (RK) is pleased to submit this Traffic and Pedestrian Safety
Evaluation for the proposed 7-Eleven 24-hour Convenience Market, to be located at the
southeast corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive in Culver City. A copy of the
proposed site plan is provided in Exhibit A.

The purpose of this study is to further analyze the proposed project from a traffic
engineering standpoint, with regards to pedestrian safety, and to determine whether
potential conflicts may exist as a result of the project.

On March 14, 2012, RK attended the Culver City Planning Commission Meeting to discuss
the project with regards to the traffic impact study previously prepared by RK (7-Eleven
24-Hour Convenience Market Traffic Impact Study, Culver City, Updated 02/01/12).
The findings of the Traffic Impact Study show that traffic generated by the proposed
project would not significantly impact the adjacent roadway network, or study area
intersections, per the City of Culver City standards. However, additional concerns were
raised by local residents and the Planning Commission with regards to traffic and
pedestrian safety, and further site analysis was requested to address this matter. RK has
since been working closely with Culver City Staff to evaluate the concerns raised by the
Planning Commission from a traffic engineering standpoint,

4000 westerly place, suite 280
newport beach, california 92660
tel 949.474.0809 tax §A9.474.0902

http://www.rkengineer.com
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This study has addressed the following issues raised by the Culver City Planning
Commission on March 14, 2012:

1. Evaluate the potential for conflicts between vehicles entering/exiting the project site
and pedestrians along the sidewalk adjacent to the site.

2. Review the project’'s impact on motorists queuing up at the intersection of
Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive.

3. Review the sight distance for motorists entering Braddock Drive from the adjacent
alley.

Findings

This study’s main focus was to evaluate potential safety issues that may arise as a result of
the proposed project. The project was assessed from a traffic engineering standpoint and
both vehicular and pedestrian safety was reviewed.

Based upon our analysis of the proposed project site, the project can be accommodated
within the City of Culver City without causing significant traffic or pedestrian safety
conflicts.  There would be more than adequate gaps of pedestrians and vehicles for
motorists to access the project site without causing excessive delays.

Existing Conditions

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Braddock Drive, at 4436 Sepulveda Boulevard, in the City of Culver City. The site was
previously occupied by a gas service station but has been vacant since 1998.

Pedestrian Counts

Pedestrian counts were conducted on Thursday March 22, 2012 along the eastern sidewalk
of Sepulveda Boulevard and the northern and southern sidewalks of Braddock Drive.
The locations are shown in Exhibit B. The count times were conducted before, during, and
after school hours in order to capture the highest amount of school-age pedestrian traffic.
The following peak time intervals were recorded:

PEAK PERIOD TIME
AM 6:30 AM - 8:30 AM
NOON 12:15 PM - 1:15 PM
PM 2:15 PM - 4:15 PM

The results of the pedestrian survey are shown in Exhibit B. Pedestrian count worksheets
are provided in Appendix A.

BE:mn/RK9387.doc 2
IN:2243-2012-02 147
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Pedestrian and Vehicle Gap Study

One of the main concerns raised by the Planning Commission and local residents was
whether vehicles going to and from the proposed project will be able to safely access the
site without conflicting with pedestrians. Specifically, traffic entering/exiting the site should
have plenty of time to complete a turn without having excessive delay. To address this
concern, a pedestrian and vehicle Gap Study was performed to determine the feasibility of
accessing the site during peak hours.

In order for a vehicle to safely enter or exit the site, a gap in pedestrians traveling along the
sidewalk, as well as a gap in vehicles traveling along the roadway must be present. For the
purposes of this analysis, a gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian
crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and another car or pedestrian crossing that same
point. Therefore, it may be assumed that the number of potential conflicts between
pedestrians and vehicles are inversely related to the number of gaps. In other words, the
more gaps there are between pedestrians and vehicles, the less likely it is that a conflict
would occur.

The pedestrian and vehicle Gap Study was performed on Thursday, March 22, 2012,
during the peak pedestrian count periods described above. The Gap study was performed
by counting the number of gaps of pedestrians on the sidewalk and the number of gaps in
vehicles on the roadway and the length of each gap.

The Pedestrian and Vehicle Gap Study had the following specifications:

|. The Gap studies were performed at three (3) locations:
a. Northside of Braddock Drive at the alley
b. Southside of Braddock Drive at the proposed driveway
c. Eastside of Sepulveda Boulevard at the proposed driveway

ll. Gap studies were performed during the following time periods:
a. 6:30 AM - 8:30 AM
b. 12:15PM—-1:15 PM
c. 2:15PM—-4:15PM

lll. The minimum gap time needed for one (1) car to complete a turn is seven (7)
seconds. Each subsequent car following the first car needs five (5) seconds to
complete a turn. (A gap of 7 seconds can accommodate 1 car, a gap of 8 seconds
can accommodate 1 car... a gap of 12 seconds can accommodate 2 cars... a gap of
17 seconds can accommodate 3 cars... etc.)

IV. The worst case peak one-hour totals were analyzed. (The 60-minute interval within
the survey period where the least amount of gap time occurs.)

V. Gaps less than five (5) seconds in length were not recorded.

BE:mn/RK9387.doc 3
IN:2243-2012-02 148
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The results of the Pedestrian and Vehicle Gap Study are provided in Tables 1A through 3C.
Table 4 compares the number of gaps observed during the study to the amount of
vehicular traffic that will be utilizing the project driveways.

The project will generate approximately 168 total vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and
131 total vehicle trips in the PM peak hour (Appendix D). Access to the site will be shared
between the Braddock Driveway and the Sepulveda Driveway. It should be noted that the
alleyway on the north side of Braddock Drive was included in this study for reference
purposes only. The amount of traffic entering and exiting the alleyway during the peak
hours is based on trip generation rates provided by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 8" Edition, for a 2,000 square foot fast food restaurant
with drive-thru.

Based on the results of the analysis, there will be an ample number of
pedestrians and vehicles gaps to allow for safe and efficient access to and from
the site.

Gap count worksheets are provided in Appendix B.

It is noted that using a more conservative measure of seven (7) second gaps for all
motorists still provides more gaps than needed to avoid excessive delay for motorists

entering/exiting the site. See Appendix E for calculations.

Queuing at Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive

This study has addressed the concern that the project will have an impact on motorists
queuing at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive. Based on the data
provided in the traffic impact study, the project would add 25 additional vehicles in the
AM peak hour and 19 vehicles in the PM peak hour entering the intersection from
westbound Braddock Drive. The intersection analysis conducted in the traffic study showed
that with the project, the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive will
continue to operate at a good level of service (LOS) C, without excessive delays for
motorists entering the intersection.

Sight Distance

Sight distance restrictions have been reviewed at the project access points, as well as at the
existing alleyway, and compared to standards set for by the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). Intersections should be carefully designed
to ensure adequate approach sight distance. Sight distance has been reviewed to allow
drivers of stopped vehicles a sufficient view of the intersecting roadway so they may decide
when to enter the intersecting roadway. Per AASHTO standards, the driver’s eye height is
assumed to be 3.5 feet while in a vehicle at an intersection, and 15 feet back from the
projection of the curb line. This sight distance is based upon full access driveways, without
access restrictions. It should be noted that access from Sepulveda Boulevard is restricted to

BE:mn/RK9387.doc 4
IN:2243-2012-02 149
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right-in/right-out only. The object height is assumed to be 4.5 feet. A copy of the
AASHTO intersection site distance standards is available in Appendix C.

Special care has also been taken to ensure that the project site will not impact the adjacent
residential homes. The existing alley to the east of the site will remain and an
eight-foot property line wall will be installed along the north side of the site. Concerns
have been raised with regards to sight distance for drivers exiting the alley. Braddock Drive
has a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour; however to be conservative, a 35 mile per
hour design speed has been assumed for calculating sight distance. Drivers exiting the
alley would need approximately 390 feet of sight distance to have sufficient view of the
roadway. Given that the proposed wall will be offset ten (10) feet from the property line,
sufficient view of the roadway will exist.

See Exhibit C for a sight distance diagram.
Sight distance has been reviewed at all access points to the site. Based on the analysis
of the current site plan, adequate sight distance is provided per AASHTO

standards.

Recommendations

The following recommendations have been made for the proposed 7-Eleven 24-Hour
Convenience Market located on the southeast corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Braddock Drive.

|. Construct project per specifications described in the latest site plan.

ll. Provide pedestrian walkways to the front entrance of the convenience market, from the
sidewalks along Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive.

lIl. Maintain a clear line of sight for vehicles negotiating the project access points and
adjacent alleyway. Trees, bushes, and architectural décor should not block the line of
sight requirements at these intersections.

IV. The City of Culver City should periodically review traffic operations in the vicinity of the
site once the project is constructed to assure that the traffic operations are satisfactory.

All recommendations are graphically illustrated on Exhibit D.
Conclusions
Based upon the analyses described in this study for the proposed 7-Eleven 24-Hour

Convenience Market, there are ample gaps of pedestrians on the sidewalk and vehicles on
the street to allow for safe and efficient access to and from the site.
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RK Engineering Group, Inc. is pleased to provide this Traffic and Pedestrian Safety
Evaluation for the proposed 7-Eleven 24-Hour Convenience Market. If you have any
questions regarding this study, please do not hesitate to call us at (349) 474-0809.

Sincerely,
RK ENGINEERING GROUP #

4 o
QA\A,.\_\(/&-

Robert Kahn, P.E.
Principal

Attachments

BE:mn/RK9387.doc 3]
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Bryan Estrada
Transportation Planner
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Site Plan
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Pedestrian Counts
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Note: Counts were conducted on Thursday, March
22, 2012, during normal weekday conditions when
all schools within the area were in session.
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ATTACHMENT A 4t oo
Recommendations

SITE SUMMARY

Vaar

e - SXING ARE UNDER A SEPARATE PERMIT

BRADDOCK DRIVE

SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

Recommendations

|. Construct project per
specifications described in latest
site plan.

[2] Provide pedestrian walkways to
front entrance of convenience
market from the sidewalks along
Sepulveda Boulevard and
Braddock Drive.

[3] Maintain a clear line of sight for
vehicles negotiating the project
access points and adjacent
alleyway. Trees, bushes and
architectural decor should not
block the line of sight
requirements at these
intersections.

4. The City of Culver City should
periodically review traffic
operations in the vicinity of the
site once the project is
constructed to assure that the
traffic operations are satisfactory.

W
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ATTACHMENT 4

TABLE 1A
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(AM PEAK HOUR)

NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (7:17AM - 8:17AM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 19 0
7-11 1 46 46
12-16 2 15 30
17 - 21 3 9 27
22 -26 4 10 40
27 - 31 5 6 30
32-36 6 5 30
37 - 41 7 4 28
42 - 46 8 3 24
47 - 51 9 3 27
52 - 56 10 2 20
57 - 61 11 1 11
62 and greater 12 9 108
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 421
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds .

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
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TABLE 1B
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(MID-DAY PEAK HOUR)

NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (12:15PM - 1:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 29 0
7-11 1 57 57
12-16 2 28 56
17 - 21 3 27 81
22-26 4 10 40
27 - 31 5 9 45
32-36 6 9 54
37 -41 7 2 14
42 - 46 8 5 40
47 - 51 9 3 27
52 - 56 10 3 30
57 - 61 11 1 11
62 and greater 12 1 12
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 467
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 1C
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(PM PEAK HOUR)

NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (3:15PM - 4:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served

(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 30 0
7-11 1 55 55
12-16 2 33 66
17 - 21 3 19 57
22 -26 4 8 32
27 - 31 5 8 40
32-36 6 3 18
37 -41 7 4 28
42 - 46 8 3 24
47 - 51 9 2 18
52 - 56 10 2 20
57 - 61 11 3 33
62 and greater 12 3 36
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 477

PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 2A
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(AM PEAK HOUR)

SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (7:29AM - 8:29AM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 16 0
7-11 1 56 56
12-16 2 21 42
17 - 21 3 11 33
22 -26 4 7 28
27 - 31 5 6 30
32-36 6 5 30
37 -41 7 3 21
42 - 46 8 1 8
47 - 51 9 5 45
52 - 56 10 3 30
57 - 61 11 1 11
62 and greater 12 8 96
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 430
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

5> Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 2B
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(MID-DAY PEAK HOUR)

SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (12:15PM - 1:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 20 0
7-11 1 46 46
12-16 2 35 70
17 - 21 3 22 66
22 -26 4 17 68
27 - 31 5 11 55
32-36 6 9 54
37 - 41 7 3 21
42 - 46 8 3 24
47 - 51 9 2 18
52 - 56 10 3 30
57 - 61 11 0 0
62 and greater 12 2 24
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 476
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

5> Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 2C
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(PM PEAK HOUR)

SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (3:15PM - 4:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 32 0
7-11 1 47 47
12-16 2 27 54
17 - 21 3 14 42
22 -26 4 7 28
27 - 31 5 6 30
32-36 6 4 24
37 -41 7 5 35
42 - 46 8 0 0
47 - 51 9 3 27
52 - 56 10 4 40
57 - 61 11 1 11
62 and greater 12 7 84
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 427
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 3A
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
(AM PEAK HOUR)

EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BLVD (7:04AM - 8:04AM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 47 0
7-11 1 62 62
12-16 2 23 46
17 - 21 3 8 24
22 -26 4 5 20
27 - 31 5 2 10
32-36 6 3 18
37 -41 7 1 7
42 - 46 8 1 8
47 - 51 9 0 0
52 - 56 10 0 0
57 - 61 11 0 0
62 and greater 12 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 195
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

5> Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 3B
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
(MID-DAY PEAK HOUR)

EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BLVD (12:15PM - 1:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 52 0
7-11 1 71 71
12-16 2 28 56
17 - 21 3 17 51
22 -26 4 11 44
27 - 31 5 5 25
32-36 6 5 30
37 -41 7 0 0
42 - 46 8 0 0
47 - 51 9 1 9
52 - 56 10 0 0
57 - 61 11 0 0
62 and greater 12 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 286
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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TABLE 3C
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
(PM PEAK HOUR)

EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BLVD (3:15PM - 4:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 50 0
7-11 1 /70 70
12-16 2 26 52
17 - 21 3 19 57
22 -26 4 7 28
27 - 31 5 0 0
32-36 6 4 24
37 -41 7 1 7
42 - 46 8 1 8
47 - 51 9 0 0
52 - 56 10 0 0
57 - 61 11 0 0
62 and greater 12 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 246
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 For the purposes of this study, it is assumed the minimum time for one vehicle to safely complete a turning
movement into or out of the project driveway is 7 seconds. For each vehicle subsequently following the first, the
time to complete a turn is 5 seconds.

Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
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PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES

PROJECT#: 12-5095-001
N/S Street: Sepulveda Blvd
E/W Street: Sepulveda Blvd Eastern Driveway
DATE: 3/22/2012 DAY: Thursday
CITY: Culver City
AM
Aduft Pedestrians School-Aged Pedestrians
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | WEST LEG [ EAST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| WEST LEG | EAST LEG
EB | WB EB | WB | NB SB NB SB _EE WB | EB | WB | NB SB NB SB
6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 AM 4] 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 6:45 AM 0 0 0] 0 1] 0 0 0
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 7:30 AM 4] 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
8:00 AM 0 Y] 0 4] 0 0 1 1 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 6 TOTALS 0 g 0 0 0 0 0 0
NOON
PEDESTRIANS _ — BIKES — _
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | WEST LEG | EAST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | WEST LEG | EAST LEG
EB | WB EB | WB NB SB NB SB EB | WB EB | WB NB SB NB SB
12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1] 1 4 12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 1:00 PM 0 0 4] 0 0 0 4] 0
TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 1] 11 10 TOTALS (1] 0 0 (1] 0 0 1 0
PM
Adult Pedestrians School-Aged Pedestrians _ . _
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | WEST LEG | EAST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG|{ WEST LEG | EAST LEG
EB | WB EB | WEB | NB SB NB SB EB | WB EB | WB NB SB NB SB
2:15 PM [1] 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:45 PM 0 0 0 4] 0 4] 0 3 2:45 PM 0 0 0 4] 0 0 4] 0
3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 2 3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 4:00 PM 0 4] 0 0 4] 0 0 0
TOTALS ] 0 0 0 0 0 24 12 TOTALS 0 0 0 ] g 0 2 1
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PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES

PROJECT#: 12-5095-001
N/S Street: Braddock Dr Southern Driveway
E/W Street: Braddock Dr
DATE: 3/22/2012 DAY: Thursday
CITY: Culver City
AM
Aduft Pedestrians ___ School-Aged Pedestrians
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EASTLEG | WEST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG [ WEST LEG
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB
6:30 AM 0 0 3 1 0 1] 1] 0 6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0
6:45 AM 0 0 2 1 0 1] 0 0 6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 AM 0 0 0 4] 4] 0 0 0 7:.00 AM 0 0 0} 0 0 4] 0 0]
7:15 AM 0 0 2 1 0 4] 4] 0 7:15 AM 0 4] 0 0 4] 0] 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 3 7 0 0 Q 0 7.30 AM 0 4] 1 0 4] 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 7:45 AM 0 4] 3 0 4] 0 0 0]
8:00 AM 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8:15 AM 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 4]
TOTALS 0 0 28 10 0 0 0 o TOTALS o o 4 o o 0 1} 0
NOON
PEDESTRIANS BIKES
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG | WEST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | EAST LEG | WEST LEG
EB WB EB WB NB SB NB 5B EB WB EB WB NB SB NB SB
12:15 PM 0 0 1 1] 0 0 0 0 12;15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 0 1] 3 5 0 0 4] 0 12:30 PM 0 4] 4] 0 0 0 0 4]
12:45 PM 4] 0 0 2 0 0 4] 0 12:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 4] 0 4]
1:00 PM 0 4] 1 1 0 0 0 0 1:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 0 0 5 8 o o o o TOTALS 0 o 1} 2 o o 0 0
PM
Aduft Pedestrians _ School-Aged Pedestrians
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG | WEST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG | WEST LEG
EB | WB| EB | WB | NB | SB | NB | SB EB | wB| EFB | WB| NB | SB | NB | SB
2:15 PM 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]
2:30 PM 0 4] 1 6 0 0 0 0 2:30 PM 0 0 0 4] 4] 4] 0 0
2:45 PM 4] 4] 1 5 0 0 0 0 2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 PM 4] 0 2 29 0 0 0 0 3:00 PM 0 1] 0 4] 0 1] 0 4]
3:15 PM 4] 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 4]
3:30 PM 4] 4] 2 6 0 0 0 0 3:30PM 0 1] 0 4] 4] 4] 0 4]
3:45 PM 0 4] 1 2 0 0] 0 0 3:45 PM 0 0 0 4] 1] 0 0 4]
4:00 PM 4] 4] 0 3 0 0 0 0 4:.00 PM 0 4] 4] 0 4] 4] 0 4]
TOTALS 0 0 9 79 0 0 0 0 TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1} 0
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PREPARED BY NATIONAL DATA & SURVEYING SERVICES

PROJECT#: 12-5095-001
N/S Street: Braddock Dr Northern Driveway
E/W Street: Braddock Dr
DATE: 372212012 DAY: Thursday
CITY: Culver City
AM
Adult Pedestrians _ School-Aged Pedestrians _
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG | WEST LEG TIME NORTH LEG{ SOUTH LEG [ EAST LEG | WEST LEG
EB | WB | EB | WB | NB | SB [ NB [ SB | EB | wB | EB | wB | NB | SB | NB | SB
6:30 AM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 AM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0
8:00 AM 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 18 5 0 0 0 0 o -0 TOTALS 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 1]
NOON
PEDESTRIANS _ BIKES _
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | EAST LEG | WEST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG | WEST LEG
EB | wB | EB | WB | NB | SB | NB | SB EB | wB | EB | WB | NB ! SB | NB | SB
12:15 PM 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 PM 7 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 PM 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 PM 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 18 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 TOTALS 0 1] 0 0 0 1] 0 0
PM
Adult Pedestrians - School-Aged Pedestrians
TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG| EAST LEG | WEST LEG TIME NORTH LEG | SOUTH LEG | EAST LEG | WEST LEG
EB | wWB | EB | WB | NB | SB | NB [ SB EB | WB | EB | WB | NB ] SB | NB [ SB
2:15 PM 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 PM 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:45 PM 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2:45 PM 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 PM 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15PM 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:45 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 PM 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 19 27 1] 0 0 0 0 0 TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix B

Gap Count Worksheets
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Sepulveda Boulevard (Eastern Driveway)
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Prepared by Natlonal Data & Surveying Services

Gap Study (AM)

Location: Sepulveda Blvd Eastern Driveway

City: Culver City

ATTACHMENT 4

Day: Thursday
Date: 3/22/2012
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00:07 00:09 00:07 00:06

00:06 00:35

00:13 00:08 00:18 00:06

00:06 00:.08 00:05

00:09 00:16

00:09 00:18

00:07 00:08

00:19 00:06

00:10 00:08 00:13

00:06 00:08

00:11 00:10 00:11 00:06

00:07 00:07 00:08 00:12

00:10

00:07 00:05 00:08

00:06 00:05

00:29 00:08 00:12

00:08 00:18

00:06 00:22

00:06 00:08

00:06 00:08 00:06 00:08 00:07

00:06 00:13 00:11

00:06 00:06

0017 00:10 00:05

00:05 00:06 00:06 00:07 00:06 00:10

00:05 00:08

00:33

00:11 00:12

00:06 00:12 00:07 00.06

00:15 00:07 00:16

00:10 00:09

00:12 00:.06

00:07 00:06 00:10 00:07

00:08 00:21 00:23

00:11 00:08 00:08 00:15

00:05 00:26 00:07

00:30

00:05

00:21 00:06

00:.08 00:08 00:12 00:09 00:24

00:15 00:16

00:18 00:24 00.07

00:13 00:08

00:13 00:08 00:08 00:08

00:10 00:14

00:06

00:33

00:12 00:10

00:09

00:05 00:06 00:17

00:37 00:05

00:06 00:06 00:11

00:18 00:06 00:06 00:10 00:08
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00:11 00:18

00:12 00:06 00:12 00:09 00:06
00:05 00:09 00:06

00:05 00:10 00:07 00:06
00:14 00:26

00:08

00:24 00:18

00:12 00:14 00:07 00:08
00:23 00:12 00:06

00:12

00:09 00:24

00:06 00:07

00:13 00:14

00:08 00:21

00:09 00:07 00:18

00:07 00:23

00:10

00:09 00:08

00:18 00:27 00:07

00:05| 00:06

00:07 00:12

00:18 00:13

00:10 00:12 00:08 00:08 00:09
00:14 00:10
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services
Gap Study (NOON)

Location: Sepulveda Blvd Eastern Driveway Day: Thursday

City: Culver City Date; 3/22/2012

178



ATTACHMENT 4

k. u.-"-_‘-.-"( v \{
00:06 00:06 00:05
00:08 00:07 00:09 00:10
00:15 00:22
00:13 00:06 00:09
00:06 00: 11
00:05 00:08 00:07 00:07
00:23 00:11
00:35
00:11
00:31 00:06
00:06 00:24
00:07 00:16
00:15 00:07 00:06 00:10
00:07 00:05 00:11
00:19
00:05 00:05 00:05
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services
Gap Study (PM)

Location: Sepulveda Bivd Eastern Driveway Day: Thursday
City: Culver City Date: 3/22/2012

00:05 00:05 00:22
00:06 00:08 00:07 00:06 00:11
00:09 00:.07 00:10
00:10 00:07 00:10
00:07 00.07 00.06 00:08
00:25 00:05 00:05
00:17 00:20 00:10
00:09 00:38
00:09
00:13 00:10 00:06 00:07 00:08
00:05 00:07 00:32
00:05 00:05 00:14
00:07 00:07 00:15 00:15 00:06
00:09 00:11 00:32
00:05 00:12
00:10 00:18 00:06
00:15 00:25

00:05 00:08 00:10 00:08 00:10
00:05 00:08 00.09 00:08 00:20
00:11 00:06
00:07 00:28
00:06 00:10 00:31
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00:09 00:06

00:30

00:12 00.06 00:15
00:34

00:11

00:06 00:06

00:13 00:12

00.05 00:05

00:42

00:06 00:07 00:07 00:07 00:06
00:10

00:17 00:07

00:18 00:12

00:05 00:06

00:05 00:13 00:06 00:09
00:19

00:07

00:07

00:10 00:09

00:11 00:12

00:14 00:05 00:08
00:43

00:13 00:06 00:21
00:20 00:08

00:06 00.07

00:05 00:06

00:09

00:15

00:07

00:12

00,14

00.07

00:10 00:18

00:12
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g c.-_ﬁ.\.i\r\*"‘—h “~ %\\' ;
E_ P Sl(‘ b w) \-l
00:23 00:10 00:35
00:05 00:07 00:14 00:07
00:12 00:12 00:05 00:05
00:19 00:08
00:07 00:10 00:07 00:07
00:06 00:07
00:08 00:11 00:06 00:08
00:07 00:10 00:07 00:16 00:14
00:06 00:07 00:15
00:05 00:09 00:12
00:11 00:07 00:05 00:11 00:05
00:20 00:05 00:07
00:08 00:11 00:06 00:11
00:07 00:23
00:09 00:10
00:13 00:06 00:13 00:16
00:06
00:07 00:08 00:17 00:08
00:08 00:08 00:25
00:05 00:08 00:17
00:10 00:22
00:08 00:05 00:08 00:05 00:07 00:17
00:14 00:06
00:08 00:18
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Braddock Drive (Northern Driveway)
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

Gap Study (NOON)

Location: Braddock Dr Northern Driveway

City: Culver City

ATTACHMENT 4

Day: Thursday
Date: 3/22/2012

00:05 00:11 00:06 00:20

00:07 00:33

00:05 00:05 00:19 00:17 00:17
00:21 00:54

00:11 00:08 00:09

00:36 00:08 00:07

00:20 00:06 00:36

00:19 00:06 00:11 00:07 00:22
00:38

00:11 00:29 00:09 00:33

00:11 00:08 00:25

00:09 00:15 00:15

00:34 00:35

00:07 00:10 00:10

00:10 00:49 00:05

00:09 00:31

00:32 00:43

00:08 00:30 00:12

00:17 00:39

00:09 00:12 00:07 00:13 00:19
00:45

00:13 00:08 00:11 00:18

00:19 00:18 00:11 00:21

00:07 00:17 00:06 00:18

00:08 00:06 00:24

00:07 00:18 00:12 00:06 00:05 00:05
00:09 00:11 00:15 00:12 00:19
00:30 00:15

00:12 00:06 00:06 00:22

00:14 00:11 00:18

00:10 00:08 00:12 00:19

00:09 00:14 00:13 00:42

00:20

00:22 00:13 00:05 00:15

00:07 00:06 00:17 00:10 00:07
00:06 00:11 00:05 00:08 00:06 00:08 00:12
00:54 00:08

00:05 00:09 00:06 00:13 00:08 00:05 00:27
00:34 00:08

00:27 00:15

00:12 00:20 00:07 00:06

00:42 00:18
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tdoaty Dw \[
00:57
00:48
00:06 00:35
00:29 00:26
00:10 00:43
00:24 00:21
00:12 00:10 00:07 00:08 00:29
00:16 00:12 00:15
00:05 00:20 00:21 00:06
00:53 00:23
01:07
00:17 00:05 00:09
00:09 00:15 00:25 00:25
00:08 00:30
00:13 00:09 00:06 00:13
00:08 00:07 00:07 00:47
00:08 00:06
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services
Gap Study (AM)
Location: Braddock Dr Northern Driveway Day: Thursday
City: Culver City Date: 3/22/2012
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ZWeboo

pPoztw Dwy

00:14 00:34 00:19
00:16 00:27
00:06 00:20 00:06 00:30
00:28 00:06 00:06 00:40
00:11
00:51
00:07 00:19 00:23
00:08 00:16 00:22
00:06 00:39
00:06 00:09 00:23
00:06 00:12 00:36
00:09 00:06 00:13
00:07 00:09 00.07 00:27 00:11
00:14 00:11 00.08 00:19
00:12 00:43
00:21 00:33
00:16 00:08 00:09
00:39 00:32
00:11 00:44

00:31
00:07 00:28
00:06 00:06 00:11 00:05 00:36

00:18 00:16
00:09 00:30
00:24 0107
00:06 00:23
00:07 00:19 00:24
00.07 00:10 00:07
00:16 00:06 00:09
00:10 00:23 00:28
00:09 00:.07 00:41
00:09
01:25
00:06 01.07
00:07 01:12

00:06 00:09 00.07 01:01
00:13
00:16 00:05 00:25 00:11
00:06 00:55
00:06
00:07 00:09 00:35
00:06 00:56

00:18 00:11 00:25
00:08 00:08 00:17
00:07 00:10 00:12 01:24

00:18 00:49
00:14 00:08 00:11
00:51
01:27
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00:10 02:46

00:08 00:09

01:29

00:21 00:43

00:16 00:09

00:28 00:09 00:15

00:06 00:40

00:08 00:10 00:07 00:05

00:09 01:11

00:12 00:24

00:06 00:33 00:14

00:27 00:31

00:08 01:08

00:07

00:15 00:08 00:11 00:10 00:13
00:08 00:05 00:13 00:09

00:07 00:39

00:10 00:11 00:08 00:13 00:18
00:07 00:09 00:14

00:09 00:06 00:11 00:11 00:09
00:08 00:15 00:22 00:23

00:06 00:25

00:07 00.07 00:08 00:07
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ATTACHMENT 4

Prepared by Natlonal Data & Surveying Services
Gap Study (PM)

Location: Braddock Dr Northern Driveway Day: Thursday
City: Culver City Date: 3/22/2012

00:14 00:10 00:06
00:08 01:04
00:10 00:06 00:23
00:06 00:06 00:07 00:15 00:07 00:08
00:13 00:05 00:07 00:10
00:07 00:21 00:07 00:23
00:20 00:17 00:09
00:07 00:07 00:05 00:09
00:29 00:19 00:15
00:09 00:08 00:19
00:11 00:44
00:12 00:11 00:27
00:15 00:06 00.06 00:10 00:08 00:05
00:29 00:10 00:14
00:06 00:26 00:15
00:21 00:12 00:06 00:06
00:58 00:05
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00:08 00:05 00:09 01:01

00:05 00:21

00:09 00:38

00:17 00:20

00:23 00:06 00:05 00:05

00:11 00:23 00:05 00:07 00:12
00:08 00:05 00:10 00:08 00:35
00:08 00:06 0007 00:.07 00:06
00:06 00:17 00:10 00:06 00:31
00:06 00:13 00:.05

00:10 00:05 00:22

00:05 00:06 00:05 00:05 00:57
00:10 01:12

02:19

00:29 01:19

00:09 00:08 00:44

00:13

00:56

00:15 00:10 00:10

00:34 00:18 00:05

00:10 00:20 00:07 00:08

00:07 00:05 00:11 00:10 00:13
00:08 00:16 00:20 00:13

00:15 00:27 00:06

00:08 00:28 00:09

00:19 00:23 00:07

00:06 00:06 00:05 00:09 00:09
00:38 00:09 00:18

00:43 00:10

00:12 00:08 00:05 00:36

00:10 00:06 00:20 01:14

00:39 00:17

00:07 00:13 00:17

00:39 01:37

00:13 00:05 00:15

00:29 00:09 00:09

00:10 00:07 00:30 00:08

00:07 00:05 00:26

00:05 00:05 00:48

00:18 00:40

01:01

00:30 00:16

00:21 00:07 00:12 00:13

00:07 00:16 00:09 00:31

00:14 00:18

00:07 00:51

00:19 00:08 00:07 00:16
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Motk Dwy
00:06 00:08 00:20 00:20
00:07 00:05 00:05 00:06 00:26
00:14 00:11 00:13 00:10
00:06 00:08 00:13 00:57
00:07 00:12
00:06 00:13 00:07 00:11
00:08 00:27 00:08
00:07 00:06 00:06 00:44
00:13 00:14
00:14 00:25
00:32 00:24
00:14 00:07 00:06
00:22 00:25 00:08
00:21 00:58
00:06 01:18
00:07
00:06 00:14 00:06 00:07 00:11 00:07
00:23 00:17 00:13
00:17 00:11 00:19
00:06 00:13 00:10 00:15 00:16
00:06 00:06 00:20
00:53
00:13 00:05 00:16 00:09 00:08
00:12 00:08 00:06
00:29 00:06

ATTACHMENT 4
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Braddock Drive (Southern Driveway)
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

Gap Study (AM)

Location: Braddock Dr Southern Driveway

City: Culver City

ATTACHMENT 4

Day: Thursday
Date; 3/22/2012
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00:15 00:33 00:18

00:15 00:37

00:21 00:07 00:32

00:29 00:11 00:08

00:37 00:05 00:09

00:46 00:12

00:19 00;24

00:08 00:17 00:23

00:07 00:40

00:06 00:11 00:23

00:06 00:13 00:06 00:36
00:10 00:06 00:15 00:08
00:09 00:06 00:30 00:12
00:17 00:15 00:07 00:20
00:13 00:48

00:21 00:33

00.06 00:16 00:09 00:09
00:30 0043

00:13 00:23

00:08 00:16 00:31

00:07 00:09 00:14

00:06 00:12 00:15 00:32
00:16 00:09

00:11 00:32

00:24 00:06 00:51

00:23

00:08 00:19 00:23 00:08
00:20 00:09 00:18

00:09

00:49

00:09 00:41

00:06 01;20

00:07 00:.07 00:08 00:52
00:08

00:52

00:07 00:09 00:59

00:14 00:10 00:06

00.08 00:27 00:08

00:08 00:06 00:50

00:06 00:10

00:12 00:33

00:06 00:08 00:47

00:19

00:11 00:25 00.09 00:07
00:16 00:14 00:08

00:18 00:17

00:08 00:53

00:17 00:07 00:49

01:06

01:11
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01:33
00:18 00:41
00:05 01:17
01:21
00:16 00:09
00:29 00:09 00:16
00:05 00:40
00:11 00:07 00:09 00:09
01:10
00:11 00:24 00:07
00:34 00:13 00:28
00:06 00:31
00:07 00:09 01:07
00:07 00:14
00:08 00:11 00:13
00:09 00:13 00:07
00:06 00:34 00:06 00:11
00:13 00:07 00:08 00:21
00:14 00:06 00:06 00:10 00:16 00:10
00:06 00:11 00:11 00:09 00:07
Bi27 00:17 00:26 00:21
: i28 00:10 00:15 00:07
HE 28129 00:09 00:08 00:08 00:07 00:19
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services
Gap Study (NOON)
Location: Braddock Dr Southern Driveway Day: Thursday
City: Culver City Date: 3/22/2012
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00:20 00:32

00:47

00:11 00:07 00:36

00:27 00:27

00:10 01:06

00:21 00:13

00:08 00:21 00:15

00:18 00:12 00:18

00:20 00:23 00:52

00:24

00:05 00:23 00:40

00:05 00:25 00:10

00:16 00:26 00:24

00:09 00:32

00:12 00:07 00:06 00:07 00:08
00:07 00:06 00:14 00.07 00:49
00:05 00:08
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services
Gap Study (PM)
Location: Braddock Dr Southern Driveway Day: Thursday
City: Culver City Date: 3/22/2012
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Sputhern Duwy

00:10 00:58
00:06 00:21
00:07 00.27 00:09
00:05 00.18 00:22 00:26
00:18 00:12
00:23 00:08 00:07 00:07 00:07
00:05 00:06 00:08 00:17 00:05
00:09 00:19 0007 00:06
01:11
00:09 00.07
00:08 00:05 00:21 00:06
01:05
01:23
02:57

01:20

00:10 00.07 00:06 00:05 00:06 00:38
00:13 00:.11
00:06 00:53
00:15 00.08 00:48
00:18 00:06
00:13 0022 00:07 00:14
00:11 00:12 00:16
00:33 00:15
01.02
00:30 00:08 00:05 00:06
00:32 00:08 00:08
00:10 00:05 00:05 00:07 02.00

00:09 00:13
00:09 00.07 00:40
00:12 00:22 02:17

00:05 01:15
01:31

00:13 00:05 0017 00:31
00:09 00:07 00:.23

00:11 00:06 00:08 00:05 00:19
00:25 00:05 01:01

00:18

02:24

00:15 00:08
00:20 00.08 00:33
00:07 00:15 00:09 00:31
00:08 00:21
00:07 00:52
00:19 Q0:10 00:15
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00:40 00:22

00:07 00:06 00:06 00:21 00:06
00:15 00:11 00:12 00:12

00:09 00:11 00:56

00:05 00:16 00:10

00:12 00:07 00:10

00:11 00:29 00:09

00:09 00:05 00:06 00:40

00:18 00:15

00:05 00:15 00:06 00:28

00:05 00:11 00:17 00:25

00:33 00:07 00:07

00:48 00:08

00:22 00:53

00:08 01:23

00.07

00:15 00:08 00:05 00:06 00:37
00:18 00:14

00:17 00:13 00:20

00:06 00:14 00:10 00:14 00:29
00:06 00:05 00:21 00:06

00:47 00:15

00:20 00:09 00:07 00:10

00:09 00:05 00:08 00:06
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Appendix C

AASHTO Intersection Sight Distance Standards
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2.6,3-3

ATTACHMENT 4

Revised:; 4/2007

Sight Distance at Inlersections

Intersections should be carefully situated to avoid steep profile grades and to
ensure adequate approach sight distance. An intersection should not be situated
on a short-crest vertical curve, just beyond a short-crest vertical curve, or on a
sharp horizontal curve, When there is no practical alternate to such a location, the
approach sight distance on each leg should be checked carefully. Where
necessary, back slopes should be flattened and horizontal or vertical curves
lengthened to provide additional sight distance. Sight distance is also provided at
intersections to allow the drivers of stopped vehicles a sufficient view of the
intersecting highway to decide when to enter the intersecting highway or to cross
it,

ISD = 1.47 v“-m]or tg

ISD = Intersection Sight Distance

Visjor = Design Speed (mph) — posted speed limit + 10 mph

tg = time gap for major road

ty =7.5 passenger car (utilize for all cases except where substantial

volumes of heavy vehicles enter the major road)
=9.5 Single-unit truck
= 11.5 Combination truck

Time gaps are for a stopped vehicle to turn left onto a two-lane highway
with no median and grades 3 percent or less.

Adjustments:

Multilane Highways: For left turns onto two-way highways with more
than two lanes, add 0.5 seconds for passenger cars or 0.7 seconds for
trucks for each additional lane, from the left, in excess of one, to be
crossed by the turning vehicle.

Minor Road approach grades: If the approach grade is an upgrade that
exceeds 3 percent; add 0.2 seconds for each percent grade for left turns,

Table 2.01 as adopted from A.A.S.H.T.Q. is to be used for the design of
intersecting roads.

Posted Assumed INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE REQUIRED (FT}

Speed Design One Lane Two Lanes Three Lanes
{mph) | Spesed (mph) Crossed Crossed Crossad

Table 2.01 -~ Intersection Sight Distance
2-3
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ATTACHMENT 4

Revized: 4/2007

Intersection sight distance measured from a point on the minor road at least 15
feet from the edge of the major road pavement and measured from a height of
eye at 3,5 feet on the minor road to a height of object 3.50 feet on the major
road. For single use driveways that will access an existing county roadway the
intersection sight distance can be measured from a point on the minor road at least
10 feet from the edge of the major road pavement.
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Exhibit 2-00 Intersection Sight Triangles
{Source: Bureau of Local Road and Strects, IDOT)

ADJUSTMENT FACTORS FOR SIGHT DISTANCE BASED ON APPROACH GRADE _
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2.6.34

Exhibit 2-01 Grade Adjustments
Yariances
Should there be instances where sight distance requirements can not be met, the

Developer or his representative may submit a Request for Variance to Sight
Distance Requirements (request). The request must be written and must:

a. Describe all circumstances or features restricting sight distance, and state their
location relative to the proposed access.

b. Explain why the access can not, or should not, be relocated.
¢. Contain any photographs, diagrams or other relevant information,

d. Describe remedial measures which will be taken to maximize sight distance.

29
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ATTACHMENT 4

Appendix D

Project Trip Generation
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Project Trip Generation Comparison

TABLE 3

Proposed Project (7-Eleven) Land Use

ATTACHMENT 4

ITE Peak Hour
Proposed Land Use Code Qty. |Units’ AM PM Dail
In | Out|Total AM| In | Qut| Total PM y
7-Eleven Convenience Market (Open 24 Hours) | 851 250 | TSF (84| 84 168 67| 64 131 1,845
Less Pass-by Trips (25%)° 21 -1 -42 -17( -16 -33 -461
Net Trip Total 63| 63 126 50| 48 98 1,384

' TSF = Thousand Square Feet

? Pass-by trip percentages were approved by City of Culver City Traffic Engineer.

j:/rktables/RK9299T8.xis
IN:2243-2012-01
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ATTACHMENT 4

Exhibit G
Project Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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NOTE: Project Access driveways
Legend: show full project trip generation
10/20 = AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes without 25% pass-by credit,
1 10 = Average Daily Traffic
N
2243-12-01{ExG) englnegrlng
7-ELEVEN 24 HOUR CONVYENIENCE MARKET TRAFFIC IMPACT 5TUDY, Culver City, California g roup, InG.
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Summary of Trip Generation Calculation
For 2.000 Th.S8g.Ft. GFA of Fast-Food Restaurant with Drive-Thru
April 06, 2012

ATTACHMENT 4

Average Standard Adjustment Driveway

Rate Deviation Factor Volume

Avg. Weekday 2-Way Volume 496.12 242.52 1.00 992
7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter 25.17 0.00 1.00 50
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit 24,18 0.00 1.00 48
7-9 BAM Peak Hour Total 49 .35 28.30 1.00 99
4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter 17.60 0.00 1.00 35
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit 16.24 0.00 1.00 32
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total 33.84 19.53 1.00 68
Saturday 2-Way Volume 722.03 295.62 1.00 1444
Saturday Peak Hour Enter 30.29 0.00 1.00 61
Saturday Peak Hour Exit 29.10 0.00 1.00 58
Saturday Peak Hour Total 59.39 22.92 1.00 11¢

Note:
Source:

A zero indicates no data available.

Institute of Transportation Engineers

Trip Generation,

TRIP GENERATION BY MICROTRANS

8th Edition,

2008.
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ATTACHMENT 4

Appendix E

Gap Study with Seven (7) Seconds of Gap Time for All Vehicles
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 1A
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(AM PEAK HOUR)

NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (7:17AM - 8:17AM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 19 0
7-11 1 46 46
12-16 1 15 15
17 - 21 2 9 18
22 -26 3 10 30
27 - 31 3 6 18
32-36 4 5 20
37 - 41 5 4 20
42 - 46 6 3 18
47 - 51 6 3 18
52 - 56 7 2 14
57 - 61 8 1 8
62 and greater 8 9 72
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 297
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 1B
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(MID-DAY PEAK HOUR)

NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (12:15PM - 1:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 29 0
7-11 1 57 57
12-16 1 28 28
17 - 21 2 27 54
22 -26 3 10 30
27 - 31 3 9 27
32-36 4 9 36
37 -41 5 2 10
42 - 46 6 5 30
47 - 51 6 3 18
52 - 56 7 3 21
57 - 61 8 1 8
62 and greater 8 1 8
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 327
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 1C
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(PM PEAK HOUR)

NORTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (3:15PM - 4:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served

(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 30 0
7-11 1 55 55
12-16 1 33 33
17 - 21 2 19 38
22 - 26 3 8 24
27 - 31 3 8 24
32-36 4 3 12
37 -41 5 4 20
42 - 46 6 3 18
47 - 51 6 2 12
52 - 56 7 2 14
57 - 61 8 3 24
62 and greater 8 3 24
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 208

PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 2A
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(AM PEAK HOUR)

SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (7:29AM - 8:29AM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 16 0
7-11 1 56 56
12-16 1 21 21
17 - 21 2 11 22
22-26 3 7 21
27 - 31 3 6 18
32-36 4 5 20
37 -41 5 3 15
42 - 46 6 1 6
47 - 51 6 5 30
52 - 56 7 3 21
57 - 61 8 1 8
62 and greater 8 8 64
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 302
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
% Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.

4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

5> Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.
J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls

IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 2B
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(MID-DAY PEAK HOUR)

SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (12:15PM - 1:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 20 0
7-11 1 46 46
12-16 1 35 35
17 - 21 2 22 44
22 -26 3 17 51
27 - 31 3 11 33
32-36 4 9 36
37 -41 5 3 15
42 - 46 6 3 18
47 - 51 6 2 12
52 - 56 7 3 21
57 - 61 8 0 0
62 and greater 8 2 16
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 327
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 2C
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE
(PM PEAK HOUR)

SOUTHERN SIDE OF BRADDOCK DRIVE (3:15PM - 4:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 32 0
7-11 1 47 47
12-16 1 27 27
17 - 21 2 14 28
22-26 3 7 21
27 - 31 3 6 18
32-36 4 4 16
37 -41 5 5 25
42 - 46 6 0 0
47 - 51 6 3 18
52 - 56 7 4 28
57 - 61 8 1 8
62 and greater 8 7 56
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 292
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 3A
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
(AM PEAK HOUR)

EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BLVD (7:04AM - 8:04AM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 47 0
7-11 1 62 62
12-16 1 23 23
17 - 21 2 8 16
22 - 26 3 5 15
27 - 31 3 2 6
32-36 4 3 12
37 -41 5 1 5
42 - 46 6 1 6
47 - 51 6 0 0
52 - 56 7 0 0
57 - 61 8 0 0
62 and greater 8 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 145
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 3B
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
(MID-DAY PEAK HOUR)

EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BLVD (12:15PM - 1:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 52 0
7-11 1 /1 71
12-16 1 28 28
17 - 21 2 17 34
22 -26 3 11 33
27 - 31 3 5 15
32-36 4 5 20
37 -41 5 0 0
42 - 46 6 0 0
47 - 51 6 1 6
52 - 56 7 0 0
57 - 61 8 0 0
62 and greater 8 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 207
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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ATTACHMENT 4

APPENDIX E 3C
PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICLE GAP ANALYSIS
EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
(PM PEAK HOUR)

EASTERN SIDE OF SEPULVEDA BLVD (3:15PM - 4:15PM)

Gap Number of Vehicles Number of Gaps Occurring Total Vehicles Served
(Seconds)’ Served by Gap? During Peak Hour? During Peak Hour *
5-6 0 50 0
7-11 1 /70 70
12-16 1 26 26
17 - 21 2 19 38
22 -26 3 7 21
27 - 31 3 0 0
32-36 4 4 16
37 -41 5 1 5
42 - 46 6 1 6
47 - 51 6 0 0
52 - 56 7 0 0
57 - 61 8 0 0
62 and greater 8 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF VEHICLES ABLE TO ENTER/EXIT 182
PROJECT DRIVEWAY DURING PEAK HOUR °

1 A gap is defined as the time interval between a car or pedestrian crossing a point (the proposed driveway) and
another car or pedestrian crossing that point.

2 To be conservative, a measure of 7 second minimum gaps for all motorists has been used for this scenario.
Values are based on Gap Survey performed on March 22, 2012.
4 Total Vehicles Served = (Number of Vehicles Served) x (Number of Gaps During Peak Hour)

Sum of Total Vehicles Served During Peak Hour.

J:\RKtables\RK9387TB.xls
IN:2243-2012-02
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. ATTACHMENT 5
Williams, Joshua

From: Joe Tafel <joetafel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2012 10:15 AM
To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 4436 Sepulveda Blvd

Re: 4436 Sepulveda Blvd / 7 Eleven

Mr. Williams,

I'm a Culver City resident and [ work as a Realtor, my opinion is that the construction of a 7 Eleven in that corner
shall not be permitted, it will lead to more noise, more traffic and the sale of alcohol, junk food and cigareties near three
Culver City schools. The quality and desirability of the neighborhood will be impacted and harm property values, We

already have 5 7 Elevens in the area, why we need more?.
I will not be able to attend the September 10th meeting, please share my comments with the City Council.

Regards,

Joe Tafel
310-202-1431%
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{ " ATTACHMENT 5

Williams, Joshua

From: Alan Silverman [alan silverman@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 11:45 AM

To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: Sepulveda and Braddock redevelopment

Mr. Williams,

I am writing to express my support for the redevelopment project on the southeast corner of
Sepulveda Blvd and Braddock Dr. As a Culver City resident on Braddock drive for 21+ years, I
have been very concerned about the shabby blight that corner has become for more than the
past decade. I believe the plans for a 7-11 convenience store, especially with attention to
local standards and concerns, have the potential to benefit the entire community and I urge
you to give it positive consideration.

Sincerely,

Alan Silverman

11242 Braddock Dr
Culver City, CA 90230

310-39%0-2527
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- ATTACHMENT 5

Williams, Joshua

From: Gorham, Thomas
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:49 AM
To: Williams, Joshua
Subject: FW: BRADDOCK & SEPULVEDA

Make a copy for the file.

From: Blumenfeld, Sol

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 9:45 AM
To: Gorham, Thomas

Cc: Nachbar, John

Subject: FW: BRADDOCK & SEPULVEDA

Thomas,
Please provide as record copy in project file.

Sol Blumenfeid

Director Community Development
City of Culver City

From: Nachbar, John

Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 7:59 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL - D

Cc: Blumenfeld, Sol; Cole, Martin
Subject: FW: BRADDOCK & SEPULVEDA

FYi

John M Nachbar | City Manager | City of Culver City | &< john.nachbar@culvercity.org | & 310-253-6000

From: juliejune@ca.rr.com [mailto:juliejune@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, June 01, 2012 1:05 PM

To: Nachbar, John
Cc; juliejune@ca.rr.com
Subiect: BRADDOCK & SEPULVEDA

I OBJEACT TO ANOTHWR 7-11 STORE AT THIS LOCATION...THE TRAFFIC ON BRADDOCK WILL
BE REALLY TERRIBLE..AND WE DO NOT NEED ANOTHER 7-11 SO CLOSE..JUST FOUR BLOCKS
AWAY!! WHY NOT PUT A PARK THERE!
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ATTACHMENT 5

Wiliiams, Joshua

[

From: B Hyatt <activebeth@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 443 PM

To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 7 eleven concerns

I live in the Veterans Park area near where the proposed store is to open. I am surprised that the City would
consider such a business at that location for several reasons. Aside from the obvious of teh close proximity to
schools and the type of people that are drawn to such an establishment, the store will create serious traffic
hazards. I often walk by that intersection with my dogs and now my baby and have witnessed numerous close
calls with pedestrians and automobiles. I even saved one boy from being hit while walking on the sidewalk.
There is a considerable amount of 'in and out’ congestion with a small intersection, including a drive through
eatery and an alleyway. If teh City insists on placing a 7-11 there, please consider teh traffic consequences and
only permit a driveway on Sepulveda. With the stop and go traffic that will and cars alike. Thank you for
keeping Culver City a safe place to walk. ~
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ATTACHMENT 5
Williams, Joshua :

From: ~ . Blumenfeld, Sol

Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 11:39 AM

To: Gorham, Thomas; Williams, Joshua

Cc: Nachbar, John ' :
Subject: © PW: proposed 7-11 at Braddock and Sepuiveda

Please include this in the record.

Sol Blumenfeld

Director Community Development
City of Culver City

From: Nachbar, John

Sent; Tuesday, May 29, 2012 11:36 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL - D

Cc: Blumenfeld, Sol; Gorham, Thomas

Subject: FW: proposed 7-11 at Braddock and Sepulveda

F¥l

John M Nachbar | City Manager | City of Culver City | B john.nachbar@culvercity.org | ‘® 310-253-6000

From: scot@scotkelly.com [mailto:scot@scotkelly.com]
Sent: Monday, May 28, 2012 1:44 PM

To: Nachbar, John

Subject: proposed 7-11 at Braddock and Sepulveda

Dear Mr. Nachbar,

I am a Vet's park homeowner of 15 years. I'm writing to ask you to stop the approval of a 7-11 store
which I understand is to open at Sepulveda and Braddock. I like what we are starting to accomplish in
this section of town (the benches, the new creosswalks) and an inflow of more interesting eateries as
opposed to the sort of "once in a blue moon" type of retail (like the video conversion shop or westernwear
that used to be there). ’

Our retail presence is a strong driver of perceptions about our city. We've done a lot with downtown -
which Is awesome, inspires pride and helps property values (and our tax base). Bringing in comimercial
“chains (especially convenience stores or other iow dollar businesses) undermines this rebranding we've
been working at all of these years.

Further, from a practical standpoint, I think having a 7-11 right at the corner of a conduit to the freeway
and just blocks from the high school is a terrible idea. We're inviting more congestion and longer
commutes for our residents. Also, the corner market at Overland might be jecopardized. This market
provides services that 7-11 never would (more obscure last minute household needs, and a fantastic wine
selection for starters).

Please lets not go garish. Lets promote businesses that show Culver City for the fun, exciting, and
tasteful place that it is. It will be a nicer place to live and our property values (along with the tax base)
won't be damaged.

Thank you,
Scot Kelly
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' ATTACHMENT 5
Williams, Joshua

From: _ Blumenfeld, Sol

Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 11:40 AM
To: _ Gorham, Thomas; Williams, Joshua
Cc: Nachbar, John

Subject: ' FW: Planning meeting on May 23

Please include this in the record.

Sol Blumenfeld
Director C nity Develop t
City of Culver City

From: Nachbar, John

Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 11:38 AM

To: CITY COUNCIL - D

Cc: Blumenfeld, Sol; Gorham, Thomas; Cole, Martin
Subject: FW: Planning meeting on May 23

In case you did not receive this last week.

John M Nachbar | City Manager | City of Culver City | &4 john.nachbar@culvercitv.org | 8 310-253-6600

From: Brenda Ramsey [mailto:bramz@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 11:25 PM

To: Nachbar, John

Cc: Ramsey, Brenda

Subject: Planning meeting on May 23

I cannot locate members of the planning committee but we are all hoping you can have some impact
and STOP this fiasco from proceeding. Please show this to them.

Planning meefing' re: Proposed 7-11

This meeting tonight was an absolute joke. Their microphones did not work and the one that did kept getting passed
around the room. Nobody knew how to speak into a mike. Richard Rownak had the balis to say that millions were spent
on city hall building and they are proposing to MOVE a bus stop that has only 1 bus daily, but they couldr’t get the
microphones to work. Ultimately, the TV session was totally inaudible. Comments below are in NO specific order.

1. 711 people showed a new design and it sucks, without a doubt. And they didn't have a sample
board of the material /custom panels that would be used for the exterior, nor did they do the
presentation in color. It is plain ugly. And they referenced Sepluveda. {note the spelling)

2. This version has TWO points of entry - one from the parking lot and one at the corner. Great
way for people to enter, steal and run out the other side. With only 2-3 employees, who, by the
way will supposedly well versed in security, who the hell is going to catch thieves. Swerdlow said
this was a new thing having 2 points of entry. And someone else said that all the windows are high
which leaves no visibility in or out.

223



10.

11

12.

13.

Parking spaces were an sue. Employees must park on site. Ce ently thérdel MeHMENMSes
from Taco Bell now parking on the lot. So they will be diverted to the street. I believe 12 spots
including 1 HC, leaving ¢ available spots. The store on Washington/Sawtelle has 6-8 spots and
when delivery trucks are there all spots are taken. When the lottery has high stakes parking is
non-existent and the formula of getting in/out of the store in 3-5 minutes is greatly increased.

The traffic study, as we heard it seemed to have major flaws Scott Wyant brought up some good
points but still hadn't seen the video that was taken. It was set up by the consultant hired by 711
and was performed on the Thursday of Easter weekend. This guy didn't know his left from

right. The numbers were all incorrect. Marie Malahi has had a camera on her house for over a
month and has proof of the impact. No decisions should have been made until BOTH videos were
watched. :

They are going to expand the area for pickup of trash. Sur'e I'T always have Taco Bell stuff in
front of my house and I am just about 500 away.

The number of par'kmg spaces is governed by the square footage of the building. WHy is 711
required to have a designated number of parking spaces when none of the local restaurants have
no parking for employees or patrons. Something is wrong with the code here.

The driveway is going to be moved 3 feet so they will match up with the planters. Who is going to
take care of these planters?

QOutside vendors, e.g. flower sales must be run by the store, not another vendor..hey another
parking space taken up. They showed a picture of 630 Wilshire where flowers were sold
outside. They said they will have someone within 6 months, but it needs to be when store opens,
not after the fact. : '

Traffic pattern is definitely an issue. Will be only a right turn exit onto Sepulveda ; Left turn
into driveway from Sepulveda; No left turn from Braddock driveway, so instead people will go
right and make a U furn in the middle of Braddock. They will NOT go all the way to Harter...too
far out of their way.

Interesting that the only person who has watched the movement at the Braddock/ Sepulveda was
Wyant. The other planners need to get themselves out there to see what is going on and not rely
on a traffic person hired by 711.

We have asked for the traffic report and appeal forms.

One of the planners stated "I really don't want to be back here in 2 weeks”...So for better or
worse the easy way out was approved.

Eminent Domain was introduced, but of course nobody has any money.
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Brenda Ramsey
310 398 B4E3 Voice
310 990 1334 Wireless

- 310 391 2888 FAX

bramz@verizon.net

' ramseybg@yahoo.com
http:/imysite.verizon.net/res8zemy/brendasplace

Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 7162 (20120523)

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.

http://www.eset.com
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Gorham, Thomas

Subject: FW: No 7-11 on Braddock

From: Melissa [mailto:melisspatton@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 9:51 AM

To: Nachbar, John

Subject: No 7-11 on Braddock

Mr. Nachbar,

| am a homeowner on Barman near the proposed 7-11 site at Braddock and Sepulveda.

| am strongly opposed to having a 7-11 here.
We have six 7-11 of them already. They surround us.

A 7-11 in this area does not match the quality and character of our community, which include local restaurants,
and children walking to school on Braddock.

We already have a respected ‘mom & pop’ convenience store at |
Braddock & Overland with many loyal customers.

I have witnessed many pan-handlers at the 7-11s on Sawtelle and Washington.

Thanks for your time,

Melissa Wells Patton

226



¢ ¢
‘~ ( ATTACHMENT 5

Gorham, Thomas

Subject: FW: No to a 7-Eleven at the corner of Sepulveda and Braddock!

From: Kimberly Thompson [mailto:Kimberly Thompson@LiveNation.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 10:07 AM

To: Nachbar, John
Subject: No to a 7-Eleven at the corner of Sepulveda and Braddock!

The neighborhood needs another nice bistro or coffee shop ot bakery — anything but 2 convenience store. Something that will
add a more refined element to the Sepulveda corridor which 1s struggling to revitalize and it having some success. A 7-Eleven
is just not needed but also is not the type of business that our neighborhood would benefit from having at that special
location. I am sure there are other more suitable business opportunities for that location. Thanks for working to improve our

neighborhood.

Resident, Kim Thompson
10819 Garfield Avenue, Culver City
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From: Rios, Christina

Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 7:42 AM
To: : Williams, Joshua

Subject: FW: 7/11 in Vets Park

From: Carole Sackerman [mailto:caroletherealtor@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 20, 2012 11:45 AM

To: Rios, Christina

Subject: 7/11 in Vets Park

Hi Christina,

llive at 11017 Barman Ave. The last thing we need is another 7/11 in the area.

Siri just located 4 of them within 1 mile from me.

It must be all about money for the City, because if's not good judgment.
. it's foo close fo our schools and to a now decent neighborhood.

Thanks, Carole Sackérman

Carole SaCkermah, Reattor
Coldwell Banker

Broker AssocCiate

(310) 420-0003

DRE# 00551733
csackerman@coldwellbanker.com
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Wiiliams, Joshua _

From: Brenda Ramsey <bramz@verizon.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 20, 2012 10:51 AM

To: Brenda Ramsey

Subject: ' Frem a Concerned resident

From: Kingsley Toby [mailto:akakman@mac.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 20, 2012 9:10 AM

“To: Brenda Ramsey
Subject: Re: 2 [tems: 7-Eleven Planning Meeting and Intent to serve Alcohol at LA Spice - Sorry if you got 2 copies - 2

separate dist-lists.

Hello Veterans Park residents:

What a great place to live! We love that this community is a mix of old and new. Tradition and innovation. A
place where people look you in the eye and say "Good Morning" and make you feel part of a larger community.
We are lucky to have purchased a home here at the beginning of what we beleive to be Culver City's latest
evolution. Culver has the balance between bustling downtown and a mom and pop, family driven town.

ABOUT US
My wife and I purchased our first home here in January of 2009 and it may be our last...We love it here! We

grew up in the Sunland/Glendale area, eventually moved to Santa Monica, and are now residing near the corner
of Braddock & Sepulveda Blvd. We are in love with Veteran's Park and look forward to starting a family here.
Some of you may know that we purchased Henry and Adele Seigel's home. While we never had a chance to
meet them we have learned how much they influenced the community and how they let their opinions be
known. We hope to embody a fraction of what they achieved.

So here's our first go at it...

OUR OPINION(S)

We stand 100% opposed to the 7-Eleven. We are within "stones throw" from the site and will, like so many
others, be direcily effected by the traffic, noise-light-solid pollution, and the clientele that often loiter and
frequent these establishments. We beleive that a company like 7 Eleven does not fit in Culver City's
beautification and renovation program for the Veteran's Park and Sepulveda Blvd area, and it holds no benefits
to the surrounding schools and students. It's a no brainer to us. NO on 7-11.

We do beleive that an establishment like LA SPICE will benefit our local community. It's cbvious alcohol is
a polarizing issue and the stories we have heard about past establishments are disturbing. With thaf said...We
are "foodies" and keep up to speed with LA's food scene. LA SPICE is an upper-scale catering company that
has earned the accolades of Los Angeles' Best Catering company for many years. Thier menu is gourmet food -
driven and that will be the main draw, not alcohol. Its menu and pricing will not attract the "bar crowd". They
have a reputation to uphold and will need to embrace the local community and it's ideals while sfill being '
regulated by Culver City's laws and regulations. We beleive that this is not a place that drunks will frequent
with thier handguns. This is an upper-scale establishment that does fit with the elevation and evolution of our
neighborhood (and our property values). In our opinion, LA SPICE is the kind of business that we want in our

community.
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Parking does need to improve: Thls is the only thmg we helieve needs to be addressed with LA SPICE before
they are approved to settle in that location. Perhaps we should revisit the uphill battle of a parking lot at the 7-11

location? Permit parking?

THANK YOU
Thank you Brenda Ramsey for your diligence and per31stence on issues affecting our nei ghborhood Irespect

the fearless statement of your opinions and ideas regarding Culver City and Veteran's Park. While we may not
agree on all topics, we appreciate that they are brought to the public forum and available for everyone to

formulate their own opinions and weigh in if they choose to.
IN SUMMARY

YES on LA SPICE

NO on 7-11
Better parking...how do we do it?

We love it here!

Thanks for reading and say hello if you see us wa]kmg our Husky "Sei gel” around town.

The Toby's

Information from ESET NOI)32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 7152 (20120520) -

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.

http://www.eset.com
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Wiliiams, Joshua

Brenda Ramsey <bramz@verizon.net>

Fromu:

Sent: Sunday, May 20,.2012 1:56 PM
To: . Brenda Ramsey

Subject: FW: From a Concerned resident

From: Young, Grant [mailto:young@ats. ucla.edu]
Sent: Sunday, May 20, 2012 11:45 AM

To: akakman@mac.conmi

Cc: bramz@verizon.net

Subject: FW: From a Concerned resident

Hello Tobys,

i could not agree with you more. | live about three houses down from Tanner's Coffee on Lindblade
street. | loathe the idea of having a 7-Eleven at Braddock and Sepulveda. Waiting for the bus in front
of a 7-Eleven every morning is not something that | am looking forward to. Been there, done that. The
LA Spice establishment will be a positive addition to our neighborhood in my opinion.

| look forward to meeting Seigel.

Grant Young
- 11171 Lindblade St.

Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 7153 (20120520)

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.

htin://www.eset.com
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From: Bryan Sanders <bryan@bryansanders.coms

Sent: . Wednesday, May 23, 2012 5:29 PM

To: Williams, Joshua; Gorham, Thomas

Cc: . Nachbar, John ,

Subject: PLEASE READ ALOUD TONIGHT -- 05/23/12 Planning Commission Meeting
Bryan Sanders

4378 Elenda Street

I oppose a 7-Eleven at 4436 Sepulveda Boulevard. I understand that
the property has been left vacant for many years and that our
neighborhood will benefit from another business establishment, but it
must be the RIGHT business. Hundreds of residents have spoken on
Facebook, Twitter, email, phone and in person about their opposition
to 7-Eleven. We should work together to develop a plan that works

well for the local community.

I have asked multiple times for City Government to investigate the
viability of a Specific Use Plan for the Sepulveda Commercial
Corridor. It is time to have a cohesive vision for that up and coming
business district. I am requesting once again that we take up the cause
of improving the neighborhood, and not just “fill an empty space.” I
hope that we will do the right thing together: Oppose the 7-Eleven
‘quick fix’ and build a sustainable community for decades to come.

Stay hip, fresh and green, Culver City.
Thank you for listening.
Bryan Sanders

—— i mar —— —— p——

Bryan Sanders
#4436cc #0ccupy
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Williams, Joshua

From: Aaron Swerdlow <Aswerdlow@equitasinvestments.com>
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 2:35 PM

To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: FW: Support Email

I just received this. Please circulate. Thanks

Aaron Swerdlow

Equitas Investrments, LLC

955 15th Street

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
310-395-0049 Office

310-968-2269 Cell

310-395-00432 Fax
aswerdlow@equitasinvestments.com

SIHVYESTMENTE

From: Bernadette Kelly [mailto:bernadette. kelly@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 2:18 PM

To: Aaron Swerdlow

Subject:

In support of this 'dry' 7eleven being built in the near future - another business contributing to much needed
income for Culver City - why keep an empty lot if a family friendly and convenient store can be open for
business instead? I support small business everywhere, most of all Culver City!

PS - The Inglewood Little League had to be bailed out recenﬂy by a strip joint - I much rather our league be
supported by a 7-eleven!

Bemnadette Kelly

8211 Hannum Ave

Culver City CA 90230

1 would appreciate my information not being used for emails, solicitations, etc.

Thanks!

Bernadette

233



¢ ATTACHMENT 5

Williams, Joshua

- = nt ]
From: ACEVESGD@aol.com
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 1:17 FM
To: Williams, Joshua
Cc: aswerdlow@equitasinvestments.com
Subject: Proposed 7-11 at Sepulveda/Braddock

Joshua,

In the event | am unable to attend Wednesday's Planning Comm hearing, [ ask that you please read and/or submit my
comments fo the commissioners during the public comment period:

llive just a few blocks from the proposed redevelopment site and to hear that it will be a 7-11 store makes perfect sense
to me! Our neighborhood needs a convenience store nearby! Yes there are other “mom/pop” stores, but do those
same stores give back to our community too? Please someone give me an example. Because it’s a fact that the newest
7-11 store on Sepulveda/Berryman is a strong proponent of community support and big donor to our local Little League
program. To say that a corporation like 7-11 does nothing for the community or schools is low. :

7-11 isn’t just a junk food haven anymore. If you’ve walked in to one lately, you’ll see clearly in front that they
offer fruit, salads, convenience foods that are an alternative to the chips and candy. Do you see that at the local
liquor store? A store shouldn’t be denied to do business, or held responsible for peddling fatty foods and sugar
on our kids. That education starts at home and reiterated at school through nutrition programs and lessons.
Kids are going to make their own food choices regardless of where they can get it. If I'm worried about my kid
stopping in at 7-11 and gorging on junk food on the way home from school, then I deal with him.

Do we not elect our city leaders to make the best decisions in the interest of our community? Instead we have
activists who just want to tell them what to do. This developer has already made concessions to deal with
neighborhood concerns. I really question the motive of the opposition...what are they afraid of?

Diana Aceves

Culver City
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1031 AVENUE C REDONDOC BEACH, CA 20277
(310) 251-7660 RVWADDEN@GMAIL.COM

January 25, 2012

Anthony Pleskow, Chaitperson -

City of Culver City Planning Coramission
Culver City City Hudl

9770 Culver Blvd.

Culver City, CA 90232

Re: Proposed 7-Eleven Project at 4336 Sepulveda Blvd,
Dear Chairperson Pleskow,

~ Ihave been retained by the developers of the proposed 7-Eleven project at 4336
Sepulveda Boulevard which is scheduled to come before you for site plan review on February 8.
Because of the controversy regarding this project my clients have concerns that their legal rights
may be ignored and their property rights impacted. While we are certain that the Commission
will strive to act fairly and in the hest interest of the community as a whole we think it may be
useful to consider the legal pararieters regarding your review of this project in order to set an
appropriate context

The Propoesed Development.

The proposed development would be built on the site of an unoccupied gas station on a
12,600 square foot parcel consisting of four contiguous lots in a rectangular configuration at the
corner of Sepulveda Boulevard and Braddock Drive. The zoning is “CG” (Commercial General)
and general plan land use designation is “GC” (General Corridor). The site is abutted on the
north, south and Wé_st by commercial uses and on the east by single family and multi-family
residential. The project will consist of a new 2,500 square foot building, 2,300 square feet of
landscaping and a parkinig lot with 13 spaces. An eight foot masonry wall'will be constructed
along the alley on the southern boundary of the property. The only use to be conducted on the
site will be a retail convenience store with no aicohoi saies. As proposed the projéct involves a
permitted use under the CG zone, is consistent with the General Plan Iand use designation for the
site and in full compliance with all development standards and design guidelines mandated by
the municipal code. Its location on the Sepulveda corridor places it in an intensely developed
transportation and commercial corridor. | '
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The Public Controversy.

Some individuals from residential properties to the east of the proposed project have
raised objections to it. They have made comments about security, traffic and the potential sale of
tobacco products to minors. It appears that some résidents would prefer to keep the property
vacant by doing everything in their power to prevemt or delay any use of the site.

. As noted above the project will not engage ir the sale of alcohol and is therefore not
likely to attract any sort of questionable clientele. The project will be well lit and maintained and
will be no greater threat to neighborhood security than would any other retail establishment
selling food and nonalcoholic beverages. Adequate parking is provided on site so encroachment
on neighborhood parking should not be an issue. Any development of this currently unused site
will incrementally increase traffic; however, in the present case the developers are proposing a
modest sized facility which should minimize impacts to the extent practical. The developers of
the proposed project are well aware that tobacco sales to minors are illegal under California law
and will be in full compliance with the law.

This particular project is not likely to have a greater impact than any other legally
permissible use for the site and weuld have a smaller impact than some other possible permitted
uses (e.g., fast food service or auto sales). The property owners must be allowed to make some
use of the property. Since the site is presently vacant, unless the City intends to acquire the site
and keep it vacant, some impact on surrounding uses will result from any use.

The Culver City Municipal Code.

Culver City Municipal Code (“CCMC) Section 17.220.015 specifically lists 7
“convenience store” as a permitted use for the CG zone. Therefore, since no alcohol will be sold,
the project does not require a specific discretionary land use permit. However, CCMC Section
17.540.010 does require site plan review since the project involves a change of use (from gas
station to convenience store). |

The municipal code states that the purpose of site plan review is to “. .. ensure
compliance with the required standards, design guidelines, and ordinances of the City; minimize
potential adverse effects on surrounding properties and the eavironment; and protect the integrity
and character of the residential, commercial and public areas of the City.”

236



- P
d {

Culver City Planning Commission ' ATTACHMENT 5

January 25, 2012 :

Page 3

CCMC Section 17.54.020 contains specific criteria and findings which must be made for
approval of a site plan. These include:

A. —review of the general layout of the preject to insure that it is consistent with all
-relevant.aspects of the City code mcmdn.},g zoning requirements, development
standards and design guidelines;

B. —review of architectural design of the project to insure compatibility with the scale

"and character of surrounding development and consistency with all requirements of
the CCMC including development standards and design guidelines;

C. —review of proposed Jandscaping to insure visual relief, complement to the structures
on the site and creation of an attractive environment as well as compliance with
specific requirements of the CCMC including development standards and design
guidelines. ' .

D. —review of the design and layout of the proposed project to insure that it will not
interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring existing or future development
and does not result in pedestrian or vehicular hazards; _

E. — determination that existing or proposed public facilities (e.g., sewers, utilities,

_  sidewalks, traffic control, parkways et al.) are adequate for the proposed project;

F. -adetermination that the proposed prO] ect is consistent with the general plan and any

applicable specific plan.

The development standards and design guidelines referenced in the mumc1pa1 code
invelve height, setback, parking and landscaping requirements. The project, as proposed in its
present form, is in full compliance.

Site plan review is an administrative process with final approval to be made by the City’s
Planning Director. However the process is appealable to the Planning Commission with the
~ appeal to be held at a public hearing. In the present case, because of the controversy raised by
this application, staff decided to defer this matter directly to the Commission given the likelihood
of appeal.

Analysis

The clear purpose of site plan review is to allow review of the physical aspects ofa
proposed development. Nothing in Chapter 17.540, or elsewhere in the Culver City Code,
provides any authority for denial of a use which is otherwise unconditionally permitted under the
municipal code if it complies with development standards, design guidelines and reasonable
conditions imposed by the City. As pointed out above, this purpose is stated overtly in Section
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ATTACHMENT 5

17.540.005 as ensuring compliance with specific design and development standards and
minimizing (as opposed to eliminating) impacts on surrounding development. Each of the
specific findings in 17.540.020 is consistent with this purpose. Inherent in the authority delegated
by these sections is a right to require specific design standards and to 1impose conditions or
require changes in in the physical aspects of a propwsed development in order to mitigate
negative inspacts. Neratsthority is given to deny.a project if such irnpasts cannot be eliminated. In
reviewing decisions of the Director the Planning Conimission does not have any greater

authority to deny or modify a project under these sections than the Director does.

Because the scope of review is very specifically limited under the site plan review
process, and the proposed use in the present case is expressly permitted by the CCMC subject
only to site plan review, an outnght denial of the project would be an abuse of discretion under

- the City’s own land use rules and may effect a taking under California and federal law

California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 sets forth the criteria by which a court
may review and reverse the administrative proceedings of a local government. A local
government entity has abused its discretion if it “. . . has not proceeded in the manner required by
law.” (CCP Section 1094.5(b).) In determining thls the courts apply the law applicable to the
local agency’s actions whether it is state law or a local ordinance. (4zusa Land Reclamation Co,
Inc. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal. App.4™ 1165, 1192.) In the case of
the proposed project an outright denial of the 7-Eleven project based on the site plan review
procedure would clearly exceed the scope of authority and purpose of the ordinance which
authorizes the procedure. The Culver City site plan review rules only authorize modification and
conditioning a proposed project which is otherwise consistent with zoning and general plan
requirements. A denial would be beyond the scope of the local ordinance.

A long line of federal and state court cases has established a broad authority on the part
of local government to regulate and condition land use. Mere diminution in value of land
resulting from regulation is not a taking. Strict limits on the use of property have been routinely

‘upheld. However where a property owner is effechvely deprived of economlcally viable use of a
proﬂer*y by & "egma?{sﬁ of regulhtéry dedi .,.uu' a taking s cﬂecia" R Keystevie Bituminous Coal>

' Assoc. v. DeBenedictis 480 U.S. 470, 495- 497 (1987) ) The Cahforma Supreme Court has listed

ten factors to be considered in determining whether or not a taking has occurred. (Kavanau v.
Santa Monica Rent Control Board (1997) 16 Cal.4™ 761, 776.) Among those factors are:

“Whether or not the regulation interferes with interests that are sufﬁcie‘ntly
bound up with the reasonable expectations of the claimant . . .;
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Whether the regulation affects the existing or traditional use of the property
And thus interferes with the property owner’s primary expectation;”

“Whether the regulation extinguishes a fundamental attribute of ownership;”

" Inthe present case if the property owner were to be deprived of a permitted use of the

- property legitimate gquestions would be raised as to mapthpr or not any of the permitted uses of
the property (all commercial and most quite similar to the proposed use) are allowed. Any of the
uses permitted by the CG zone would have similar impacts on the neighborhood and some might
have greater impacts. If this project were denied it is difficult to imagine any similar use being
approved since the same objections would apply. This is bolstered by the fact that the property is

presently vacant and those objecting to the proposed use have indicated. they prefer the property
in its present unused state. : :

A property owner who has purchased a property based upon its existing zoning and is
prohibited from exercising his rights under that zoning has his reasonable expectations interfered
with. Such a decision would affect the existing and traditional use of the property and extinguish
a fundamental attribute of ownership established by the property’s zoning classification. A
.decision to deny the proposed project would present a strong case for a regulatory inverse
condemnatlon claim by the property owner.

‘Conclusion _

The Planning Director, and ultimately the Planning Commission, clearly has the right,
consistent with CCMC Section 17.540.020, to modify or condition the project in ways which
insure the compatibility of the project with surrounding uses and consistency with established
City standards. In the present case the developers have made considerable concessions to insure
that impacts are minimized. These include eliminating sale of alcohol (a substantial source of
potential profit), including extensive and attractive landscaping and architecture, minimizing the
size of the building and proposing substantial boundary watls to minimize impacts on
surrounding properties. However, beyond the express discretion in the municipal code, there is
no authority to deny a project which is otherwise consistent with the CG zoning and GC general

" pian jand use. deblgnanan and compHant ‘.mn all development standards.and design guidelines. =

It is important to remember the context of this proposed project. It is located on an
exceptionally busy transportation corridor in the midst of a myriad of similar commercial uses.
The area was deliberately zoned and identified in the general plan to support precisely the type of
development being proposed. All similar developments along this corridor have some impacts on
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surrounding properties, and generate traffic and parking demand. This project is not unique in
potential impacts nor is it unusual or incompatible. The site plan review process is mtended to

make sure that such developments are appropriately tailored to fit well into their surroundings
not to preempt zoning and land use classifications determined by the City code and General Plan.

Sincereiy,

. 4 _
Robert V. Wadden Jt. ¢

cc: John Nachbar, City Manager
Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director
Carol Schwab, City Attorney
Aaron Swerdlow, Equitas, LLC
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ATTACHMENT 5

From: Chris Grossman <chris@diver.net>

Sent: Saturday, March 03, 2012 7:29 PM

To: Williams, Joshua; Gorham, Thomas; Nachbar, John; scott.malsin@culvercity.org;
O'Leary, Micheal; Armenta, Christopher; Weissman, Andrew; Cooper, Jeffrey; Garcia,
Gabe

Subject: ' My support for the 7-11 project at 4436 Sepulveda Boulevard (ASPR-P2011127)

This is a letter for my full support of the planned project at 4436 Sepulveda Boulevard to replace the
derelict gas station with a new 7-11.

This abandoned gas station has been a festering sore on the neighborhood for over 10 years. Itisa
magnet for graffiti and vandalism. It drags down the value of other nearby properties because it is such
and eyesore. It costs us all money because of the constant need for graffiti removal. You can see

in these pictures I took where the vandalism has repeatedly needed to be covered.

Abandoned gas stations are notoriously hard to have redeveloped because of the issues with the
underground storage tanks. Even when the economy was booming this place was abandoned and
decaying, The fact that Mr. Swerdlow is willing to invest his money and time to redevelop this
property should be welcomed, not opposed.

I live on Globe Ave. about a block from this development. There is no convenient store for me to walk
to buy food and beverages. I welcome having a 7-eleven near by to walk to. Ireally don't like to drive
and add to our smog and traffic unless absolutely necessary.

As a Culver City home owner, resident, and neighbor I fully welcome Mr. Swerdlow's redevelopment of
this festering piece of urban decay in our neighborhood and the building of a 7-11.

Thank You,

P. Chris Grossman
4330 Globe Ave.
Culver City, CA 90230
cell: 310-545-8479
work: 310-812-2262

link to the pictures: http://chrisgrossman.com/2012.01.22/
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Williams, Joshua

From: Evalon Witt [evalon@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 4:24 PM
To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 7-Eleven on Braddock

Dear Mr. Williams

Re: Traffic Concerns With The New 7-11
Speed Humps Are Essential

I am among the minority of my neighbors who are in favor of the proposed 7-Eleven on the corner of Sepulveda
and Braddock. I have lived at 11168 Braddock (2 doors away from the site) for nearly 13 years, and I say the
neglected lot and dilapidated building are an eyesore and quite possibly a safety hazard, and T will be very
happy to see the lot developed. However, 1 do wish to stress my concerns about the traffic issues on this
particular block of Braddock (11100), issues that will no doubt be exacerbated by the new 7-Eleven.

In the mornings, there are swarms of kids walking to school on this street, and in the afternoons, they are
coming back for Taco Bell (or in the future, for this new 7-Eleven), or to get home, or to the bus, or towhatever.
Frequently kids J-walk on this 11100 block. And, also, there are many cars and trucks driving down this stretch
of Braddock, and often I see vehicles exceed 50 mph to make that signal at Sepulveda. This kind of speeding
doesn’t occur on the next block over (the 11200) because that block has speed humps.

Of all the blocks in Culver City, this is the one that needs the speed humps! Not only do I see parents racing
down/up this street to get their kids to school on time, but, also, the high school student parking lot lets out on
Harter, and many young drivers are then racing (as young drivers frequently do!) on Braddock to get to school
or to make that signal at Sepulveda. And frequently there are vans and trucks parked on Braddock near where
the 7-Eleven will be, and so it is very difficult to see what cars or trucks or buses might be coming toward
Sepulveda, racing to make the light.

Now that this new working business will be in place with 12 on-site parking spaces and all the pedestrian traffic
it will attract (and a large part of that will be school kids) — added to the considerable congestion we already
have with Taco Bell, and the chaotic school traffic — now, more than ever, we need to calm the traffic on this
particular stretch of Braddock. Speed humps would be the easiest, cheapest, most effective way to achieve this
goal. I say it is essential and long overdue. I ask (beg) the City to take this very basic step, do the right thing, to
insure the safety of pedestrians and motorists alike.

Sincerely,

Evalon Witt

(424) 298-8292

(310) 721-0107

Speed Humps.docx
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{

Williams, Joshua

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Williams:

brian butcher <butchie_b@hotmail.com>
Thursday, February 09, 2012 2:23 PM

Williams, Joshua
7 Eleven redevelopment

As a resident of Culver City, I am writing this email to voice my support of the proposed 7 Eleven
redevelopment at Sepulveda and Braddock. I welcome the 7 Eleven at the intersection along with a brand new
building. It will be a vast improvement to the intersection and provide an excellent use for the City. I will use
the 7 Eleven to get coffee, refreshments, and groceries. Change will often have critics, though I see no reason
why this proposal should be met with disapproval. More importantly, if the developer is complying with the
zoning laws, they should have the right to proceed with their business plans. On top of that, this is a vacant lot
that would seemingly be improved if commerce (and jobs) are brought in as part of this proposal. If we can’t

rely on our legal land use rights, then we are in big trouble.

Please forward this email to all the Planning Commissioners and City Councilmen that will be involved in this

approval process.
Sincerest regards,
Brian Butcher

3316 Caroline Ave
Culver City, 90232
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Williams, Joshua

From: myerscar@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 11:55 AM
To: Williams, Joshua
Subject: 711 at Braddock and Sepulveda

Dear Mr Williams and City of Culver City, | am writing to you in support for the proposed 7-Eleven at the corner of
Braddock and Sepulveda. This business is a positive addition to our city and it's location is a great choice. close enough
to our high school which I am all in favor of. | have two high schoolers at Culver and would love for them to have access

to a 7-Eleven at this site.

Thank you,

Carole Myers

10751 Garfield Ave
Culver City CA 90230
310-501-9015

Sent from my iPhone
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{ ATTACHMENT 5
Williams, Joshua '

From: Lachoff, Kevin [Kevin.Lachoff@Grubb-Ellis.com]
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2012 4:02 PM
. To: Williams, Joshua
Subject: 4436 Sepulveda project
Attachments: 4436Sep Support Comments KL 020312.pdf

Good afternoon, Mr. Williams,

i am enclosing a letter of support for the 7-Eleven project proposed for the south east corner of Sepulveda and

Braddock.

| drive past the shuttered gas station on my way home between Downtown Culver City and the West Washington
of

Culver City and understand the project is coming before the Planning Commission next month. | hope someday (s
we can look forward to a neighborhood amenity rather than a boarded up building. Please share the attached let
with

them.

Thank you,
Kevin

Kevin R. Lachoff

Senior Associate

Grubb & Ellis Company

1100 Glendon Ave, Suite 900, Los Angeles, CA 90024
Direct: 310.235.2916 » Fax: 310.478.9478
kevin.lachoff@grubb-eillis.com

www grubb-ellis.com

CA Lict 1481846

5% Please consider the envircrmment before printing this email. Thank you.
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February 3, 2012 : via email

Dear Mr. Williams & Planning Commissioners:

I am writing you to express my support for the 7 Eleven project at Sepulveda and Braddock, which will
be in front of Planning Commission on March 14th. I'm a Culver City resident (90066 PO} and active
member in the Community, and hope that you can appreciate the merits of the project itself for several
reasons.

First, it will be a significant improvement to the current property and the intersection. | welcome the
removal of an old abandoned gas station which is an eyesore and not only serves no purpose, but drags
down the image of the neighborhood. It will be replaced with a brand new retail building that will
provide convenience for the neighborhood, improving, even modestly, its walkability, and providing its
own parking. The site is frankly too small to support many alternative uses due to today’s parking
requirements and the economics of construction vs. potential rental income.

The family that runs the few Culver City locations are working to expand their local business franchise of
clean stores. They should be commended for proposing a new store that will not have beer, wine, or
other alcohol sales. Our neighborhood, just east of West Washington, includes the 7-Eleven at
Washington & Sawtelle. Whether it's to drop off a Redbox movie, pick up tickets when the Lotto
jackpots clears $100M, or its a summer night and we walk down for an ice-cream treat, you might find
my neighbors or my family walking down the couple of blocks to our convenience store.

The other significant reason  encourage your support for the property is out of concern and respect for
property owners’ rights. Like many that will be there that night, | am very interested in making sure our
rights as property owners are protected. The Planning Commission, over the past several months, has
spent considerable time on this issue in the Accessory Structure debate {l was in support of the
Commission decisions, incidentally). Each of us can look to the zoning rules in our community and,
hopefully, rely upon them to give us a sense of what we can expect to build ourselves, and what rights
our neighbors have to huild as they choose on their property. To paraphrase Supreme Court Justice
Oliver Holmes, “Your rights end where mine begin”. With the planning that has gone into this project, |
expect the owner’s use and design is within his legal, permissible rights, and so it is unconscionable to
think that he wouldn’t be allowed to use his property as he is legally entitled.

Although | ptan on attending the hearing, [ am not sure if | will speak. I’'m concerned that if opponents
to the project are present, it may create a hostile environment for supporters. Conseguently, | would
appreciate it, if you would circulate this email to the Planning Commissioners so they are aware of my

support.
Sincerely,

Kevin Lachoff
Culver City Resident

! | believe the quote is, "The right to swing my fist ends where the other man's nose begins.”
attributed to Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr.
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Williams, Joshua

From: Jennifer Arrow [jengod@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 12:13 PM
To! Williams, Joshua; Gorham, Thomas
Subject: Please vote against the proposed 7-11

Hey, I've never emailed about a Culver City civic issue before, but I really wish you guys
would decline to put a 7-11 on the corner of Braddock & Sepulveda, across from the already
embarrassing Taco Bell drive-through. Yick! Culver City can do better, and we should all set
our sights higher, which improve quality of life and property values long term. If we need
another convenience store (and we don't), at least go for a Famima!! But let's aim higher
than convenience stores, please! Small businesses that provide a unique service to the
community would be much preferred and much more beneficial to the community. Anyway, I'd much
rather see it stay a vacant lot than become a 7-11, which is really a terrible choice for the
neighborhood and the city. Thanks for reading.

Best,

Jen Arrow

sunkist Park resident since 2005
5427 Emporia Ave. 90230
jengod@gmail . com
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Williams, Joshua

ATTACHMENT 5

From:
Sent:
To:

sam zullo [szullo@ca.rr.com]
Monday, January 30, 2012 7:43 AM

Williams, Joshua
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ATTACHMENT 5
Wiiliams, Joshua

From: Wolfberg, Shelfy

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 5:40 PM

To: 'priscagl@aol.com’

Cc: Nachbar, John; Blumenfeld, Sol; Gorham, Thomas; Williams, Joshua
Subject: RE: against7-11

Dear Dr. Gloor:

Thank you very much for your comments about the proposed 7-11 project. | am sharing your email
with Josh Williams in the Planning Division, as he is coordinating this project on behalf of the City.

Please feel free to contact him directly at: Joshua.williams@culvercity.org or by calling (310) 253-
57086.

Sincerely,

Shelly Wolfberg

Assistant to the City Manager

City of Culver City

9770 Culver Boulevard

Culver City, CA 90232

(310) 253-6008

(310) 253-6010

B4 shelly.wolfberg@culvercity.org

----- Forwarded message ----- :

From: "priscagl@aol.com" <priscagl@aol.com>

To: "Nachbar, John" <john.nachbar@culvercity.org>
Ce: "priscagl@aol.com" <priscagl@aol.com>
Subject: against7-11

Date: Mon, Jan 30, 2012 4:53 pm

I am against the 7-11 at Braddock/Sepulveda in Culver City. It doesn't fit into our city and we already have one
on Washington Blvd. We need to educate our citizens and children to eat healthy and a 7-11 with its junk
contributes to obesity epidemic in this country. Please act responsibly and don't permit the 7-11 in our
community. Thank you Dr. Prisca Gloor
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Williams, Joshua

From: Wolfberg, Shelly

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 5:34 PM

To: 'suzijoi@earthlink.net’

Cc: Nachbar, John; Blumenfeld, Sol; Gorham, Thomas; Williams, Joshua
Subject: RE: proposed 7-11 on Sepulveda/Braddock

Thank you very much for your comments about the proposad 7-11 project. I am sharing your email with Josh
Williams in the Planning Division, as he is coordinating this project on behalf of the City. Please feel free to
contact him directly at: Joshua.williams@culvercity.org or by calling (310) 253-5706.

Sincerely,

Shelly Wolfberg .
Assistant to the City Manager
City of Culver City

9770 Culver Boulevard

Culver City, CA 90232

7 (310) 253-6008

(310} 253-6010

B shelly.wolfberg@culvercity.org

From: suzijoi@earthlink.net [maitto:suzijoi@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2012 8:32 PM
To: Nachbar, John

Cc: suzijoi@earthlink.net '
Subject: proposed 7-11 on Sepulveda/Braddock

Mr. Nachbar Please do not let this 7-11 go into another Culver City neighborhood. This is against everthing that
this city is about. This city has worked for years protecting what it looks like, who is here, etc. Why let this
happen? This arrogant man, Swerdlow, that has the lease on this location, can easily get another major company
to rent this space if Culver is so desperate for the funding. His web site shows he deals with all sorts of
companies, perhaps a Subway would be acceptable by the people. Anything but a dirt bag magnet such as 7-11.
The people here do not want this. Do you live near a 7-117 Do your children attend the schools here? Why ruin
this amazing city with this? Please do not let this happen!
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Williams, Joshua

From: robert ishida [robishida@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2012 5:39 PM
To: Williams, Joshua

Cc: aswerdlow@equitasinvestments.com
Subject: Sepulveda & Braddock Project

Dear Mr. Williams:

I am aware that a proposed 7 Eleven project at Sepulveda & Braddock will be in front of Planning Commission
on Feb 8th. I would like to offer my SUPPORT of this project as it will improve a corner that has long been a
blight to the community. Culver City needs new development and especially at this intersection. I am confused
by those opposing this project. It seems as if they prefer the ugly, vacant gas station to a newly constructed
building with a viable business. The addition of new development and of viable businesses is good for the
community and is well suited for the Sepulveda Blvd. corridor. I would appreciate you distributing this message
to the members of the Planning Commission on my behalf. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Roberto E. Ishida
12044 Beatrice St.
Culver City, CA 90230
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* Burglar Alarm » fire Alerm » Closed Cireuit TV « CardAcéess f
* Residential » Commercial » Industrial " SINCE 1953

\ PACIFIC /

January 24, 2012

Mr. Sol Blumenfeld

Community Development Director

City of Culver City

Department of Community Development
8770 Culver Bhvd,

Cutver City, CA 90232

Subject: Letter of support for proposed 7-Eleven at Sepulveda and Braddock

Mr. Blumenfeld:

Pacific Alarm Systems is located next door to the proposed 7-Eleven location and we
are in full support of the new 7-Eleven convenience store.

That location has been vacant for a very {ong time and is an eye-sore to our customers
and our staff. The vacant lot attracts graffiti and vagrants. | trust an established
company like 7-Eleven to deal with these problems effectively.

Pve seen the project plans, and 7-Eleven is going to do a very nice job of beautifying
that corner. The new building and landscaping will be a huge improvement over what is
there currently.

Furthermore, 7-Eleven will provide a place for my staff to eat and purchase convenience
Hems. Pacnﬁc Alarm Company has an on-site 24-hour call center, and my employees
would love to have a convenience store next door. Currently, there is nawhere to cat
after Taco Bell closes, and some of them cannot travel by carto the closest 24-hour
convenience store.

To reiterate, | am strongly in favor of the proposed 7-Eleven and feel it would be a huge
improvement to our community.

4444 Sepulveda Bivd, = Culver Clty Cajifornia 90230 « (310) 3906661 « (818) 782-B335 = FAX (310) 397-87%6
www.pacificalarms.com
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{ ( ATTACHMENT 5
Williams, Joshua

From: marie matahi [reremem@hotmail.com]

Sent: : Monday, January 23, 2012 9:35 PM

To: O'Leary, Micheal _

Cc: Williams, Joshua; Bryan Sanders; Brenda; phototaker@aol.com
Subject: 7-11 at 4436 Sepulveda Blvd.

Mayor O'Leary-

We are newer residents who fell in love with Culver City. For our family, Culver City is everything we could
want.
Culver City offers:

e A great atmosphere

tree lined streets

low crime

safe for kids
‘community involvement
Ballona Creek

great school district
fabulous downtown
BIKE FRIENDLY

and so much more...

Friends and family who visit us and are amazed at how Culver City has changed and become such a gem within
Los Angeles. We just grin. These are things to be proud of and for the first time feel like this is MY town.
Unfortunately, changes are in the works that truly have me disheartened. With revitalization throughout the city,
one area in my opinion is in danger of losing its charming small town feel and businesses. This is the proposal
of the 7-11 on the corner of Braddock & Sepulveda, 4436 Sepulveda to be exact.

1 love this neighborhoed. We patronize the restaurants, the vet, the printer, coffee shop, the mini market and so
much more. We bike or walk to buy groceries, to eat in downtown, to pick kids up from school etc...
I'live directly behind 4436 Sepulveda on Braddock and on the alley that borders the property. I am so deflated
with how it has come about, the design plans and most of all what it will do to the neighborhood. T see so much
more than what is taken into account concerning this proposed project and as I work from home and keep very
late hours, I have a view that no one else has on this. I can elaborate, but will share what is needed at this time.

You must [ook at the area, the businesses, the neighborhood, the streets and the community when thinking of
this project, not just at the property. I believe in development of the corner, but much more must be considered
for the welfare of residents, small businesses, and for pedestrians especially the school kids that swarm the area.
I'have 2 kids of my own. My own son was hit by a car right outside my house a year and half ago. We saw it
happen and I have seen several close calls. Traffic flow here can be very haphazard.

I am against a 7-11 here because it does not fit with the revitalization and growth of the area.

It endangers the safety of the residents, drivers and pedestrians. I will give you just two examples of many. An
exit from the 7-11 onto Braddock is in the design. A 6 foot wall would separate the alley from the 7-11 exit
with 7-11 patrons, our family backing out(our only way out) and Pacific Alarms using basically the same exit
without seeing each other, traffic or pedestrians. This alley is across from the alley Taco Bell is using for their

1 .
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drive thru and patrons exiting Ta. 3ell. There is already mass confusion i _ce and rASLTIAGHIMENE Backed
up nearly an entire block. The other...small businesses here. You have a coffee shop, restaurants, pizza place
and Taco Bell all endangered by 7-11. Instead of revitalization, we may lose real small businesses, not
franchises owned by someone. Why does downtown Culver City have predominantly only small businesses?
Why aren't there big name restaurants/chains or clothing stores? Because Culver City would not be the same.
Well, we feel the same about our neighborhood and we are Culver City too. Please do not destroy that.

7-11 never brings anything good with them for a community. It's a quick in and out place with people not
caring about creating noise or trash around the location. It also canses more traffic issues, vagrancy already a bit
of an issue, begging, crime in and around, along with trash and attraction of people who normally would never
come here.

Do not forget that there is a bus stop on the same corner within feet of the proposed front door of 7-11. This bus
is used by school kids every day along with many others. There is also a church with 2+ AA meetings everyday,
a preschool & YMCA having aftercare, camps & kids all day less than 200 feet of this location also.

There are so many reasons not to allow 7-11 at this location and many agree that even a gas station is better.

That's sad, but the ugly truth.
I do have so much more to say about being against the proposal, but if the project cannot be stopped, I have
mitigation & requests before approval including but not limited to:

STUDY. Mornings, afternoons and evening including after midnight. I see it every day and just some numbers do not
show the whole picture so video is a great tool and my rooftop is a great location if needed.

Not counting cars, but looking at the traffic pattern and how unsafe having a business on the comer of Braddock like this
flanking another already with high in & out traffic. '

Why?

Mornings...so much traffic and this will add to an already messy problem at the intersection & alley. Also pedestrian traffic
& kids going to school & bus stop.

Afternoons...already lots of pedestrians/kids in the area. The proposed exit/entrance onto Braddock will be extreme
dangerous for both peds & cars. Visibility would be extremely limits to all.

Evenings...traffic is often backed up nearly the entire block already, Taco Bell has cars in the alley acoss from the
location with people turning in and out, danger for peds too.

After midnight...there's NO traffic. NONE. No reason to be open.

Doing the traffic study would at least show that even if project can NOT be stopped, that 7-11 needs to keep with the
community aesthetics and flow. Being open after midnight would only bring people who should not or would not be in the
neighborhood.

It would also show that the design must be changed. NO entrance or exit on Braddeck. Dangerous and for residents
using both sides of the alley, they would not be able to enter or exit safely. Primarily the 2 who live on along both sides
of the alley on Braddock.

PERMIT PARKING on Braddock both below and above Sepulveda to keep both Taco Bell & 7-11 patrons off Braddock.

LIGHTING: The lighting of Taco Bell is beyond ridiculous. 13+ lights on one side including 2 bright street lights right
there bordering the property. Now add 7-11 here with their lighting and this block would be like an operating room and
esthetically unpleasing for the neighborhood.

HOURS: Hours of operation should be like other business around it. Close at 12am weekdays. Weekends possibly 2am.
This is keeping with the other businesses and in respect to the neighborhood. Neighborhood would be safer, though any
7-11 brings danger.

DESIGN: NO entrance OR exit onto Braddock. This will greatly reduce traffic problem along with safety issues. Possibly
also protecting us along the alley a bit more by keep 7-11 patrons off our side of the wall if there is no way off
the property behind the building,
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ATTACHMENT 5

TRASH: Neighborhood trash clean up. I am constantly cleaning up Taco Bell {rash from my property already
as are my neighbors. | ‘

I am truly discouraged also that 7-11 has already announced on their website the launch of their newest location
at 4436 Sepulveda and that not only is it under construction, but that it will open this spring. This shows that
they assume that you will just walk right over the residents because they hold the money. I do hope that the City
Counsel will prove them wrong. Mr. Swerdlow, the lessee of the property was very condescending at the last
neighborhood meeting and told us that he "He had 6 figures into the project already and was going to see it
through whether we liked it or not",

Please do not make our neighborhood like so many others.
Please let it continue to grow into the gem is that is beginning to shine.

Thank you for your time-
Marie Malahi

310.283.5033 cell
424.228.5144 hm
reremem(@hotmail.com
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ce. v Heol
Cole, Martin oM
IR -
From: mars.cava@verizon.net
Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2012 3:23 PM
To: Cole, Martin
Cc , mars.cava@verizon.net
Subject: 7 11 on sepulved and braddock

I am against another 7-11 since we have enough close by. It will be in my kids path from school, and my, prior
experience with 7-11 was that it brought niot only alcohol and cigarettes to teens, but homeless, criminals, and
drug dealers. It will decline the value of our property and increase traffic in an already congested corner.
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Williams, Joshua

From: Diana Remero [romerodianacarolina@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 21, 2012 8:45 PM

To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 7-Eleven development in Culver City

Dear Mr. Williams:

I am sending you this email to formally let the City know that I fully support the proposed 7-Eleven
redevelopment project at Braddock & Sepulveda. My understanding is that the property is a former gas station
that has been abandoned for several years so I am excited to hear that a new development is finally in the
works. However, since I cannot make the hearing on February 8%, I would like you to present this letter to the
Planning Commissiconers so that they are aware of my support. :

Thank you,

Diana Romero

3670 Glendon Ave #232
Los Angeles, CA 90034
(310) 922-9682
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Williams, Joshua

ATTACHMENT 5

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Williams:

knylorid@aol.com

Saturday, January 21, 2012 8:58 AM

Williams, Joshua

Proposed 7 Eleven at Sepulveda & Braddock - Culver City, CA

| understand that the 7 Eleven project will be in front of the Planning Commission on February 8th. | have considered not
aitending the meeting as these meetings can be a hostile environment for project supporters when you have some
residents respond rather emotionally in their opposition of an item. | do not understand the reason for the opposition to the
7 Eleven. Do they prefer the old gas station and auto repair better? Is their wish for the property to never be
redeveloped? It makes more sense for construct a new 7 Eleven than to maintain the existing condition. Sepulvedais a
maijor thoroughfare and | welcome their use. I also welcome the opportunity to remove a blighted, vacant gas station with
the development of a new project with new landscaping, etc. It will revitalize this dead corner. The property has been an
eyesore for many years and a new 7 Eleven represents an opportunity to change that. | trust the Planning Commission to
make the right choice and support the project. | respectfully request that you distribute this email to the Planning

Commissioners.

King regards,

Lori A. Jones

4128 Moore Street
Culver City, CA 90066
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Williams, Joshua

o ATTACHMENT 5

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Williams:

Julian Fisher [julian9085@hotmail.com]
Friday, January 20, 2012 11:36 AM
Williams, Joshua

Culver City 7-Eleven development

I wouid like to express my support for the new 7-Eleven development in Culver City at Braddock & Sepulveda. Currently
the existing site is a vacant gas station that is an extreme detriment to the community; however, the new project appears
to be a well designed building that should enhance the surrounding area and local businesses once it is complete.

Please forward this message along to the Planning Commissioners so that they have it for the upcoming meeting on

February 8th.

Best Regards,

Julian Fisher
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Williams, Joshua

From: Brenda Ramsey [bramz@verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2012 8:00 AM
To: Williams, Joshua

Cc: : Ramsey, Brenda

Subject: RE: Is another meeting scheduled?
Josh...

IMHO:

Several people have yet to receive this notice. Is this a “done deal” with the city? It is heartbreaking
to think that the city does not give a hoot about the desires of its residents/tax paying people. I havea
gut feeling that even tho there has pretty much been a majority consensus of residents rejecting this
project, that it is going to be just another copy of the traffic circle at Huntley/Braddock where there
was over 500% opposed but the city did it anyway. I noted in the flyer that there were 12 parking
spaces allocated --- where are the employees going to park - on our streets in front of our houses. We
are already inundated by trash from local store employees who eat and sleep in their cars in front of our
homes.

I tell ya, I would never try to convince someone to move into Culver City. Forty plus years ago a co-
worker kept telling me how great CC was to live in..I believed her. Today, it is a different story.

Brenda Ramsey
310 398 8483 Voice
310 990 1334 Wireless

310 391 2888 FAX
bramz@verizon.net
ramseybg@yahoo.com
hitp://mysite.verizon.net/res8zemy/brendssplace

From: Williams, Joshua [mailto:Joshua. Williams@culvercity.org]
Sent: Friday, January 20, 2012 7:42 AM

To: 'Brenda Ramsey’

Subject: RE: Is another meeting scheduled?

Hi Brenda,

Yes. On Wednesday, we (the City) sent out a Public Hearing notice for a Planning Commissicn meeting on February 8" in
Council Chambers. You should receive it soon if you haven’t already.

The meeting is before the Planning Commission who will be the decision making body on whether to approve or
disapprove the 7-Eleven application. Rather than make the decision administratively, this will give the community the
opportunity to speak before the commission and listen o the deliberations of the commissioners.

| look forward to seeing vou there.

Josh
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Williams, Joshua

From: Douglas Warner [dougie03@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2012 8:26 PM
To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 7-Eleven

Joshua,

I am very confused. I have been to all the meetings regarding the proposed 7-Eleven to be built at the corner of
Braddock & Sepulveda. At all the meetings, just about everyone voiced their disapproval of said project.

My question to you is WHY ARE WE (you guys) STILL considering this project when everyone in the
neighborhood is against it 77772 Is this really all about $$$3$$ or are all of you deaf to what has been said a these

meetings ?

Doug & Amy Warner
4461 Commonwealth Ave. resident for 23 years
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Williams, Joshua

ATTACHMENT 5

From: Allen Drucker [alliedirn@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2012 10:27 AM
To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 7-Eleven at 4436 Sepulveda

Dear Mr. Williams,
I own the properties located at 4365/4371 and 4411 Sepulveda Blvd.

We need another 7-Eleven in Culver City, like we need a hole in the
head. All it will do is attract an unwelcome element into the area and
will become a late night noise maker.

This wonderful, corner property should be acquired by the City, and
turned into a public parking lot. With the shortage of parking in this
area, a municipal parking lot is sorely needed.

Thank you,

Allen Drucker
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Williams, Joshua

From: Peter Stern [pstern2@msn.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2012 6:14 PM
To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: 7-11

Re: ASPR-P2011127
7-11 at 4436 Sepulveda Blvd.

I am very much against construction of this proposed 7-11. We have no need to bring
late night activity to our neighborhood and no need to blight our neighborhood with
unsightly store colors, ads in windows, dirty exteriors, and people hanging out in the
parking lot. ‘ '

Should there be any question about these comments, please observe the two existing
stores on Washington Blvd. We often see a need for police presence, the grounds are
filthy, and people congregate to drink liquor in the parking lots.

- Culver City has enough junk food stores and doesh't need more stores selling the same.
Please consider that this store is one block west of Culver High and facilitates poor diet
to students.

Peter Stern

4193 Le Bourget Ave.
Culver City
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Williams, Joshua ‘

From: marcelo cavalheiro [mars.t_:ava@verizon.net]
Sent: ’ Thursday, November 10, 2011 9:27 PM

To: Williams, Joshua

Subjeci: 7-11 on Braddock and Sepulveda

Josh

after the meeting | would be willing to accept a 7-11 .in the corner of Braddock and Sepulveda on the
condition of the lease having a 10 year freeze on the sales of tobacco and alcohol.

in 10 years, the sale of tobacco and alcohol would have to once again go thru a community process, with
residents in a X mile radius voting on the decision.

that would be the ultimate and genuine demonstration from 7-11 that they respect the community and would
contribute to, instead of harm the neighborhood, showing a commitment to wellness (specially) of our
children coming from the 3 local public schools taking that path going west.

marcelo
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. ( (¢ ATTACHMENT 5
Williams, Joshua :
From: Brenda Ramsey [bramz@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 7:18 AM
To: Brenda Ramsey
Subject: _ 7-11 Mtg (inconveniently) scheduled on Election Day

T was asked o post this by a very concerned neighbor.

JOSH....it seems like they purposely schedule these meetings so we are inconvenienced in one way or
another.

Please post some version of these facts.

7 -11 has scheduled a "community mtg" on election day. The Corporation

is trying to sell our neighborhood (eastern Vets Park) - that a 7-11 on Braddock
and Sepulveda will be a'win-win. From everyone | talk fo, seems like a no - no
for our family based neighborhood.

Numerous studies show that teen age cigarette smoking is significantly less
when cigareties are not sold in walking distance from home. 1am equally
concerned about alcohol being sold at that particular corner with proximity
to the schools.

As pointed out in a previous Patch article, majority of people attending the last
meeting strongly oppose the project for many reasons.

If 7-11 wanted to hear from the community - they would not be holding this
meeting on election day. People are busy enough taking time to vote and in many
cases helping getting out the vote. .

| contacted the author of the last article. If he is not covering this mtg, | will.
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Williams, Joshua | ATTACHMENT 5

From: Gorham, Thomas
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2011 12:26 PM
To: Williams, Joshua
Subject: FW: 7-11 Braddock and Sepulveda

Not sure if you got this

From: knylorid@aol.com [mailto:knylorid@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 6:45 PM

To: scott.zeidman@laslots.comksilbiger@juno.com; ssssteve@culvercitychamber.comoshua.williams@culvercity.org;
Gorham, Thomas; Nachbar, John; scott@malsin@culvercity.org; michael.olearv@culverycity.com;
christopher.armental@culvercity.org; Weissman, Andrew; Cooper, Jeffrey, Garcia, Gabe

Subject: 7-11 Braddock and Sepulveda

| wanted to voice my support for the proposed 7 Eleven at Sepulveda and Braddock. 1 think it is a good use that can
successfully operate at that location and will benefit the community. It will be a ma;or upgrade to the site and help

rejuvinate the property.
Thank you,

Lori Jones

266



o ATTACHMENT 5

Williams, Joshua

From: Janine Weiche [jweiche@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2011 9:40 AM
To: Williams, Joshua

Subject: Re: 7_eleven Proposal on Sepulveda

Dear Mr. Williams,

I just wanted you to know that my husband and I both support this proposal. Unfortunately my neighbors that
oppose this do not understand, the difficulty in putting in something where there once was a gas station. It is an
eye sore that we have lived with now for a long time. We hope this goes through, as a convenience store is
much better than what there’is now. And only a large company like 7-Eleven has the funds to do the required
clean up.

regards,

Janine & Ricard Weiche

11226 Barman Ave
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ATTACHMENT 5

Petition to STOP 7-11 @ 4436 Sepulveda

Blvd.

- Petition _mca__dwé and:
; cmnxa round -

| We the community wish to stop 7-11's proposal for 4436 Sepulveda which is contrary to the development of the area,
| safety for residents and 6,000+ school chiidren within blocks of the location.

M.>ngo: nmﬁaoﬂma

| | We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to reject the petition for an Administrative
e 7| Use Permit to sell alcohol at this location first and foremost. Among other issues that the community finds detrimental life,
R _” S redevelopment and safety to the area.

PrintedName = | Signature | Address & Phone# c |Bmall . [pate
GARY mm\m@ﬁ Lo Bngr/ 11216 BARM pw \&.Q% @m\wt.&m\ o 634y
vz Kieh | S |4 — 1 11023 Bavman N iz Suzidai © e, o /3

Meso Yosmmas; WSS Braddodk M-Dt4o  mvowhanl © Yahoo.gm| € [30[ 11
mwnerfas .N%E?% W% Bradded dr 9o @wﬂ%xmm?ﬁ@?@\% qu% A
\MN\\,% u@mbm&mw . 1397 Prafibleel By . o220 Qm% \ ’
%\\a NpY ?j et /(244 Brmoroce Ip, Gezso | masongdle Q\%ﬁ,«.\.‘ﬁ%& &Q \.\\‘\
bt St A , 8 bnd wbudo@phev.com |50/
Eove Schwid 1250 mp%&%fﬁ 10250]_schmid® amail.om | 630/}

ACRBANE T VILETAS

152 Bratpock DL, 1023y

vl edas &98?&3@@ 49_\.8.93 Jao/u

fercks Ly

102 LtnoBLApe mdws.wwﬁ

/30) Yo% - 45 24

@F@uﬁﬁw
\\w,\\g\uﬁveé\%

|1 NAD @:Emﬁ 10234

I

m&ﬁ%ﬁ@ Aol Nﬁ =

268



ATTACHMENT 5

Petition to STOP 7-11 @ 4436 Sepuiveda Bivd.,
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ATTACHMENT 5

STUP 7-11 © 4436

T

féwﬁ H M”‘tmwmmfw%%ﬁ

N
N
AN
Petition summary and We the community wish to stop 7-11's proposal ﬁo« 4436 Sepulveca which is contrary to the mm<m“ouama“ of the area,
background safety for residents and 6,000+ school children within blocks of the location.
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to reject the petition for an Administrative
Use Permit to sell alcohol at this location first and .ﬁo_,maomn Among other issues that the community finds detrimental life,
redevelopment and safety to the area.
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ATTACHMENT 5

Petition summary and
background

We the community wish to stop 7-11's proposal for 4436 Sepulveda which Is contrary o the development of the area,
safety for residents and 6,000+ school children within blocks of the focation.

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to reject the petition for an Administrative
Use Permit to sell aicohol at this location first and foremost. Among other issues that the community finds detrimental life,
redevelopment and safety to the area. _ _
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ATTACHMENT 5

R

T b f»w

Petition summary and
background

We the community wish to stop 7-11's proposal for 4436 Sepuiveda which is contrary to the development of the area,
safety for residents and 6,000+ school chiidren within blocks of the location.

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to reject the petition for an Administrative
Use Permit to sell alcohol at this location first and ﬂo_‘maomﬁ Among other issues that the community finds detrimental life,
redevelopment and safety to the area.
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i1 | foot commercial retail development for a 7-Eleven convenience store with 12 parking spaces
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ATTACHMENT 6

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-R__

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CULVER CITY,
CALIFORNIA DENYING AN APPEAL AND AFFIRMING THE PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF AN APPLICATION FOR AN
ADMINISTRATIVE SITE PLAN REVIEW, ASPR P-2011127, FOR A ONE-
STORY COMMERCIAL RETAIL DEVELOPMENT TOTALING 2,500 SQUARE
FEET AT 4436 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD IN THE COMMERCIAL GENERAL
(CG) ZONE.

(Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127)
WHEREAS, on September 22, 2011, 7-Eleven, Inc. (the "Applicant”) fited an

Administrative Site Plan Review (ASPR) application to construct a one-story, 2,500 square

(the “Project”). The Project site is described more fully as Lots 12, 13, 14, and 15 of Tract No
9111, in the City of Culver City, County of Los Angeles, State of California; and,
WHEREAS, in order. to implement the proposed Project, approval of the following
applications is required:
Administrative Site Plan Review: To ensure the Project complies with all required
standards and City ordinances and establish all onsite and offsite conditions of

approval to reflect the site features and compatibility of the proposed Project with
the uses on adjoining properties; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
the project has been determined to be Categorically Exempt pursuant to Section 15303,
Class 3, New Construction and Section 15332, Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects; and
/ WHEREAS, on March 14, the Planning Commission commenced a duly noticed public
hearing on Administrative Site Plan Review, ASF‘R P-2011127, and continued the public
hearing to May 23, 2012 for further consideration of the Project; and

WHEREAS, on May 23, 2012, after conducting a duly noticed public hearing on the

subject application, including full consideration of the application, plans, staff report,

Page 1 276




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 |

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

ATTACHMENT 6

environmental information and all testimony presented, the Planning Commission by a vote
of 5to 0, conditionally approved Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127; and

WHEREAS, on June 8, 2012, a timely appeal was filed pursuant to Culver City
Municipal Code (CCMC) Section 17.640.030 by Brenda Ramsey, Alexandra K. Mells,
Barbara Effros, Bryan Sanders, David J. Schwartz, Richard Rownak, Pam Rownak, and
Marie Malahi (“Appellants™) of the ASPR approval; and _

WHEREAS, on September 10, 2012, the City Council conducted a duly noticed
public hearing on the appeal of the Planning Commission's approval of the ASPR, fully

considering the whole administrative record, including, but not limited to, the application,

{plans, staff report, environmental information and all testimony presented, and the City

Council by a vote of __ to _ denied the appeal and affirmed the Planning Commission’s
approval of Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CULVER CITY,
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Pursuant to the foregoing recitations and the provisions of the
CCMC Section 17.540.020, the following required findings are hereby made:

A. The general layout of the project, including orientation and location of buildings,
open space, vehicular and pedestrian access and circulation, parking and
[oading facilities, building setbacks and heights, and other improvements on the
site, is consistent with the purpose and intent of this Chapter, the requirements
of the zoning district in which the site is located, and with all applicable
development standards and design guidelines.

The general layout of the Project is consistent with the applicable development
standards of the Commercial General (CG) zoning district and the Commercial Zero
Setback Overlay. The building is oriented toward Sepulveda Boulevard in order to
create a pedestrian friendly commercial streetscape, consistent with adjacent
buildings in the immediate vicinity located in the CG zone. The building has been set
back between five and six feet from the property line on Braddock Drive and ten feet

from the property line on Sepulveda Boulevard. The layout of the Project will
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ATTACHMENT 6

accommodate additional landscaping in the form of above grade planters along
Braddock Drive and a pedestrian oriented streetscape along Sepulveda Boulevard
with the inclusion of a secondary, pedestrian serving retail use delineated with
Stamped concrete or decorative pavers. The ten-foot setback along Sepulveda will
provide space for a secondary retail use. This area of approximately 350 sqg. ft. (10
feet deep by 35 feet wide) will be paved with decorative pavers or stamped concrete
and will visually designate the area for a separate retail use.

The Project will include elements designed to enhance the attractiveness of the
structure and to provide a buffer between the commercial use and abutting residential
uses. The single story, 20-foot tall building is consistent with the Code required 56 foot
height limit. The Project as redesigned, replaces the previous suburban-style of the
original submittal with building architecture unique in the neighborhood and for 7-
Eleven convenience stores in general. The secondary use will reinforce the pedestrian
orientation of the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor in the neighborhood by
activating what would otherwise be a blank commercial storefront.

The Project will include an 8-foot high wall along the rear property line with a six-foot
planter on the interior to allow for the installation of a row of tall columnar trees
designed to add additional height and to provide buffering of potential noise and light
impacts on adjacent residential uses.

The single story, 20-foot tall building is consistent with the Code required 36 foot
height limit. The Project as redesigned, replaces the previous suburban-style of the
original submittal with building architecture unique in the neighborhood and for 7-
Eleven convenience stores in general. The secondary use will reinforce the pedestrian
orientation of the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor in the neighborhood by
activating what would otherwise be a blank commercial storefront.

The Project provides a total of 12 on-site parking spaces. This will exceed the Code
required 11 parking spaces for convenience store uses. These parking spaces are
sufficient for customers and employees of the convenience store use. Loading areas
are provided through an on-site standard parking space for daytime deliveries and an
on-street loading zone located on Sepulveda Boulevard for late evening and early
morning deliveries.

Vehicular access to the site is provided through a two-way (entry and exit) driveway on
Braddock Drive and a two-way driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard. The proposed
access locations have been reviewed by the City’s traffic engineers and through a
Traffic and Pedestrian Safety Evaluation prepared by the Applicant’s traffic engineer,
as requested by the Planning Commission. The study determined that the Project’s
access points are anticipated to operate safely with regards to the movement of
vehicles and pedestrians. The Project includes clear sightlines at both driveways in

order to see oncoming vehicles and pedestrians. In addition, a restriction on left turns
for exiting vehicles from the Sepulveda Boulevard driveway is designed to reduce
conflicts between vehicles traveling north on Sepulveda Boulevard and those

attempting to travel south from the Project site.
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The architectural design of the structure and the materials and colors are
compatible with the scale and character of surrounding development and other
improvements on the site and are consistent with the purpose and intent of this
Chapter, the requirements of the zoning district in which the site is located, and
with all applicable development standards and design guidelines.

The building mass and scale are consistent with the one- and two-story commercial
structures along the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor. The Applicant
responded to staff comments and the direction of the Planning Commission with a
redesighed Project that addresses the adjacent street frontage through a unique,
contemporary design that opens onto the corner of Braddock Drive and Sepulveda
Boulevard. The revised plans retain the secondary retail use and include a second

- Sepulveda Boulevard entrance. The Project provides a sfronger architectural

statement with building materials and massing and the use of above grade planters
along Braddock Drive. The modern architectural style, color palette, and material
choice respond to the Planning Commission and community’s desire to see a unique
design that is atypical for most convenience stores.

The landscaping, including the location, type, size, color, texture, and coverage
of plant materials, provisions for irrigation, and protection of ilandscape
elements has been designed to create visual relief, complement structures, and
provide an attractive environment and is consistent with the purpose and intent
of this Chapter, the requirements of the zoning district in which the site is
located, and with all applicable development standards and design guidelines.

The proposed landscaping meets all Zoning Code requirements. The Project will
include several landscape areas designed to enhance the overall appearance of the
structure and to also provide an additional buffer between the Project and adjacent
residential uses.

The Project will include landscaping along Sepulveda Boulevard through the use of in-
ground planter areas on either side of the driveway. The planter areas will include a
mixture of shrubs, trees, and ground cover to allow for clear sightlines while providing
adequate screening of the parking area from passers-by.

The setback area abutting Braddock Drive will be planted with a mixture of ground
cover and above ground planters to compliment the building architecture.

The area abutting the building’s rear property line, adjacent to the new 8-foot high wall
aiong the 20-foot alley, wiii inciude two pianter areas — one facing the aliey and one
facing the interior of the property. The small planter area facing the alley will be
planted with growing vines, intended to cover the western face of the wall in order io

_ create visual relief and to act as a deterrent to tagging. The interior planter will be
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ATTACHMENT 6

approximately six feet wide and will be planted with tall columnar type trees, designed
to create height to the rear wall and visual refief from the property interior. The trees
will serve as an additional buffer to noise and light spillage onto the residential
properties located to the east.

Overall, the landscaping improvements will complement the overall appearance of the
Project and serve to reduce buffer impacts on adjoining properties.

The design and layout of the proposed project will not interfere with the use and
enjoyment of neighboring existing or future development, will not result in
vehicular or pedestrian hazards, and will be in the best interest of the public
health, safety, and general welfare. '

The proposed location of the Project is at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Braddock Drive, along the commercial corridor of Sepulveda Boulevard which is .
characterized by small, single story retail and restaurant storefronts. As designed the
Project will not result in conflicts with uses in the adjacent residential neighborhood or
commercial area. The Project has been designed to conform to all applicable
provisions of the Commercial General (CG) Zone, the Commercial Zero Setback
Overlay and all City development standards. The secondary use will reinforce the
pedestrian orientation of the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor in the
neighborhood by activating what would otherwise be a blank commercial storefront.

The Project will include two access driveways to the parking lot through a two-way
driveway on Sepulveda Boulevard and a two-way driveway on Braddock Drive. Each
driveway has been designed according to City standards in order to provide clear
sightlines for cross traffic from vehicles and pedestrians. A sign restricting left tums
will be included at the Sepulveda Boulevard driveway in order to prevent vehicles from
crossing multiple lanes of northbound traffic to access the southerly travelling lanes. In
addition, the driveway at Braddock Drive has been moved an additional three feet to
the west in order to create greater separation from the access driveway for the
adjacent alley. Any landscaping at driveway locations will not interfere with sight lines
of exiting drivers to ensure vehicular and pedestrian safety.

The Project is in the best interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare as it
will result in the redevelopment of a vacant gas station located along the Sepuiveda
Boulevard commercial corridor. The gas station has been vacant since December
1998. All underground storage tanks have been removed and the remediation of soil
and monitoring has been completed, pursuant to records from the State of California.
The Project will help to revitalize the dormant corner which presently remains unused.

The existing or proposed public facilities necessary to accommodate the
[ TR ST SR S [P S\ S P P PR P [ T PSR!
proposeqa project (€.4., Tire prowcilion aevices, palkwaya, public utitities,
sewers, sidewalks, storm drains, street lights, traffic control devices, and the
width and pavement of adjoining streets and alleys) will be available to serve the

subject site.
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ATTACHMENT 6

The existing and proposed public service facilities necessary to accommodate the
Project such as: the width and pavement of the adjoining streets, traffic control
devices, sewers, storm drains, sidewalks, street lights, police protection, fire protection
devices, and public utilities are provided for adequately as confirmed by the City
agencies that reviewed the Project during the interdepartmental review process.

The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable
specific plan.

The Project is consistent with the General Plan’s General Corridor Land Use
designation which allows a range of small-to-medium-scale commercial uses, with an
emphasis on community-serving retail to which patrons often travel by car. The
designation is characterized by areas with a two to-three story height limit, recognizing
its proximity to residential neighborhoods. The Project will provide for a new
community serving retail use that will provide for the revitalization of a commercial
corridor through new development on a currently vacant gas station site, which is
consistent with Objective 6 of the General Plan Land Use Element.

The Project is located within the Sepulveda Boulevard Area Improvement Pian (AIP)
where the City has installed a number of pedestrian oriented improvements including
new benches and trash receptacles, bicycle racks, new street trees and feather grass
planters intended to support the ongoing revitalization of the Sepulveda Corridor,
which has seen improvements to commercial facades and the introduction of new
businesses that have provided pedestrian amenities such as outdoor dining and
planter boxes. The inclusion of a pedestrian orienfed use along the Sepulveda
Boulevard street front and the orientation of the building towards the street and the
inclusion of a secondary retail use will encourage greater interaction between
pedestrians and the Project and be consistent with the revitalization of the Sepulveda
corridor. '

The application does not include any variances or request to amend the General Plan,
Redevelopment Plan or Zoning designation.
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ATTACHMENT 6

SECTION 2. Pursuant to the foregoing recitations and findings, the City
Council of the City of Culver City, California, hereby approves Administrative Use Permit,
AUP P-2009009112, subject to all conditions of approval contained in Planning Commission

Resolution No.P2012-003 dated May 23, 2012.

APPROVED and ADOPTED this 10" day of September, 2012.

ANDREW WEISSMAN, Mayor
City of Culver City, California

ATTESTED BY: APPRO D TO AS FORIVI

MARTIN COLE, City Clerk ﬁlm ¥OL SCFIWAB, Sty Attorney

A12-00729
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ATTACHMENT 7

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-R___

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CULVER CITY,
CALIFORNIA GRANTING AN APPEAL AND REVERSING THE PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF AN APPLICATION FOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE
SITE PLAN REVIEW, ASPR P-2011127, FOR A ONE-STORY COMMERCIAL
RETAIL DEVELOPMENT TOTALING 2,500 SQUARE FEET AT 4436
SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD IN THE COMMERCIAL GENERAL (CG) ZONE.

(Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127)
WHEREAS, on September 22, 2011, 7-Eleven, Inc. (the “Applicant”) filed an

Administrative Site Plan Review (ASPR) application to construct a one-story, 2,500 square
foot commercial retail development for a 7-Eleven convenience store with 12 parking spaces
(the “Project’). The Project site is described more fully as Lots 12, 13, 14, and 15 of Tract No
9111, in the City of Culver City, County of Los Angeles, State of California; and,
WHEREAS, in order to implement the proposed Project, approval of the following
applications is required:
Administrative Site Plan Review: To ensure the Project complies with all required
standards and City ordinances and establish all onsite and offsite conditions of

approval to reflect the site features and compatibility of the proposed project with
the uses on adjoining properties; and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines,
the Project has been determined to be Categorically Exempt pursuant to Section 15303,
Class 3, New Construction and Section 15332, Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects; and

WHEREAS, on March 14, the Planning Commission commenced a duly noticed public
hearing on Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127, and continued the public
hearing to May 23, 2012 for further consideration of the Project; and

WHEREAS, on May 23, 2012, after conducting a duly noticed pubiic hearing on the

subject application, including full consideration of the application, plans, staff report,

1
Page 283




10

"1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21 |

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

ATTACHMENT 7

environmental information and all testimony presented, the Planning Commission by a vote
of 5to 0, conditionally approved Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127; and

WHEREAS, on June 8, 2012, a timely appeal was filed pursuant to Culver City
Municipal Code (CCMC) Section 17.640.030 by Brenda Ramsey, Alexandra K. Mells,
Barbara Effros, Bryan Sanders, David J. Schwartz, Richard Rownak, Pam Rownak, and
Marie Malahi (“Appellants™) of the ASPR approval; and

WHEREAS, on September 10, 2012, the City Council conducted a duly noticed
public hearing on the appeal of Planning Commission's approval of the ASPR, fully
considered the whole administrative record, including, but not limited to, the application,
plans, staff report, environmental information and all testimony presented, and the City
Council by a vote of ___to _ granted the appeal and reversed the Planning Commission’s
approval of Administrative Site Plan Review, ASPR P-2011127.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CULVER CITY,
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Pursuant to the foregoing recitations and the provisions of the

CCMC Section 17.540.020, the following required findings can not be met to approve the

| Administrative Site Plan Review:

[Findings to be inserted consistent with City Council deliberations.]

i1

i1

—
—
—
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ATTACHMENT 7

SECTION 2. Pursuant fo the foregoing recitations and findings, the City

Council of the City of Culver City, California, hereby denies Administrative Site Plan Review,

ASPR P-2011127.

ATTESTED BY: APPROVED TO

APPROVED and ADOPTED this 10™ day of September, 2012.

ANDREW WEISSMAN, Mayor
City of Culver City, California

A12-00729

MARTIN COLE, City Clerk ) ; CAR%’Z‘SCHWAB, City Attorney ~

Page 3 285







Plannmg Comuussion Minutes
AITREAERT 8

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director, introduced .
the item noting that the project would have qualified for
an administrative site plan review subject to the decision
of the Director, but due to the high level of public
interest in the item, it was referred to the Planning
Commission for consideration, and he reported on the amount
of time spent with the applicant to redesign the project to
be compatible with the area.

Staff provided a summary of the material of recorxd.

Thomas Gorham, Planning Manager, discussed conditions of
approval intended to address concerns raised at community

meetings.

A discussion ensued between staff and Commissioners
regarding police department input on transient issues;
clarification that the company would build a store that
would be run by a franchisee; whether the franchisee had
other stores in the-area; ingress and egress; Conditions of
Approval 61-63; the "outdoor retail component tenant;
responsibilities of the applicant; the secondary retail
use; hours of operation; opening of the operation;
additional traffic generated by the 7-11; parking provided;
concerns with impacts to the intersection; ITE codes; and
turnover of cars in the parking lot.

Chair Pleskow invited public comment.

The following members of the audience addressed the
Commission:

Brian Silverra, Catherman Company, discussed work to
satisfy concerns of staff and the neighborhood; he provided
a presentation on the project; and he requested a revision
to Conditions 61-63 to enable 7-11 to operate the outside

space.

At the request of Commissioner Kuechle, Mr. Silverra made
the materials board available for viewing.

ARaron Swardlow, the developer, provided background on
himself, discussed the challenge of corner lots; size
restraints; limited uses; small, standalone corners; the
history of the project; efforts to maximize functionality
and efficiency; and finding an operator that can succeed at

the location.
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-Phil Watersani, potential franchisee for the store,
discussed how 7-11 franchises are run; mitigating concerns;
the operation of his current store at Sepulveda and
Berryman; and community support. .

A discussion ensued between Commissioners and the speaker
regarding length of time that Mr. Watersani has run the
Berryman and Sepulveda store; his experience running 7-11
stores; operation of the outside area; the number of
employees; peak hours; the number of cars in the parking
lot; daily customer volume; employee parking; withdrawal of
the AUP for alcohel; clarification that they have no intent
to apply to sell alcohol in the future; potential alcohol
sales at the Berryman location; and the lease.

David Savan, LendLease, discussed parking issues; trip
generation numbers; average length of customer visits; the
number of parking stalls; and City parking requirements.

Chair Pleskow asked about usage of the handicapped parking
spaces; the use of spaces for eniployee parking; peak
parking; and actual number of spaces available.

Marie Melahey discussed traffic issues; expressed concern
that a proposed wall would reduce visibility and make it
difficult for her to get in and out of her driveway; she
discussed employee parking in the neighborhood; pedestrian
traffic; incompatibility with the neighborhood;
revitalization of the neighborhood; and vagrants in the

area.

Kevin Coda discussed traffic issues in the area; impacts of
the proposed project; the fact that the study was done when
Taco Bell was closed for rehabilitation; he expressed
concern with the possibility that they could apply for a
permit to sell alcohol in the future; he questioned whether
the school board had provided input; discussed sales of
cigarettes and junk food; hours of operation; the number of
other 7-11s in the area; and he recommended denying the

application.

Alan Silverman expressed support for the project; discussed
the traffic study; the Taco Bell; the number of school
children walking in the area; length of time that the lot
has been vacant; efforts of the developers to meet
community standards; Jjobs created; tax revenue to the
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community; benefits of a well-lit, well-maintained
business; and potential benefits to the community.

Laurie Jones expressed support for the 7-11; discussed the
length of time the lot has been vacant; and redevelopment

of the parcel.

Ed Agosta, architect, provided background on himself; he
felt the project was wrong for the site; he asserted that
7-11 was not a quality business; and he asked that the

Commission not approwve the project.

Rita Rich indicated that she had submitted written comments
for the record.

Chair Pleskow squested that those comments be distributed
to Commissioners and added to their packets.

Richard Rownak expressed opposition to the proposed 7-11;
he discussed affordable housing; whether opportunities to
develop the parcel were missed; he expressed concern that
.the City might not have a choice in the matter; concern
about the use of the alley by Taco Bell as a drive through;
concern that the story changed each time the matter was
considered; he discussed conflict vs. impact; and he asked
that the development be rejected.

Alexandra Mills expressed concern with traffic impacts;
effects on children; comments by the police department on
“transients; and the creation of a blind corner.

Helen Pinkston discussed the growth of the City; expressed-
concern with traffic; she questioned whether the schools in
the area had been considered; she discussed issues with
Taco Bell; and expressed concern with adding another high

impact business to the area.

Brian Butcher indicated a desire to move into the area and
expressed for support for having a 7-11 on the corner.

Rob Catherman read an email he received from former
Councilman Ed Little in support of the proposed 7-11

project.

Marcelo Caballerc provided background on himsélf; discussed
repeat offenders and those who do not go back  to prison;
pro-social places and anti-social places in communities; he
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reported that when he moved to Culver City he‘'specifically
looked for a place away from anti-social places; he
expressed concern for his children who attend the nearby
school; he referenced a study on teens and smoking; and he
asked that a pro-social development be put at the locaticn

instead.

Barbara Schwartz felt that the 7-11 was an inappropriate
business for that location; expressed concern with traffic;
reported serving on the Culver City Disability Committee;
expressed concern with effects to schools in the area and
with anti-social elements potentially attracted by the 7-
11; pointed out that studies were done during the summer
when Taco Bell was c¢losed and school was not in session;
she discussed accidents at Braddock and Sepulveda; she
referred to a study by the American Cancer Society about
incidences of smoking and the availability of cigarettes in’
walking distance; and she felt the stcre would be a danger
to the community. :

Brian Sanders expreéssed opposition to the project; agreed
with previously raised concerns; pointed out that there was
a mini-mart close by; noted that there are five other 7-11s
in the City; he expressed concern with impacts to schools
in the area and making cigarettes more readily available;
he commented on zoning and the legal threats made to the
City; and he suggested creating an overlay for the area.

Aaron Swardlow discussed the difficulty of developing that
lot; pointed out that the project was in compliance with
zoning; he asserted that it was a viable project; and he
discussed the length of time that the lot had been vacant

and reascons for the long~term wvacancy.

A representative from 7-11 reported that they were very
strict and had a program in place to prevent the sale of
cigarettes to minors. T

MOVED BY COMMISSIONER KUECHLE, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
TIGGS AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, THAT THE PLANNING COMMI SSION
CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING.

Commissioner Kuechle disclosed that he had met the
developer at an event several weeks ago before he had
gotten any information on the project.

Discussion ensued between staff and the Commission
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regarding vehicle counts; clarification regarding rights of
the Commission to deny the project; granting a conditicnal
approval to mitigate impacts; impacts that are unable to be
mitigated; the site plan review; evaluating the design, '
layout, and landscaping; clarification that the project can
not be judged as to whether to not it is a good use; the
change of use for the site; safety concerns; ingress and
egress; conflicts with Taco Bell traffic; student
pedestrian traffic; wisibility; blind alleys; clear vision
zone requirements; specified trees; the Taco Bell use;
reconfiguration of the drive through; monitoring of noise
issues; clarification that traffic studies do not look at
accident conditions; limiting access to the driveway; U-
turns; whether the site has been thoroughly examined
regarding accident potential; the impact of the development
on the current situation; the outdoor pedestrian-friendly
component; trash pick-up; clarification that there are no
special cofniditions for the Taco Bell; honoring conditions
of approval; employee parking; a suggestion to require
employees to park on ‘site; the architectural component;
clarification that pédestrians are not usually included in
the traffic study; permit parking on Braddock; the parking
ordinance; parking ratios; establishing more restrictive
standards; pedestrian traffic; clarification that
recognized safety issues are separate from levels of
service and trip generation; separating the alley and the
driveway; curbcuts; the pedestrian study; incremental
increases generated by the project; impacts to levels of
service; concern with making the finding that the completed
project will not result in a pedestrian or vehicular
hazard; concern that when the traffic counts were done Taco
Bell was not open; a request to have staff examine whether
a pedestrian hazard would be created; reexamining
ingress/egress on Braddock; a proposed mitigation to
prohibit right turns out of the driveway to limit potential
conflicts; the importance of establishing corner lots in
the City; pushing parking to the front of the site; the
secondary use; similarities to other buildings on the
Street; design findings; landscaping to cover the building;
maintaining the landscaping; building.a good structure that
doesn’t have to be covered; the wall toward the alley;
concern with the traffic going out onto Braddock;
acknowledgement that the site is tough to access; a request
for more information on the traffic and a better design
archetecturally; the need to demonstrate that ingress and
egress out of the site is safe; potential conflicts with
high trip rates; Conditions 61-63; a request for more
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clarification on how the exterior area would be run:
requiring the exterior area to open at the same time as the
-store opens; concern that the outside area will be an after
thought; concern that there be a specific plan that is
integrated to the inside of the store; whether the outside
area will become a dining area; concern with attracting a
negative element; concern for the neighbors; conducting a
pedestrian gap study; vehicle code requirements; the
traffic study and the use of the alley; whether alley
traffic was considered in the study; clarification that the
project is not expected to impact alley traffic as the
project does not take access from the alley; moving the bus
stop from in front of the tanning parlor; the number of
buses that stop there each day; the transportation
department decision to move the bus stop; and capital costs
to move the bus stop on Braddock.

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director, summarized
issues discussed which included: traffic; a request for a
look at traffic generated with respect to the school;
confirmation as to whether or not studies are accurate with
respect to Taco Bell not operating at the time; a request
that pedestrian safety related aspects relative to the
~ schools and traffic be studied; traffic relative to the bus
stop; reforming Conditions 61-63 to ensure that the outside
arca doesn’t become a nuisance; design questions for the
applicant to study further; he observed that Commissioners
seemed satisfied with locational changes and pushing the
building forward; and he observed that there were

architectural issues rather than site planning issues.

Additional discussion ensued between staff and
Commissioners regarding a request that staff look at trash
pick up conditions and require employees to park on site;
design comments; concern with the six findings the
Commission needed to make; finding B and finding D;
evaluating site lighting; concern with properly lighting
the property 24 hours per day in order to be safe and also
not be intrusive to the neighbors; procedures for
continuing the item; the need for technical data; and
clarification that if the applicant does not want to
address issues the Commission would have to make a decision

on the matter as it ' stands.

Brian Silverra, The Catherman Company, asked for 30 days to
address issues.
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olo

Item PH-Z2

{(Continued from March 14, 2012)

Administrative Site Plan Review (ASPR P-2011-127) -
7-Eleven To allow the developmeéent of a one story retail
building with 2,500 square feet of floor area and 12 on-
site parkihg spaces located at 4436 Sepulveda Boulevard

Staff provided a summary of the material of record.
The applicant provided a presentation on the project.

A discussion ensued between staff and Commissioners
regarding a Santa Monica 7-11; other pedestrian oriented
retail uses; conforming with corporate guidelines; the
secondary or exterior retail use; tenanting the space;
interested parties; the franchisee; allowing a reascnable
amount of time to procure a lease for the outside space;
and clarification that the driveway is not narrower, rather
the driveway was moved three feet to the west to
accommodate the planter.

Chair Pleskow invit%d public comment.

The following members of the audience addressed the

. Commission:

An unidentified gentleman expressed opposition to the
project; concern with alcohel and tobacco sold near
schools; he did not like the architecture; and he expressed
skepticism regarding the emphasis on healthy food.

Richard Rownak expressed concern with sound system issues;
felt that moving the bus stop was unnecessary; questioned
why businesses were moved at Centinela and Washington so
the land could stand empty; he felt the area could have
been used as a parking lot; he expressed opposition to the
7-11 and the outside retail use; felt that landscaping
would not be maintained; he wanted to see laws that
prchibited 24 hour businesses near residences; he felt that
the City needed to get ahead of projects; and he noted that
while the project might be legal, no one in the
neighborhood supported it.

Maureen Malahey expressed concern with traffic in the
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alley; she felt that she was not given enough time to
present information; she indicated that she had been video
taping the corner for the past month with a camera on the
top of her house; she felt the study was inadequate;
expressed concern with pedestrian safety; discussed the two
bus stops in the area; expressed concern with employee
parking; she did not like the design; and she discussed
accidents on the corner.

Ross Hawkins discussed the population of the City and the
number of 7-1ls in the City; he felt the proposed 7-11 was
too close to homeowners and the school; and he discussed
-school traffic and traffic on Sepulveda Boulevard.

Alexandra Mills expressed concern with creating a blind
corner; wanted to see another study done when children are
present; expressed concern with pedestrian safety;
acknowleddged that the City wanted the tax income; expressed
concern with parking tickets and with effects to small
businesses in the area; and she wanted to see a ¢green space
or a parking lot on the site instead.

Mark Tatnell spoke on behalf of Brian Tanners expressing
opposition to the project; wanted to see the right project
on the site; reported previous requests for a specific use
plan for the Sepulveda Commercial Corridor; he expressed
his own views that traffic was an issue; concern with
attracting transients in the area; employée and customer
parking in the neighborhood; amd litter and trash issues.

A woman spoke expressing opposition te the project; she
felt the traffic study was inadequate; expressed concern
with.alley trafific; discussed a Culver City parking lot
near Waterloo; and she suggested that the area be used as a

parking lot.

Discussion ensued between staff, Commissioners and audience
members regarding when the parking study was conducted; bus
stops in the area; site distance at the intersection; the
No Right Turn on Red restriction; the diagonal cut off;
sight distances; the handicapped ramp; the addendum study
for safety; the ability of motorists to cut through the
site; the current plan to have the 7-11 open without
selling alcohol; whether there -are future plans to sell
alcohol; clarification that there would be a discretionary
review process if the store applied to sell alcohol in the
future; the two-way access point; adjacency of the alley to
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the site; and alley traffic.

Brian Estrada, Arcane Engineering Group, clarified that
video surveillance was used for the study.

Discussion ensued between Commissioners, staff and the
applicant regarding traffic flow; clarification that there
would be a No Left Turn sign; traffic enforcement; concern
that personal experience does not jibe with the study; the
. gap study; pedestrian measurement; traffic numbers going

east and west; the Taco Bell driveway and the proposed
project driveway; availability of the video foatage; the
Braddock Traffic Control project; the parking study;
adverse impacts to the intersection; how many cars a
parking space can serve in one hour; and clarification that
parking is based on the City code.

Additional discussion ensued between staff and
.Commissioners regarding trips per peak hour; AM peak vs. PM
_peak; ITE trip generation rates; comparable 7-1ls; traffic
at the intersection; the level of service designation for
the intersection; the ability of the City to get involved
with the property through condemnation; public parking on
the site; the development of other properties in the City
for parking; tax increment; the state abolishment of
redevelopment; the City’s parking ordinance; penalty
provisions available in the zoning ordinanhce; non-
compliance and code enforcement; revocation/modification
provisions; appropriate use of the site; the ability of the
Commission to make findings; constraints of the Commission;
the appropriate basis for disapproval; sufficient parking
for the project; weighing the credibility of evidence
presented; clarification that a parking study was not
conducted; the traffic study and the follow-up gap study;
different requirements for different uses; the parking
ratio; and ways to study parking usage.

Further discussion ensued between staff, Commissioners and
applicant representatives regarding observed parking
studies; observing other 7-11s; the conservative nature of
ITE rates; when the item would go before the City Council;
and the time frame for completion of the project.

E discussion ensued between staff and Comrissioners
regarding concern with traffic at the intersection; the
Braddock Avenue Traffic Calming Project; the videos:;
concern that observations of the intersection do not match
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the parking study; instant traffic jams; traffic consultant
recommendations; a suggestion that remedies be specified in
advance for use if issues arise; the consistency of the
project with zoning; appreciation that there will be no
street vending;  appreciation for the expansion of the
radius for trash pick up; concern with being able to make
the finding that the project is in the best interests of
the neighborhood; concern with the treatment of the store
as two separate stores; concern that the secondary use
would open after the primary use; the timeline for opening:
height of the structure; adherence to the parking
ordinance; pedestrian safety; landscaping; concern with
conditions of approval 63-65; the design component; the
commercial corridor; length of time the site has been
vacant; whether 7-11 is a crime magnet; appreciation to
staff for getting police department input and the survey of
other 7-11s; public facilities; consistency with the
General Plan and the Sepulveda AIP; and anecdotal evidence
vs. video evidence. - '

Chair Pleskow reported being in contact with the applicant
about the design of the project; he discussed addressing
the corner with a secondary entry; agreement that the
secondary use should be open when the store opens;
lighting; and how the building sits with the neighbors.

Additional discussion ensued between the applicant and
Commissioners regarding two points of entry; safety
concerns; the lighting issue; and orienting the entrance to

the parking lot.

Aaron Swardlow, the developer, reported previous work with
the 7-11 corporation; discussed points of access; security
issues; visibility to monitor access points; and the
careful evaluation of 7-11 regarding dcuble access.

Further discussion ensued between staff and Commissioners
regarding whether it is possible to review traffic videos
before making a decision; issues with prohibiting left
turns; traffic patterns most likely to occur; issues with
conducting traffic studies on a single day:; concern that
delaying the decision would not change anything; concern
that the intersection would freeze up on a reqular basis;
support for the integrity of the traffic engineer; whether
red boxes are prohibited; sub-tenanting; staff approval;
the lack of a material board; concern that the rendering is
not entirely accurate; rewording Condition 64; spot zoning;
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and hard data vs. anecdotal evidence.

Commissioner Kuechle provided corrections to typographical

errors; support for eliminating the words “six month” in

paragraph 64; support for adding a specific requirement

regarding the shrubs; and a correction to paragraph 68
regarding chairs, benches and tables.

Vice Chair Wyant wanted stronger language to make it clear
that if there are traffic issues there is a planned

recourse to limit the traffic flow and he felt the existing
Right Turn Only on to Braddock would be violated regularly.

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director, noted that
the Commission could require a 6 or 12-month review after
the business is open regarding conformance of traffic or
parking conditions with the approved project and the
modification provisions in the zoning ordinance would be.
referenced; discussed tools to show the teeth in the
condition; and he noted that the Commission could include a
provision that staff would work to come up with a mutually
acceptable solution relative to parking and traffic as
required.

Further discussion ensued between staff and Commissioners
regarding limiting directions people can turn; upsetting
people in the neighborhood with increased traffic:;
motorists taking the path of least resistance; the City
reservation of the right to make changes at driveways;
prohibiting exiting from the driveway; the traffic study;
the gap study for pedestrian crossing; clarification that
the traffic consultant did not see problems that would lead
to an untenable situation; options to address issues;
limiting exiting of the driveway to one direction; making a
one-way right turn into the driveway on Braddock:; examining
options if a problem develops and adding language to that
effect; adding a materials board; the critical nature of
proper execution of the design; encouragement to work out
the details and work with a capable contractor;
clarification that conditions are in place; concern that
execution of the project might not be consistent with what
was reviewed by the Commission; clarification that the City
generally doesn’t monitor outside projects like this;
recourse for delivering a different project than was
represented; Planning Department functions vs. Building
Department functions; ensuring the project stays on track;
the techmnical nature of the projects vs. other projects;
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the details and execution of the project; quality of the
contractor; City inspectors; and inspecting over the course

of construction.

Sol Blumenfeld, Community Development Director, summarized
conditions from the Commissioners including adding a
condition (70) to review within six months and one-year
after occupancy for conformance to parking and circulation
requirements identified in the traffic study and work with
the applicant to devise mutually acceptable solutions; in
the event that the project fails to operate relative to
traffic study requirements the matter shall be set for
public hearing for revocation and modification; the
materials board requirement will be required with a review
of the scrim and lighting concerns included as a condition
with staff involvement in the inspection during the
construction of the project to make sure it comports with
the approved plans; inspection of the design; wording to
omit seating outdoors except as approved under the AUP if
there is outdoor dining; modification of condition 64
relative to the six month concern to indicate at occupancy
instead; changing the term from secondary retail use to
outdoor retail component; maintaining landscaping; and he
agreed to notify the Commission if there were any issues.

MOVED BY CHAIR PLESKOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER TIGGS AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED THAT WITH RESPECT TO ADMINISTRATIVE
SITE PLAN REVIEW ASPR P-2011-1-7 CONTINGENT UPON INCLUDING
ALI: THE CONDITIONS OUTLINED ABRCVE THAT THE PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVE THY APPLICATION.

oQo

Consent Calendar

Item C-1

Secretary’s Report

MOVED BY COMMISSIONER KUECHLE, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
TIGGS AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECEIVE AND FILE THE REPORT OF THE SECRETARY REGARDING
POSTING OF THE AGENDA FOR THIS MEETING.

olo
Items from Staff
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culver city
== seChamiper

Playing a leading role in our community

Mayor Andrew Weissman and members of the City Council
City of Culver City

Culver City Hall

P.O. Box 507

Culver City, CA. 90232-0507

[TEM: 7/Eleven Store

Dear Mayor Weissman and Members of the City Council,

The Culver City Chamber Board of Directors is in support of the Planning Comission’s
5-0 vote to approve the proposed development at the corner of Sepulveda Blvd. and
Braddock Dr.

A vacant gas station for nearly 14 years is not a benefit to anyone, for the overall success
of Culver City. The size of the lot restrains development opportunities as well as the
traffic counts the city realizes on for their approval. While the proposal will bring many
vehicles to the development it will in itself not attract additional vehicle traffic to the
surface streets in the area by the nature of the proposal.

The open process the city used during the nearly two period shows to us the public out
reach used worked to the betterment of the entire project by including many suggestions
from the commission and public.

The reason’s stated above are but a few of the considerations the Chamber Board
discussed in it’s determination of supporting the Planning Commission’s decision to
approve the development. It is our desire that the Culver City Council deny the appeal
that is in front of you on September 10, 2012.

Sincerely, — >

President/CE

Cc:

Board of Directors
Fawad Ursani
John Nachbar

Sol Blumenfeld
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