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CITY OF INDIO 
Agenda  

City Council 
150 Civic Center Mall 

Indio, California 
 

 

 

May 1, 2019 
 
 

MISSION STATEMENT 
 

THE CITY OF INDIO’S PUBLIC SERVANTS PROVIDE OUTSTANDING MUNICIPAL SERVICES TO ENHANCE THE 
QUALITY OF LIFE FOR OUR RESIDENTS, VISITORS AND THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY 

 
CLOSED SESSION 

CITY COUNCIL  
4:30 p.m. 

1.  CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Lupe Ramos Amith 
Mayor Pro Tem Glenn Miller 
Councilmember Elaine Holmes 
Councilmember Waymond Fermon  
Councilmember Oscar Ortiz 
 
2.  PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
This is the time set aside for public comment.  If you wish to speak, please complete a “request to speak” form and limit your 
comments to three minutes (forms are located in the lobby of the Council Chamber). If the total time of comments extend 
beyond 30 minutes, the Mayor may defer further public comments for items Not on the Agenda until the end of the Agenda. 
 
3.  ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION to consider: 

 
a. Conference with Legal Counsel, Existing Litigation, Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1); La 

Quinta Polo Estates Association v. City of La Quinta, et. al., Riverside Superior Court Case No. 
PSC 1900574 
 

b. Conference with Real Property Negotiators, Government Code Section 54956.8; 79370 Varner 
Road (APN’s 607-251-024, 607-251-025, and 607-230-027); City of Indio Negotiator; Mark Scott, 
City Manager; Negotiating Parties: Unicars Honda; Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of 
payment 
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JOINT REGULAR MEETING  
CITY COUNCIL / INDIO WATER AUTHORITY 

5:00 p.m. 
 

1.  CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Lupe/President Ramos Amith 
Mayor Pro Tem/Vice President Glenn Miller 
Councilmember/Commissioner Elaine Holmes 
Councilmember/Commissioner Waymond Fermon  
Councilmember/Commissioner Oscar Ortiz 
Youth Advisory Councilmember 

 
2.  INVOCATION 
 
The City Council does not endorse the content of the invocation and does not endorse the invocational speaker’s particular 
faith, belief and/or religious denomination.  The City Council does not engage in any prior inquiry, review of, or involvement in, 
the content of the invocation, except to request the speaker to refrain from using the invocation as an opportunity to attempt to 
convert others to a particular faith or to disparage any faith or belief and for the speaker to face the City Council.  The City 
Council has an established neutral policy for selecting and scheduling invocational speakers.  The City Clerk will make the 
Council’s policy on invocations available upon request for public inspection and copying. 
 
3.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
4.  YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL 
 
Licett Alvarado, Bexy Campos-Lagunas, Denise Campos-Lagunas, Andrew Cervantes, Ashley 
Gonzalez, Jade Heredia Salas, Johnny Perezchica, Orikzelt Miranda, Diana Rodriguez, Jose Sicairos, 
Rogelio Torres, Tania Valdez-Lopez 
 
5.  REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION 
 
6. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL EXTERNAL/INTERNAL BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND  
COMMITTEE MEETINGS AND REPORT ON MEETINGS ATTENDED PER GOVERNMENT CODE 
SECTION 53232.3(d) 
 
7.  PRESENTATIONS 
 

a. Certificate of Recognition to Desert Healthcare District  
b. Certificate of Recognition to Coachella Valley Housing Coalition  
c. Certificate of Recognition to Desert Cancer Foundation  

 
8.  CITY MANAGER REPORTS AND INFORMATION 
 

a. Discussion on De-Annexation of 40 acres of Industrial Property at Avenue 48 and the East City 
Limits 
 

9. EXCUSE YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL 
 
10. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
This is the time set aside for public comment.  If you wish to speak, please complete a “request to speak” form and limit your 
comments to three minutes (forms are located in the lobby of the Council Chamber). If the total time of comments extend 
beyond 30 minutes, the Mayor may defer further public comments for items Not on the Agenda until the end of the Agenda. 
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11.  CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Note: Consent calendar items are considered to be routine in nature and will be approved by one motion. Reading of text of 
Ordinances is waived and Ordinances are adopted as second reading, by title only. Public requests to discuss consent calendar 
items must be filed with the City Clerk before the consent calendar is called. This is the time for any member of the public 
wishing to speak on a consent calendar item to do so.  Any member of the public wishing to speak shall have a total of three 
minutes to address any and all items on which he/she wishes to speak. Unless a consent calendar item is pulled for discussion 
by a council member, there will be no further opportunity to discuss the matter.  If a consent calendar item is pulled for Council 
discussion and a member of the public then wishes to speak, he/she shall limit comments to matters raised during the Council 
discussion. 
 

a. Minutes for the Joint Meeting of the City Council and the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment 
Agency held April 17, 2019 (Sabdi Sanchez, City Clerk Administrator) Recommendation: Approve 

 
b. Summer Schedule for City Council Meetings (Mark Scott, City Manager) Recommendation: 

Approve 
 

c. City Warrants (Rob Rockwell, Assistant City Manager and Finance Director) Recommendation: 
Receive & File 
 

d. IWA Warrants (Gary Lewis, Interim IWA General Manager) Recommendation: Receive & File 
 

e. Report of Investments for the Quarter ending March 31, 2019 (Rob Rockwell, Assistant City 
Manager and Finance Director) Recommendation: Receive & File 
 

f. Amendment to the Agreement between the City and SunLine Transit Agency for Bus Shelter 
Advertising Agreement (Scott Trujillo, Deputy City Manager) Recommendation: Approve 
 

g. Professional Services Agreement with Albert A. Webb and Associates in the amount of $36,604 
for the design, engineering, bidding and construction management services for street 
improvements within the general area known as the Sun Gold Community Phase 4 under the 
CDBG-funded Better Neighborhoods Program (Timothy T. Wassil, Public Works Director) 
Recommendation: Approve 
 

h. Authorize the full release of the performance bond, and accept the Bill of Sale and a warranty 
rider bond from Polo Estates Ventures, LLC for Tract No. 33004-2 at Trilogy at the Polo Club 
(Gary Lewis, Interim General Manager) Recommendation: Approve 

 
i. Amendment No. 3 for software integration, in the amount of $11,520, to the existing professional 

services agreement with Etech-360, Inc. (Gary Lewis, Interim IWA General Manager) 
Recommendation: Approve 

 
j. Receive and file a report regarding the City Manager/Executive Director’s action to award a 

contract in the amount of $139,700 for the Avenue 44 Emergency Repair, Project No. WT4419 to 
Granite Construction Company (Gary Lewis, Interim IWA General Manager) Recommendation: 
Receive & File 

 
k. Award Contract in the amount of $508,340 to DDH Apple Valley Construction, Inc., for 12” Water 

Main – Hwy 111, Arabia Street to Oasis Street, Project No. WT1119, establish a 10% contingency 
in the amount of $50,834 for unforeseen site conditions and allocate $10,000 for other project-
related expenses as detailed in the Financial Analysis (Gary Lewis, Interim IWA General 
Manager) Recommendation: Approve 
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12. ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
 

a. Indio Subbasin Annual Report for Water Year 2017-2018 in accordance with the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014 (Gary Lewis, Interim IWA General Manager) 
Recommendation: Receive & File 
 

b. Ratification of the final site selection for a temporary platform for a Special Events Train as well 
as the ultimate location for a Multi-Modal Hub (Timothy T. Wassil, Public Works Director) 
Recommendation: Approve 
 

c. Madison Street Improvement Project from Avenue 50 and Avenue 52: (Timothy T. Wassil, Public 
Works Director) Recommendation: Approve 

 
i. Authorize the increase of the construction contingency in the amount of $1,500,000, and 

authorize the City Manager to approve contract change orders up to the new contingency 
amount for the construction contract of the Madison Street Improvement Project from Avenue 
50 to Avenue 52, Project No. ST503K, due to delays and additional work outside of the 
contractor’s control, and budget adjustments; 
 

ii. Amendment No. 2 to the Agreement for Professional Services with Albert A. Webb and 
Associates in the amount of $176,000 for construction management and inspection services 
for the Madison Street Improvement Project from Avenue 50 to Avenue 52, Project No. 
STS503K, and budget adjustments 

 
13. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a. Resolution to adopt the 2018 Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water Management and 
Stormwater Resources Plan (Gary Lewis, Interim IWA General Manager) Recommendation: 
Approve 
 

b. Ordinance adopting the Garden Fellowship Project Master Plan 18-04-61 and a Resolution 
adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for 
a multi-building church campus approximately 55,000 square feet on a 18.5 acre site located 
north of the I-10 and west of Jefferson Street between Avenue 38 and Avenue 39 (Kevin Snyder, 
Community Development Director) Recommendation: Approve 

 
14. PUBLIC COMMENTS CONTINUED, IF NEEDED, FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
15. ADJOURN 

 
Next Council Meeting: May 15, 2019 

Next Indio Water Authority Meeting: June 5, 2019 
 
 

Agenda packets are available on the city’s website at www.indio.org and at the public counter in City Hall at 100 Civic Center 
Mall, Indio, California.  Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the City Council after distribution of the agenda 
packet are available for public inspection at the front counter of the lobby of the City Hall Administration Building at 100 Civic 
Center Mall, Indio, during normal City business hours and during the meeting. 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 
 
The Indio City Council Chamber is handicapped accessible. If special equipment is needed, for the hearing impaired, please 
call the City Clerk's office.  Persons with disabilities can receive this agenda in an alternative format and should call the City 
Clerk's office at 391-4007. Notification 48 hours prior to a meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to 
ensure accessibility to the meeting (28 CFR 35.102.35.104 ADA Title 11). 
 
DECLARATION OF POSTING 
 
I, Sabdi Sanchez, City Clerk Administrator of the City of Indio, California, do hereby declare that the foregoing agenda was 
posted on April 26, 2019, at least seventy-two (72) hours prior to the meeting per Government Code 54954.2, at the following 
locations: 
 

City of Indio Council Chamber, 150 Civic Center Mall, Indio, CA 92201 
City of Indio website www.indio.org 

 

Sabdi Sanchez 
SABDI SANCHEZ, CMC  
CITY CLERK ADMINISTRATOR 
 



UNOFFICIAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF INDIO 
CLOSED SESSION 

CITY COUNCIL 
APRIL 17, 2019 

MINUTES 

Mayor Lupe Ramos Amith called to order the regular closed session of the City Council for the 

City of Indio, California at 4:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber located at 150 Civic Center Mall, 

Indio, California. 

1. ROLL CALL

Present: Mayor Lupe Ramos Amith 
Mayor Pro Tem Glenn Miller 
Councilmember Elaine Holmes 
Councilmember Waymond Fermon 
Councilmember Oscar Ortiz 

 2. PUBLIC COMMENT - None

 3. ADJOURNED TO CLOSED SESSION at City Hall, 100 Civic Center Mall, Indio, California to
consider the following items:

a. Conference with Real Property Negotiators, Government Code Section 54956.8; Indio
Blvd. (APN 610-030-007); City of Indio Negotiator: Mark Scott, City Manager; Negotiating
Party: County of Riverside Treasurer- Tax Collector; Under Negotiation: Price and Terms
of Payment

b. Conference with Real Property Negotiators, Government Code Section 54956.8; Citrus
Avenue (APN 611-410-034); City of Indio Negotiator: Mark Scott, City Manager;
Negotiating Party: County of Riverside Treasurer- Tax Collector; Under Negotiation: Price
and Terms of Payment

c. Conference with Real Property Negotiators, Government Code Section 54956.8; 79370
Varner Road (APN’s 607-251-024, 607-251-025, and 607-230-027); City of Indio
Negotiator; Mark Scott, City Manager; Negotiating Parties: Unicars Honda; Under
Negotiation: Price and Terms of payment

d. Conference with Legal Counsel, Initiation of Litigation, Government Code Section
54956.9(d)(4); Number of Cases: 1

Note on Closed Session Reporting: City Attorney did not report out of Closed Session, therefore, 
will report out at the next City Council meeting of May 1, 2019. 

Item 11a
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CITY OF INDIO 
JOINT MEETING 

CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
TO THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

APRIL 17, 2019 
MINUTES 

  
Mayor/Chairperson Lupe Ramos Amith called to order the joint meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Indio and the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency for the City of Indio, at 
5:01 p.m. in the Council Chamber located at 150 Civic Center Mall, Indio, California. 
 
1. ROLL CALL      
 
Present: Mayor/Chairperson Lupe Ramos Amith  
 Mayor Pro Tem/Vice Chairperson Glenn Miller 
 Councilmember/Director Elaine Holmes 

 Councilmember/Director Waymond Fermon 
 Councilmember/Director Oscar Ortiz 

 
City Staff 
Present: Mark Scott, City Manager; Roxanne Diaz, City Attorney; Rob Rockwell, Assistant 
City Manager & Finance Director; Scott Trujillo, Deputy City Manager, Michael Washburn, Police 
Chief; Timothy T. Wassil, Public Works Director; Kevin Snyder, Community Development Director; 
Carl S. Morgan, Economic Development Director; Terry Deeringer, Human Resources and Risk 
Management Director; Ian Cozens, IT Director, and Sabdi Sanchez, City Clerk Administrator, 
were present at Roll Call.  
   
2.  INVOCATION - None 
 
3.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE led by City Manager Mark Scott 
 
4.  YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL – Not Present 
 
5.  REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL EXTERNAL / INTERNAL BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS AND REPORT ON MEETINGS ATTENDED PER GOVERNMENT 
CODE SECTION 53232.3(d) 

 
Mayor Pro Tem/Vice Chairperson Miller reported on the CVWD 2x2 Committee and attendance 
to various events throughout the community. 
 
Councilmember/Director Ortiz reported on a meeting with the Environmental Programs 
Coordinator on a variety of greenhouse emissions items; he reported attendance to the CVWD 
2x2 Committee, CVAG Energy & Environmental Resources Committee, and a meeting in Rancho 
Mirage regarding the Salton Sea. 
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Councilmember/Director Fermon reported his attendance to the Riverside County Transportation 
Committee, Coachella Valley Economic (CVEP) Partnership Board and to various events 
throughout the community. 
 
Councilmember/Director Holmes reported on various events throughout the community. 
 
Mayor/Chairperson reported on various events throughout the community. 
 
6.  PRESENTATIONS 
 

a. Certificate of Recognition to Get In Motion Entrepreneurs 
 
Mayor Ramos Amith introduced a brief promo video to highlight Get In Motion Entrepreneurs and 
subsequently presented a certificate of recognition to Mr. Armando Ehrenzweig, Founder of Get 
In Motion Entrepreneurs. 
 
7.  CITY MANAGER REPORTS AND INFORMATION - None 
 
8.   EXCUSE YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL – Not Present 
 
9.  PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
The following members of the public spoke under Public Comment: 
 

 Michael Zamudio acknowledged Staff and Council for exceptional customer service 

 Christian Jelmerg spoke on Homelessness solutions and tiny home campuses 

 Robert Mueller spoke on Salton Sea issues 

 Chuck Parker spoke on the Salton Sea MOU amendments 

 Eric Lemus spoke on “May Day” and invited everyone to attend the new Community 
Installation event on May 1 

 
10.  CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Minutes for the Regular City Council Meeting held April 3, 2019 and for the Successor 
Agency Meeting held January 9, 2019 

b. City Warrants Received & Filed 
c. A professional services agreement with Cit Com for $198,825 for consulting services for 

the selection and implementation of a computer aided dispatch and records management 
system (CAD/RMS) PULLED 

d. Local Government Partnership Program Grant Agreement with the Mobile Source Air 
Pollution Reduction Review Committee (MSRC) and the purchase of a new additional 
alternative fuel street sweeper in the amount of $365,000, a replacement zero emissions 
electric vehicle in the amount of $35,000 and an electric vehicle charging station in the 
amount of $20,000 

e. Construction contract with Elecnor Belco Electric, Inc. in the amount of $684,000 for the 
Monroe Street Traffic Signal Interconnect Project and Traffic Signal Modifications at Doctor 
Carreon Boulevard and Oasis Street (Project No. TS1701) 
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f. Resolution approving certain speed surveys and re-establishing, increasing, and 
decreasing speed limits in accordance with those surveys on various streets within the city  

g. Resolution adopting a list of projects to be funded by Senate Bill 1 (SB 1), Road Repair 
and Accountability Act of 2017  

h. First Amendment to Professional Services Agreement (PSA) between the City of Indio and 
Sargent Town Planning, Inc., to assist with the completion of the Downtown Specific Plan 
for an amount not-to-exceed  $84,220 and authorizing the City Manager to execute said 
Amendment 

i. Second Amendment to the Professional Services Agreement (PSA) between the City of 
Indio and Raimi + Associates to assist with the completion of the Indio General Plan Update 
for an amount not-to-exceed $10,000 and authorizing the City Manager to execute said 
Amendment 

 
Item c was pulled from the agenda, no action was taken.  
 
After discussion it was moved by Councilmember/Vice Chairperson Miller, seconded by 
Councilmember/Director Fermon to adopt the Consent Calendar Items a, b, d thru i, motion 
carried with Councilmember/Director Holmes recusing herself from item h due to a conflict of 
interest; and approve Resolution Nos. 10076 and 10077 to read as follows:  
 
10076  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA, 

APPROVING CERTAIN SPEED SURVEYS AND RE-ESTABLISHING, INCREASING, 

AND DECREASING SPEED LIMITS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THOSE SURVEYS ON 

VARIOUS STREETS WITHIN THE CITY 

 
10077  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA, 

ADOPTING A LIST OF PROJECTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2019-20 FUNDED BY 

SENATE BILL 1: THE ROAD REPAIR AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2017 

 
11.  ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 
 

a. Discussion Regarding Amendments to the Procedures for the Appointment and Removal 
of City Commissioners. 

 
City Manager Mark Scott introduced the item for discussion. 
 
City Attorney Roxanne Diaz elaborated on the staff report presented to the City Council. 
 
Mayor Ramos Amith provided a synopsis of justifications for bringing this item forward and opened 
the topic for discussion. 
 
Discussion ensued by the City Council. 
 
The following members of the public spoke on this topic: Johnathan Becerra, Christopher Martinez 
and Al Meza. 
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After further discussion by the City Council, the City Attorney was directed to draft an ordinance 
to address the appointment/removal process of commissioners and include a 4/5 vote. In addition, 
clarify the term of service for commissioners and commence the eight (8) year term of service in 
2020, with the caveat that the current commissioners with more than eight years of service be 
grandfathered in. Furthermore, the City Attorney will clean up the ordinance as it pertains to the 
Investment Committee. 
 

b. Discussion regarding status of City Membership in the East Valley Coalition (EVC). 
 
City Manager Mark Scott introduced the item. 
 
Councilmember Holmes expanded on the item. 
 
Discussion ensued by the City Council. 
 
After discussion, it was directed to retract the $10,000 membership fee the City of Indio paid to 
the EVC and formally withdraw from the MOU. 
 

12.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a. Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) for Successor Agency (“Agency”) owned 
property, for the sale of a 8.55 acres parcel (“Site) of land located east of Golf Center 
Parkway, north of Citrus Avenue, and south of Avenue 45 (APN 611-340-041) between 
Agency, City of Indio, and Site Developer, and finding that the disposition is in conformance 
with the General Plan 
 

Carl S. Morgan, Economic Development Director presented a PowerPoint highlighting the 
background of Ring Power Corporation and an overview of the proposed use of the Golf Center 
Parkway Parcel. 
 
Greg Landa, Vice President & General Manager for CAT Entertainment Services spoke briefly on 
this item. 
 
Mayor Ramos Amith opened the public hearing at 6:50 p.m. 
 
Polo Doria spoke briefly on this item during public comment. 
 
There being no further comments, Mayor closed the public hearing at 6:51 p.m. 
 
After discussion, it was moved by Councilmember/Director Holmes, seconded by Mayor Pro 
Tem/Vice Chairperson Miller, and unanimously carried to approve the Disposition and 
Development Agreement with Ring Power Corporation and authorize the Executive Director/City 
Manager to take all actions necessary, including execution of all necessary documents, to 
effectuate the Disposition and Development Agreement, and find that the disposition of the 
property is in conformity with the General Plan, and approve City Resolution No. 10078 and 
Successor Agency Resolution No. 2019-34 to read as follows: 
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10078  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA, 

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION BY THE CITY OF A DISPOSITION AND 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH RING POWER CORPORATION (AND THE 

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF 

INDIO) 

 
2019-34 RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

TO THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA, 

APPROVING A DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AMONG THE 

SUCCESSOR AGENCY, THE CITY OF INDIO AND RING POWER CORPORATION 

AUTHORIZING THE CONVEYANCE OF SUCCESSOR AGENCY PROPERTY TO 

THE CITY OF INDIO AND THEN TO RING POWER CORPORATION 

 
b. Acceptance of Fiscal Year 2018 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant 

Program funds in the amount of $33,373, and approval to use this grant to pay for part-time 
personnel costs associated with the Community Outreach Coordinator and approve and 
authorize the City Manager to execute an interlocal agreement with the City of Riverside, 
the designated Fiscal Agent for the 2019 grant 
 

Michael Washburn, Police Chief presented the item to Council for approval. 
 
Mayor Ramos Amith opened the public hearing at 6:55 p.m. 
 
There being no further comments, Mayor closed the public hearing at 6:55 p.m. 
 
After discussion, it was moved by Mayor Pro Tem Miller, seconded by Councilmember Fermon, 
and unanimously carried to accept the Fiscal Year 2018 JAG Grant allocation in the amount of 
$33,373; approve the interlocal agreement between participating cities and the City of Riverside, 
the designated Fiscal Agent, and authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement; and direct 
the Finance Department to adjust appropriations and estimated revenue as reflected in the 
financial analysis of the staff report. 

 
c. Resolution establishing recurring and non-recurring administrative fees applicable to small 

wireless facilities 
 
Kevin Snyder, Community Development Director provided a brief overview of this item and 
presented to Council for approval. 
 
Mayor Ramos Amith opened the public hearing at 6:59 p.m. 
 
There being no further comments, Mayor closed the public hearing at 6:59 p.m. 
 
After discussion, it was moved by Councilmember Fermon, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Miller, 
and unanimously carried to approve Resolution No. 10079 to read as follows: 
 



UNOFFICIAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL 
 
 

7 | P a g e  
 

10079  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA, 

ESTABLISHING RECURRING AND NON-RECURRING ADMINISTRATIVE FEES 

APPLICABLE TO SMALL WIRELESS FACILITY PERMITS 
 

13. PUBLIC COMMENTS CONTINUED, IF NEEDED, FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 
None 
 

14.  ADJOURNED 
 

There being no further business to discuss, Mayor Ramos Amith adjourned the meeting at 7:00 
p.m., in memoriam of California Highway Patrol Sergeant Steve Licon, Christopher Griffin, 20-
year Goldenvoice veteran employee, and Patrick Pinedo, Indio resident.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
 
SABDI SANCHEZ, CMC 
CITY CLERK ADMINISTRATOR 



FROM: City Manager's Office 

SUBMITTAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA 

May 01, 2019 

SUBJECT: Summer Schedule for City Council Meetings 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Approve a summer schedule consisting of the cancellation of the 
July 3, August 7, and September 4, 2019 Regular City Council meetin·gs. 

SUMMARY: The City Council has traditionally cancelled one meeting during the summer 
months. Based on a review of matters requiring City Council action, it is the City's position that 
the July 3, August 7, and September 4, 2019 Regular City Council meetings be cancelled. 

Alternatively, any of the above meetings could be held or rescheduled on another date should 
Council so direct. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS: None 

ALTERNATIVES: Hold the meetings or reschedule different dates. 

Cost associated with this action: 

FINANCIAL Current F.Y. general fund cost: 

DATA Future F.Y. cost: 

Source of funds: N/A 

Account number: N/A 

$ 0 

$ 0 

$ 0 

Mark Scott, City Manager 

In current year budget: 

Budget adjustment: 

For fiscal year: 

Current account balance: N/A 

Balance remaining if approved: N/A 

Legal Review: Department Head Review: Financial Review: 

N/A 

Roxanne Diaz 
City Attorney 

N/A 

Mark Scott 
City Manager 

CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION: 

N/A 

Rob Rockwell 
Assistant City Manager & 
Finance Director 

CITY MANAGER'S SIGNATURE: 

��

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

APPROVE

Item 11b
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SUBMITTAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA 

May 1, 2019 

FROM: Public Works Department 

SUBJECT: Professional Services Agreement with Albert A. Webb and Associates in the 
amount of $36,604, for the design, engineering, bidding and construction management 
services for street improvements within the general area known as the Sun Gold Community 
Phase 4 under the CDBG-funded Better Neighborhoods Program. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Approve a Professional Services Agreement with Albert A. Webb 
and Associates in the amount of $36,604, for the design, engineering, bidding and construction 
management services for street improvements within the general area known as the Sun Gold 
Community Phase 4 under the CDBG-funded Better Neighborhoods Program and approve an 
additional 10% contingency of $3,660.40. 

SUMMARY: Staff is seeking Council's approval for a Professional Services Agreement with 
Albert A. Webb and Associates for the design, engineering, bidding and construction 
management services for street improvements on Biskra Street, Leroy Way, Deglet Noor 
Street, Arabia Street and King Street. A map of Phase 4 is provided as Attachment A. The 
proposed agreement with Albert A. Webb and Associates for professional services will initiate 
the "design phase" of this Better Neighborhoods Program (B Pr ·ect. 

(Continued on the next page) 

Cost associated with this action: 

FINANCIAL Current F.Y. general fund cost: 

DAT A Future FY. cost: 

Source of funds: CDBG Funds 

Account number: 230-0000-400-2225 

$25,074.00 In current year budget: 

$0 Budget adjustment: 

$15,190.00 For fiscal year: 

Current account balance: N/A 

Balance remaining if approved: NIA 

Yes
No 

18/19

Legal Review: 
__ 

C
"' Head Review, Flnandal Review. 

�n?G& Ti'°'�:�· ...::11�-ob,c.._R_oc_;k:....:::w==-e'""11:::....=:;_;;:...=:""'Ww:::. ...... 7f=--
City Attorney Public Works Director Assistant City Manager &

Finance Director
CITY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION: CITY MANAGER'S SIGNATURE: 

APPROVE ��
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SUBMITTAL TO THE WATER 
AUTHORITY 

AND CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA 

May1,2019 

FROM: INDIO WATER AUTHORITY

SUBJECT: Authorize the full release of the performance bond, and accept the Bill of Sale and a
warranty rider bond from Polo Estates Ventures, LLC for Tract No. 33004-2 at Trilogy at the Polo 
Club. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: Accept the Bill of Sale for the water system facilities, exonerate the
performance bond for the water improvements within Tract No. 33004-2 dated October 3, 2013, 
and accept a warranty rider bond in the amount of $33,662.50 to be released on October 2, 
2019 after the one year warranty period. 

SUMMARY: Onsite water improvements for Tract No. 33004-2 at Trilogy at the Polo Club are
complete. All required submittals to the Indio Water Authority (IWA) have been completed per 
the approved plans and water agreement. The developer, Polo Estates Ventures, LLC is 
requesting the formal acceptance of the improvements in accordance with the Water 
Improvement Agreement and release of the performance bond. On October 2, 2018, a warranty 
rider bond was submitted by the developer and is to be released after the one year mark on 
October 2, 2019. 

Cost associated with this action: 

FINANCIAL Current F.Y. general fund cost:

DAT A Future FY. cost: 

Source of funds: NA 

Account number: NA 

Legal Review: 

a�'r/E& 
General Counsel 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S/CITY MANAGER'S
RECOMMENDATION: 

ACCEPT AND AUTHORIZE 

,� , 1at{,lo 4. v�� 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Mario Camacho, P.E. 
Senior Water Engineer 

In current year budget: 

Budget adjustment: 

For fiscal year: 

Current account balance: N/A 

N/A Balance remaining if approved: 

i6w: Financial Review: 

n/a 

Brian M. Kinder 
Manager of Finance and 
Customer Service 

N/A 

No 

N/A 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S/CITY MANAGER'S
SIGNA

�� 
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Document which section(s), page number(s), or briefly describe why 

that Alternative element does not apply to the entity.

Article 7
Annual Reports and Periodic Evaluations by the 

Agency

§ 356.2 Annual Reports
Each Agency shall submit an annual report to the 

Department by April 1 of each year following the adoption of 

the Plan.  The annual report shall include the following 

components for the preceding water year:

(a) General information, including an executive summary and

a location map depicting the basin covered by the report.
Annual Report

An executive summary is provided as the first section of the Annual Report.   

Maps depicting the basin are shown in Figures 1‐1 and 1‐2.

(b) A detailed description and graphical representation of the 

following conditions of the basin managed in the Plan:

(1) Groundwater elevation data from monitoring wells

identified in the monitoring network shall be analyzed and

displayed as follows:

(A) Groundwater elevation contour maps for each principal 

aquifer in the basin illustrating, at a minimum, the seasonal

high and seasonal low groundwater conditions.
Annual Report

A groundwater contour map is provided in Figure 3‐2 for water year 2017 ‐ 
2018.  Seasonal changes are generally not significant in this large basin, as shown 
in hydrographs provided in Figures 3‐3, 3-4, and Appendix A.

(B) Hydrographs of groundwater elevations and water year 

type using historical data to the greatest extent available, 

including from January 1, 2015, to current reporting year.
Annual Report

Representative hydrographs are provided in Figures 3‐3, 3-4, and Appendix A. 

Water year type is not provided because the basin is not directly affected by 

runoff conditions in Sacramento and San Joaquin River, but instead receives 

water from the Colorado River.

(2) Groundwater extraction for the preceding water year.

Data shall be collected using the best available measurement 

methods and shall be presented in a table that summarizes 

groundwater extractions by water use sector, and identifies 

the method of measurement (direct or estimate) and 

accuracy of measurements, and a map that illustrates the 

general location and volume of groundwater extractions. Annual Report

Groundwater extraction by water use section is described in Section 4 of the 

annual report. Extractions, methods of measurement,  and accuracy of 

measurement are summarized in Table 4‐1.  A map of groundwater extractions is 

provided in Figure 4‐1.

(3) Surface water supply used or available for use, for 

groundwater recharge or in‐lieu use shall be reported based

on quantitative data that describes the annual volume and 

sources for the preceding water year. Annual Report

Surface water supply and use is described in Section 5. Direct use of surface water 

is summarized in Table 5‐3.

(4) Total water use shall be collected using the best available 

measurement methods and shall be reported in a table that 

summarizes total water use by water use sector, water 

source type, and identifies the method of measurement 

(direct or estimate) and accuracy of measurements.  Existing 

water use data from the most recent Urban Water 

Management Plans or Agricultural Water Management Plans

within the basin may be used, as long as the data are 

reported by water year.  Annual Report

Total water use is described in Section 6.  Table 6‐1 lists water sources for each 

water use sector, and provides the method of measurement and the accuracy of 

the measurement.

(5) Change in groundwater in storage shall include the 

following:
(A) Change in groundwater in storage maps for each 

principal aquifer in the basin. Annual Report
There is one principal aquifer for the Indio Subbasin.  Change in storage 

is described in Section 7, and summarized in Figure 7‐1.
(B) A graph depicting water year type, groundwater use, the 

annual change in groundwater in storage, and the 

cumulative change in groundwater in storage for the basin

based on historical data to the greatest extent available, 

including from January 1, 2015, to the current reporting 

year.  Annual Report

Historical annual change in groundwater storage since 1970 is depicted in 

graphical form in Figure 7‐2.

(c) A description of progress towards implementing the Plan, 

including achieving interim milestones, and implementation 

of projects or management actions since the previous annual

report. Annual Report

A description of progress toward implementing the plan is provided in Section 8.  

A detailed status for WY 2017‐2018 is provided in Table 8‐2.

Alternative Annual Report Elements Guide ‐ Indio Subbasin Annual Report for Water Year 2017‐2018
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The California Legislature enacted the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) which was 

intended to provide a framework for the sustainable management of groundwater resources throughout 

California, primarily by local authorities.  The SGMA required local authorities to form local Groundwater 

Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) by June 30, 2017 to evaluate conditions in their local groundwater basins 

and adopt locally-based Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) tailored to their regional economic and 

environmental needs.    

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) developed emergency regulations that defined the 

content of GSPs and Alternatives to a GSP (Alternative Plans), as well as the annual reporting 

requirements by each GSA.  The Indio Subbasin Annual Report for Water 2017-2018 (Annual Report) is 

prepared in response to Section 356.2 of GSP Emergency Regulations, which requires the submission of 

an annual report to the DWR. This is the second SGMA Annual Report for the Indio Subbasin, designated 

the Basin No. 7-21.01 in DWR Bulletin No. 118 (2003). 

ES.1 BACKGROUND  

Presently, four water agencies have been designated as “Exclusive” GSAs to manage the Indio Subbasin 

of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin within their respective service areas as shown on Figure 1-2:  

• Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD)  

• Coachella Water Authority (CWA)  

• Desert Water Agency (DWA) 

• Indio Water Authority (IWA) 

SGMA recognizes the efforts many agencies have made in developing and implementing groundwater 

management by allowing existing groundwater management plans to be submitted as an Alternative to 

preparing a GSP. The original planning document for the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin is the 

2002 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (CVWMP). The 2002 CVWMP was updated in 2010 and 

adopted in 2012. The Final Subsequent Program Environmental Impact Report Coachella Valley Water 

Management Plan Update (January 2012) provides important information on the Coachella Valley 

environment, the impacts of the original 2002 CVWMP and the 2010 CVWMP Update, and mitigation 

measures.   

In December 2016, CVWD, DWA, CWA, and IWA collaboratively submitted the 2010 CVWMP Update as 

an Alternative Plan with an associated Bridge Document for the Indio Subbasin to DWR for review and 

evaluation.  In accordance with SGMA GSP Emergency Regulations, annual reports are required to be 

submitted to DWR on April 1 of each year, following adoption of a GSP or submission of an Alternative 

Plan. DWR required GSAs that submitted Alternative Plans to submit their first annual reports by April 1, 

2018 and every year thereafter.  The GSAs submitted their first annual report on March 31, 2018. This 

Annual Report has been prepared in accordance with the SGMA GSP Emergency Regulations using 

information from Water Year (WY) 2017-2018 (October 1, 2017 through September 30, 2018).  
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The annual report is required to present the following information: 

• Groundwater elevation data 

• Aggregated data identifying groundwater extraction  

• Surface water supply used for or available for groundwater recharge or in-lieu use 

• Total water use 

• Change in groundwater storage 

• Progress toward implementing the GSP or Alternative Plan 

This Annual Report contains a discussion of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin followed by 

sections describing each of the SGMA required annual report elements.  

ES.2 COACHELLA VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN AND SUBBASINS 

The Coachella Valley is a desert valley in Riverside County, California that extends approximately 50 

miles southeast from the San Bernardino Mountains to the northern shore of the Salton Sea. The 

Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin underlies the cities of Cathedral City, Coachella, Desert Hot 

Springs, Indian Wells, Indio, La Quinta, Palm Desert, Palm Springs, and Rancho Mirage, and the 

unincorporated communities of Thousand Palms, Thermal, Bermuda Dunes, Oasis, and Mecca. The 

Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin is bounded on the north and east by non-water-bearing crystalline 

rocks of the San Bernardino and Little San Bernardino Mountains and on the south and west by the 

crystalline rocks of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains.  

Although there is groundwater flow throughout the groundwater basin, fault barriers, constrictions in the 

groundwater basin profile, and areas of low permeability limit and control movement of groundwater. 

Based on these factors, the groundwater basin has been divided into subbasins and subareas as 

described by the DWR in Bulletin 108 (1964) and Bulletin 118 (2003), and also by the United States 

Geological Survey (USGS) in 1971. 

The subbasins of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin are the Indio1, Mission Creek, Desert Hot 

Springs and San Gorgonio Pass Subbasins. The subbasins delineate areas underlain by formations 

which readily yield stored groundwater through water wells and offer natural reservoirs for the regulation 

of water supplies as shown in Figure 1-1. 

The boundaries between the subbasins within the groundwater basin are generally defined by faults that 

serve as effective barriers to the lateral movement of groundwater. Minor subareas have also been 

delineated, based on one or more of the following characteristics: type of water-bearing formations, water 

quality, areas of confined groundwater, forebay areas, groundwater divides, and surface drainage divides. 

                                                      
 
1 The Indio Subbasin is also identified as the Whitewater River Subbasin by the USGS. However, the 
subbasin is identified as the Indio Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 108 (1964) and Bulletin 118 (2003). For 
continuity, this annual report will identify the subbasin as the Indio Subbasin. 
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ES.3 GROUNDWATER ELEVATION AND MONITORING WELLS 

In response to 2010 legislation, DWR developed the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation 

Monitoring (CASGEM) program to track seasonal and long-term trends in groundwater elevations in 

California's groundwater basins. Monitoring wells are selected so they can provide a good representation 

of groundwater elevations within each agency’s service areas. As shown in Table ES-1, the four GSAs 

and Mission Springs Water District monitored a total of 53 CASGEM monitoring wells in the Indio 

Subbasin.  The GSAs also monitored water levels in 258 additional wells, for a total of 311 wells 

monitored in the Indio Subbasin. Figure 3-1 shows the monitoring well locations in the Indio Subbasin.  

Table ES-1 WY 2017-2018 Wells Measured for Water Levels in the Indio Subbasin  
 

Monitoring Agency 
CASGEM 

Wells 
Monitored 

Additional 
Wells 

Monitored 

Total Wells 
Monitored 

Coachella Valley Water District1 39 226 265 

Coachella Water Authority2 1 0 1 

Desert Water Agency3 4 31 35 

Indio Water Authority4 6 1 7 

Mission Springs Water District5 3 0 3 

Total Wells Monitored 53 258 311 

Notes: 
1 CVWD monitors one CASGEM well (06S06E17K01S) that is considered to be in the Indio 

Subbasin but is just outside the Subbasin’s boundary as defined in DWR Bulletin 118.  
2 CVWD and CWA both recorded measurements from the CWA CASGEM well during WY 2017-

2018.  
3 DWA has three additional CASGEM wells that were not measured during WY 2017-2018. 
4 IWA provided a single reading for one non-CASGEM well during WY 2017-2018. 
5 MSWD CASGEM well (03S03E08M01S) is physically located in the Indio Subbasin and is also part 

of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin monitoring program.  

Historical water level change in the Indio Subbasin, and conditions producing those changes, have been 

extensively described by the USGS and DWR. The groundwater elevations presented in this Annual 

Report represent groundwater conditions in the principal groundwater-producing aquifer of the Indio 

Subbasin. Average groundwater levels are presented because the Indio Subbasin generally does not 

exhibit strong seasonal trends.  

Figure 3-2 presents the average groundwater elevations in the Indio Subbasin based on WY 2017-2018 

monitoring data. Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 present hydrographs for a selection of eleven (11) 

representative wells separated by the western and eastern portions of the Indio Subbasin, to provide 

some context regarding the long-term changes in the water levels of the aquifer. The hydrographs are 

also shown individually in larger format in Appendix A.  

Figure 7-4 and Figure 7-5 present 1-year and 10-year change in groundwater elevation, respectively, in 

the Indio Subbasin. Figure 7-4 shows significant increases in groundwater elevations near the 

Whitewater River Groundwater Replenishment Facility (Whitewater River GRF) in response to the large 
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replenishment deliveries that occurred during WY 2017-2018, and slight decreases in groundwater 

elevations in the area around the Thomas E. Levy Groundwater Replenishment Facility (TEL GRF) due to 

a decrease in the annual replenishment quantity there. The decrease in replenishment deliveries at the 

TEL GRF facility is also reflected in the difference between the 1-year change for WY 2017-2018 and that 

for WY 2016-2017, which showed more stable water level elevations throughout the eastern portion of the 

Indio Subbasin. Figure 7-5 shows significant increases in groundwater elevations across the Indio 

Subbasin, with the exception of portions of the middle zone of the Indio Subbasin, over the past ten years 

due to significant replenishment deliveries and decreased pumping.  

ES.4 GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION 

Total groundwater production during WY 2017-2018 was 288,308 acre-feet (AF) as shown in Table ES-2, 

an increase of 8.3 percent compared to WY 2016-2017. Of this total amount, groundwater production of 

284,508 AF was reported from 563 wells. Groundwater production of 3,800 AF was estimated for minimal 

pumpers and tribal use that do not report production to CVWD and DWA.  Because CVWD and DWA are 

authorized to collect replenishment assessments from groundwater producers, their respective enabling 

legislations mandate the installation of water meters on all wells producing more than 25 acre-feet per 

year (AFY) for CVWD and 10 AFY for DWA. As a result, CVWD and DWA groundwater extraction 

monitoring data is the most comprehensive and accurate for the Indio Subbasin. Groundwater is the 

principal source of water for urban water use, representing more than 80 percent of groundwater 

production from the Indio Subbasin.  

Table ES-2 WY 2017-2018 Groundwater Extractions by Water Use Sector in the Indio Subbasin  
 

Water Use Sector 
Groundwater 
Extractions 

(AF) 

Method of 
Measurement 

Accuracy of 
Measurement 

Agriculture1 51,012 100% metered ±2% 

Industrial2 1,522 
27% metered 

73% estimated 

±2% 

±50% 

Urban3 234,274 
99% metered 

1% estimated 

±2% 

±50% 

Environmental 0 Not applicable -- 

Undetermined4 1,500 100% estimated ±50% 

Total Production 288,308   

Notes: 

1 Includes crop irrigation and fish farms. 
2 Includes unreported groundwater production for industrial use on tribal land that is estimated to be 

1,100 AFY.  
3 Includes municipal and recreational uses.  Total includes 1,211 AF of metered production to supply 

windbreaks along the railroad and unreported groundwater production for recreational use on tribal 
land estimated to be 1,200 AFY. 

4 Estimated production by minimal pumpers and tribal use who do not report production to CVWD 
(<25 AFY) or DWA (<10 AFY).  



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 ES-5 

ES.5 SURFACE WATER USE 

Historically, average annual precipitation in the Coachella Valley varies from 3 to 6 inches on the 

Coachella Valley floor to more than 30 inches in the surrounding mountains (DWR 1964; NWS 2019). 

The locations of the precipitation and streamflow monitoring stations in the Indio Subbasin area are 

presented on the map in Figure 2-1. In WY 2017-2018, measured precipitation from 12 stations in the 

Coachella Valley shows an average yearly total of 2.89 inches, or about 60 percent of normal 

precipitation. In comparison, the annual average precipitation for these stations during WY 2016-2017 

was 9.81 inches. Precipitation falling as rain and snow on the local mountain watersheds generates runoff 

that can be captured for direct uses or for groundwater replenishment. A portion of the runoff is diverted 

for agricultural and municipal use and the balance naturally replenishes the groundwater basin.   

Imported water deliveries from the State Water Project (SWP) exchange and Coachella Canal to the Indio 

Subbasin during WY 2017-2018 total 573,507 AF for agricultural, urban, and aquifer recharge uses.  

Agricultural and aquifer recharge accounted for approximately 45% and 49% of the imported water use, 

respectively.  The remaining 6% of imported water was for urban use. 

ES.5.1 Direct Use of Local Surface Water  

DWA operates stream diversion facilities on several creeks and captures subsurface flow from 

Whitewater River Canyon. Of the 1,797 AF of surface water diversion, approximately 66% is for urban 

(including municipal and recreational) use and the remainder for agricultural use.  

ES.5.2 Colorado River Water  

Colorado River water has been a major source of supply for the Coachella Valley with the completion of 

the Coachella Canal in 1949. The Coachella Canal is a branch of the All-American Canal that brings 

Colorado River water into the Imperial and Coachella Valleys. During WY 2017-2018, CVWD took 

delivery of 341,567 AF of Colorado River water at Imperial Dam and delivered 325,695 AF for uses in the 

Coachella Valley.  Approximately 80 percent of the delivered Colorado River water was for agricultural 

use, about 11 percent was delivered for urban uses, and about 9 percent for groundwater replenishment 

at the TEL GRF. 

ES.5.3 State Water Project Water 

CVWD and DWA have contracts with DWR for SWP water with a combined Table A Amount of 194,100 

AFY. There are no physical facilities to deliver SWP water to the Coachella Valley. CVWD’s and DWA’s 

Table A water is exchanged with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) for a like 

amount of Colorado River water from MWD’s Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA). SWP Exchange water has 

been used to recharge the Indio Subbasin at the Whitewater River GRF since 1973 and the Mission 

Creek Subbasin since 2002. MWD may also make advance deliveries of SWP Exchange water to CVWD 

and DWA.  

In WY 2017-2018, CVWD and DWA received 255,707 AF of SWP Exchange water from MWD. Of this 

amount, 247,812 AF was delivered to the Whitewater River GRF, with the remaining 7,895 AF delivered 
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to the Mission Creek GRF. Of the total amount recharged, MWD added 43,738 AF to its Advanced 

Delivery account which had a positive balance of 302,959 AF as of September 30, 2018.  

ES.5.4 Recycled Water 

There are three Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs) that produce recycled water for non-potable reuse in 

the Indio Subbasin, primarily for golf course and greenbelt irrigation.  Recycled water use during WY 

2017-2018 for the Indio Subbasin totaled 14,188 AF. 

In addition to direct recycled water use, a portion of the municipal wastewater treated in the Indio 

Subbasin is discharged through percolation/evaporation ponds or is discharged to the Coachella Valley 

Stormwater Channel (CVSC). The percolated portion of the discharged wastewater contributes to the 

groundwater supply, while the discharge to the CVSC flows to the Salton Sea. In WY 2017-2018, a total 

of 41,442 AF of wastewater was treated of which 14,188 AF was recycled and reused (including WRP 

use), 6,078 AF was discharged through percolation/evaporation, and 21,176 AF was discharged to the 

CVSC.   

ES.6 TOTAL WATER USE 

In total, 594,339 AF of water was delivered for direct use within the Indio Subbasin and 278,654 AF was 

delivered for aquifer recharge which becomes a portion of the groundwater supply. Total direct use is 

calculated by totaling the groundwater production, local surface water diversions, Coachella Canal water, 

and recycled water for agricultural, industrial, urban, and other undetermined uses, and subtracting the 

water that is exported for use outside the Indio Subbasin.    

A portion of the groundwater produced from the Indio Subbasin and imported water delivered to the Indio 

Subbasin is exported for use outside the subbasin, totaling 4,807 AF. Some of this water (2,517 AF) is 

Coachella Canal water delivered to agricultural and urban users in the adjacent Desert Hot Springs 

Subbasin that are located within the CVWD Improvement District No. 1 (ID-1) service area. The remaining 

(2,290 AF) is groundwater pumped from the Indio Subbasin and delivered to CVWD customers in 

Imperial and Riverside County on the east and west sides of the Salton Sea, or delivered to Mission 

Springs Water District (MSWD) customers in the Mission Creek Subbasin (Figure ES-1). 
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Figure ES-1. Comparison of Supply and Demand for Direct Use in the Indio Subbasin – Water Year 
2017-2018  

 

Note:  These data exclude water exported for use outside of the basin. 

ES.7 GROUNDWATER BALANCE AND CHANGE IN GROUNDWATER 
STORAGE 

A groundwater balance is helpful in assessing the condition of the groundwater of the Indio Subbasin. 

The groundwater balance compares the inflows and outflows to the Indio Subbasin for a specific period of 

time. The difference between inflows and outflows at a given time is defined as the change in storage for 

that time period.  The Indio Subbasin groundwater balance for WY 2017-2018, including estimated inflow 

and outflow quantities, is summarized in Figure ES-2. 

Groundwater inflows to the Indio Subbasin consist of infiltration of natural inflows, return flows from urban 

and agricultural uses, artificial recharge, and Salton Sea intrusion. Inflows from outside the Indio 

Subbasin consist of underflow from the San Gorgonio Pass area and flows across the Banning fault. 

Groundwater outflows from the Indio Subbasin consist of groundwater pumping, flow from the semi-

perched aquifer through the agricultural drains into the Salton Sea, evapotranspiration from the shallow 

unconfined aquifer, evaporation losses, and subsurface flow out of the Indio Subbasin into the aquifers 

beneath the Salton Sea.   
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The annual change in groundwater storage represents the annual difference between inflows and 

outflows in the Indio Subbasin. During wet years or periods of high artificial recharge, the change in 

storage is positive (water in storage increases). In dry years or periods of high pumping, the change in 

storage is often negative (storage decreases). Because of the large amount of recharge relative to 

discharges, the change in storage for the Indio Subbasin is a positive 151,659 AF for WY 2017-2018.    

 
Figure ES-2. Groundwater Balance for the Indio Subbasin – Water Year 2017-2018 

 

The one-year change in groundwater elevation (Figure 7-4) demonstrates a significant increase in 

groundwater storage near the Whitewater River GRF in response to the high recharge deliveries in WY 

2016-2017 and WY 2017-2018. Water levels near the Whitewater River GRF increased by as much as 

150 ft. Small decreases in levels were observed near Rancho Mirage, Indio and Mecca. Water levels near 

the TEL GRF decreased about 6 ft in response to a 20 percent reduction in replenishment deliveries due 

to a Coachella Canal project from December 2017 to January 2018.  

During the past ten years, there have been significant increases in groundwater elevations throughout the 

Indio Subbasin (Figure 7-5) in response to the high recharge deliveries in calendar years 2010-2012, WY 

2016-2017, and WY 2017-2018 in the western portion of the Indio Subbasin.  Essentially, all of the 

eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin showed increased groundwater elevations in response to 

decreased pumping and replenishment operations at the TEL GRF. One notable exception was the 
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Thousand Palms area where water levels decreased by 2 to 6 ft. This area is somewhat isolated from the 

beneficial effects of replenishment deliveries.  

ES.8  SUMMARY OF PROGRESS AND PROJECTS  

The sustainability goals described in the Alternative Plan for the Indio Subbasin identified the following 

water management elements for implementation: 

• Water conservation measures 

• Acquisition of additional water supplies 

• Conjunctive use programs to maximize supply reliability 

• Source substitution programs 

• Groundwater recharge programs 

• Water quality protection measures 

• Other management activities 

The Indio Subbasin GSAs continue to implement the goals and programs of the 2010 CVWMP Update. 

Groundwater production remains more than 25 percent less than the historical highs in the early 2000s. 

The results of the on-going basin monitoring program demonstrate the significant progress being made 

toward the goal of eliminating long-term groundwater overdraft. Since 2009, the Indio Subbasin has 

gained over 650,000 AF of groundwater in storage.  

Groundwater level monitoring demonstrates that most of the Indio Subbasin exhibited a water level gain 

in the past year except for portions of the Indio Subbasin between Palm Springs and Rancho Mirage, and 

the Desert Palms (Sun City) community. The water level decline in the Palm Springs and Rancho Mirage 

areas is the residual effect of low imported replenishment water deliveries to the Whitewater River GRF 

relative to pumping in previous years due to drought conditions.  

Over the past ten years, much of the Indio Subbasin experienced water level gains in the range of 2 to 

over 50 feet as a result of continued recharge at the Whitewater River GRF, implementation of the TEL 

GRF, conversion of golf courses from groundwater to Coachella Canal water, and water conservation. 

The portion of the Indio Subbasin between Palm Springs and Palm Desert experienced water level 

declines in the range of 2 to 8 feet in this period. Eliminating this decline is the focus of the Mid-Valley 

Pipeline source substitution project and the proposed Palm Desert GRF. Operation of the first phase of 

the new Palm Desert GRF is expected to commence in 2019 at an expected rate of 10,000 AFY. 

CVWD continues to work with the golf courses in its service area to extend the Mid-Valley Pipeline 

distribution system to serve additional courses with Coachella Canal and recycled water and reduce their 

groundwater pumping. One additional golf course was connected during the past year. CVWD’s 

increased allocation of Colorado River water through the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) 

added 18,000 AF of supply in 2018. CVWD expects to receive an additional 5,000 AFY of Colorado River 

water in 2019.  
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Continued implementation of CVWMP programs is critical to meeting the goals of the plan. In the coming 

year, the GSAs will continue to pursue their successful water conservation efforts, continue to evaluate 

the effectiveness of their groundwater monitoring program, and add additional wells to the program as the 

need arises.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The Indio Subbasin is located within the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin underlying the Coachella 

Valley in Southern California as shown in Figure 1-1.  The Indio Subbasin is sustainably managed in 

accordance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and reported on annually.  This 

annual report for Water Year 2017-2018 (October 1, 2017 through September 30, 2018) complies with 

SGMA reporting requirements (California Water Code Section 10728).  SGMA is defined by Sections 

10720 - 10737.8 of the California Water Code. 

Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), Coachella Water Authority (CWA), Desert Water Agency (DWA), 

and the Indio Water Authority (IWA) collectively comprise the Groundwater Sustainability Agencies 

(GSAs) providing coverage for the entire Indio Subbasin as required by SGMA.  The California 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) has indicated that an annual report is required to be submitted 

annually to the DWR in support of the Alternative to a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Alternative Plan) 

previously submitted to the DWR by the GSAs for the Indio Subbasin. 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

1.1.1 Implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

In 2014, faced with declining groundwater levels (most notably in California's Central Valley), the 

California Legislature enacted the SGMA which was intended to provide a framework for the sustainable 

management of groundwater resources throughout California, primarily by local authorities. The SGMA 

consisted of three bills, Assembly Bill (AB) 1739 (Dickinson), Senate Bill (SB) 1168 (Pavley), and SB 

1319 (Pavley), and was signed into law by Governor Brown on September 16, 2014. 

The SGMA required local authorities to form local GSAs by June 30, 2017 to evaluate conditions in their 

local groundwater basins and adopt locally-based Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) or Alternative 

Plans tailored to their regional economic and environmental needs. The SGMA allows a 20-year time 

frame for GSAs to implement their GSPs or Alternative Plans and achieve long-term groundwater 

sustainability. It protects existing water rights and does not affect current drought response measures. 

SGMA provides local GSAs with tools and authority to: 

• Monitor and manage groundwater levels and quality 

• Monitor and manage land subsidence and changes in surface water flow and quality affecting 

groundwater levels or quality or caused by groundwater extraction 

• Require registration of groundwater wells 

• Require reporting of annual extractions 

• Require reporting of surface water diversions to underground storage 

• Impose limits on extractions from individual wells
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• Assess fees to implement local GSPs and Alternative Plans 

• Request revisions of basin boundaries, including establishing new subbasins 

The DWR developed the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program to 

track seasonal and long-term trends in groundwater elevations in California's groundwater basins. 

Through its CASGEM program, DWR ranked the priority of all 515 groundwater basins and subbasins in 

California as either very low, low, medium, or high priority. In addition, DWR, as required by SGMA, 

identified the basins and subbasins that are in conditions of critical overdraft. Several basins and 

subbasins in California were identified as critically-overdrafted basins. None of the subbasins in the 

Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin have been listed as critically-overdrafted. 

The Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin has been divided into four (4) subbasins by DWR in California 

Bulletin 108 (1964) and Bulletin 118 (2003): they are the Indio1, Mission Creek, San Gorgonio Pass, and 

Desert Hot Springs Subbasins as shown in Figure 1-1. The Indio, Mission Creek, and San Gorgonio 

Pass Subbasins have been designated medium-priority basins, and the Desert Hot Springs Subbasin has 

been designated a very low-priority subbasin under SGMA. 

GSAs responsible for the high-priority and medium-priority groundwater basins and subbasins must 

prepare and adopt GSPs by January 31, 2020 for critically overdrafted basins, and by January 31, 2022 

for those not currently in critical overdraft, with updates every five years thereafter. GSAs may adopt a 

single GSP covering an entire basin or combine a number of GSPs created by multiple GSAs. 

Sustainability must be achieved within 20 years after adoption of the GSP for all high-priority and 

medium-priority basins. GSAs who elect to submit an Alternative Plan, rather than prepare a GSP in 

accordance with California Water Code (CWC) §10727 et seq., must have done so by January 1, 2017, 

with updates every five years thereafter. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is 

empowered to intervene if local agencies fail to form GSAs or fail to adopt their GSPs or Alternative Plans 

on schedule. 

 

1.1.2 Formation of GSAs by Local Agencies in the Indio Subbasin 

The SGMA required local authorities to form local GSAs by June 30, 2017 to evaluate conditions in their 

local groundwater basins and adopt locally-based GSPs or Alternative Plans tailored to their regional 

economic and environmental needs. Presently, four separate entities have been designated as 

“Exclusive” GSAs to manage the Indio Subbasin of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin within their 

respective service areas as shown in Figure 1-2. They are:  

• Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD)  

                                                      
 
1 The Indio Subbasin is also identified as the Whitewater River Subbasin by the USGS. However, the 

subbasin is identified as the Indio Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 108 (1964) and Bulletin 118 (2003). For 

continuity, this annual report will identify the subbasin as the Indio Subbasin. 
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• Coachella Water Authority (CWA)  

• Desert Water Agency (DWA) 

• Indio Water Authority (IWA) 

 

1.1.3 Submission of an Alternative to a Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the 
Indio Subbasin to the DWR 

SGMA recognizes the efforts many areas, such as the Coachella Valley, have made in developing and 

implementing groundwater management by allowing existing groundwater management plans to be 

submitted as an Alternative to a GSP (Alternative Plan).  

Twenty years before the adoption of SGMA, CVWD began development of the initial Water Management 

Plan in 1994 after recognizing the need to sustainably manage the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin. 

The original planning document is the 2002 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (CVWMP). The 

2002 CVWMP was updated in 2010 and adopted in 2012. The environmental documents associated with 

these management plans provide important information on the Coachella Valley environment, the impacts 

of the original 2002 CVWMP and the 2010 CVWMP Update, and mitigation measures. The 2014 and 

2016 CVWMP Status Reports were periodic reviews of the planning assumptions and implementation 

status for the 2010 CVWMP Update. Annual Engineer’s Reports on Water Supply and Replenishment 

Assessment are prepared by CVWD under authority of CWC §31631 and by DWA under authority of 

Chapter 100 of the CWC Appendix. These documents provide the basis for compliance with the SGMA 

requirements for Alternative Plans.  

On December 29, 2016, CVWD, CWA, DWA, and IWA collaboratively submitted the 2010 CVWMP 

Update as an Alternative Plan for the Indio Subbasin, with an associated Bridge Document to DWR for 

review and evaluation.  On February 1, 2018, DWR notified all GSAs who submitted Alternative Plans 

that they would be required to submit annual reports pursuant to SGMA by April 1, 2018 and every year 

thereafter. 
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1.1.4 Annual Reporting 

Annual reports of the Indio Subbasin conditions have been prepared since 1978 by both CVWD and 

DWA. CVWD has published an annual Engineer’s Report on Water Supply and Replenishment 

Assessment for its West Whitewater River Subbasin Area of Benefit (AOB) since 1978, and the East 

Whitewater River Subbasin AOB since 2004, in the Indio Subbasin. DWA has published an annual 

Engineer’s Report on the Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment Program for its Whitewater River 

Subbasin AOB since 1978, and its Garnet Hill Subbasin AOB since 2015, in the Indio Subbasin. The 

Engineer’s Reports provide detailed groundwater levels, annual water balance, artificial and natural 

recharge, and groundwater pumping, as well as establishing the replenishment assessment charged for 

production within each designated AOB for the following fiscal year.  

In accordance with SGMA (Water Code Section 10728), on April 1 following the adoption of a GSP or 

submission of an Alternative Plan and annually thereafter, a GSA shall submit a report to DWR containing 

the following information about the basin managed in the GSP or Alternative Plan: 

• Groundwater elevation data 

• Aggregated data identifying groundwater extraction 

• Surface water supply used for or available for groundwater recharge or in-lieu use 

• Total water use 

• Change in groundwater storage 

• Progress toward implementing the GSP or Alternative Plan 

The Indio Subbasin Annual Report for Water Year 2016-2017 was the first annual report prepared for the 

Indio Subbasin in response to the SGMA requirements, and this Indio Subbasin Annual Report for Water 

Year 2017-2018 represents the second annual report prepared for the Indio Subbasin. This Annual 

Report contains a discussion of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin followed by sections describing 

each of the SGMA required annual report elements.  
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2.0 COACHELLA VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN SETTING 

The Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin extends approximately 50 miles southeast from the San 

Bernardino Mountains to the northern shore of the Salton Sea as shown in Figure 1-1. The Coachella 

Valley Groundwater Basin underlies the cities of Cathedral City, Coachella, Desert Hot Springs, Indian 

Wells, Indio, La Quinta, Palm Desert, Palm Springs, and Rancho Mirage, and the unincorporated 

communities of Thousand Palms, Thermal, Bermuda Dunes, Oasis, and Mecca. The Coachella Valley is 

bordered on the north by Mount San Gorgonio in the San Bernardino Mountains, on the west by the San 

Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains, on the east by the Little San Bernardino Mountains, and on the south 

by the Salton Sea. The Coachella Valley lies within the northwesterly portion of California's Colorado 

Desert, an extension of the Sonoran Desert. The San Bernardino, San Jacinto, and Santa Rosa 

Mountains provide an effective barrier against coastal storms, and greatly reduce the contribution of direct 

precipitation to replenish the Coachella Valley's groundwater, resulting in an arid climate.  

2.1 CLIMATE 

The bulk of natural groundwater replenishment comes from runoff from the adjacent mountains. Climate 

in the Coachella Valley is characterized by low humidity, high summer temperatures, and mild dry winters. 

Figure 2-1 presents a regional map of the Indio Subbasin with locations of precipitation, streamflow, and 

subsidence monitoring stations. Average annual precipitation in the Coachella Valley varies from 3 to 6 

inches of rain on the Coachella Valley floor to more than 30 inches in the surrounding mountains (DWR, 

1964; NWS, 2019). Most of the precipitation occurs during December through February, except for 

summer thundershowers.  Historic monthly average precipitation with mean, maximum, and minimum 

corresponding monthly temperature at the Thousand Palms station (CW2285) in Coachella Valley is 

shown on Figure 2-2.  Prevailing winds in the area are usually gentle, but occasionally increase to 

velocities as high as 30 miles per hour or more. Mid-summer temperatures commonly exceed 100 

degrees Fahrenheit (°F), frequently reach 110°F, and periodically reach 120°F. The average winter 

temperature is approximately 60°F (Figure 2-2).   
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Figure 2-2. Monthly Average Climate Data for Coachella Valley 
(Thousand Palms Station CW2285– 2004 to 2018) 
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2.2 COACHELLA VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN 

The Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin is bounded on the north and east by non-water-bearing 

crystalline rocks of the San Bernardino and Little San Bernardino Mountains and on the south and west 

by the crystalline rocks of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains. At the west end of the San 

Gorgonio Pass, between Beaumont and Banning, the basin boundary is defined by a surface drainage 

divide separating the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin from the Beaumont Groundwater Basin of the 

Upper Santa Ana Drainage Area.  

The southern boundary is formed primarily by the watershed of the Mecca Hills and by the northwest 

shoreline of the Salton Sea running between the Santa Rosa Mountains and Mortmar. Between the 

Salton Sea and Travertine Rock, at the base of the Santa Rosa Mountains, the southern boundary 

crosses the Riverside County Line into Imperial and San Diego Counties. 

Southerly of the southern boundary, at Mortmar and at Travertine Rock, the subsurface materials are 

predominantly fine grained and low in permeability; although groundwater is present, it is not readily 

extractable. A zone of transition exists at these boundaries; to the north the subsurface materials are 

coarser and more readily yield groundwater.  

Although there is interflow of groundwater throughout the groundwater basin, fault barriers, constrictions 

in the groundwater basin profile, and areas of low permeability limit and control movement of 

groundwater. Based on these factors, the groundwater basin has been divided into subbasins and 

subareas as described by California Department of Water Resources (DWR) in Bulletin 108 (1964) and 

Bulletin 118 (2003), and also by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) in 1971. 

2.2.1 Subbasins and Subareas 

The subbasins of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin are the Mission Creek, Desert Hot Springs, 

San Gorgonio Pass, and Indio2 Subbasins as shown in Figure 1-1. The subbasins delineate areas 

underlain by formations which readily yield stored groundwater through water wells and offer natural 

reservoirs for the regulation of water supplies. 

The boundaries between subbasins within the groundwater basin are generally defined by faults that 

serve as effective barriers to the lateral movement of groundwater. Minor subareas have also been 

delineated, based on one or more of the following geologic or hydrologic characteristics: type of water-

bearing formations, water quality, areas of confined groundwater, forebay areas, groundwater divides, 

and surface drainage divides. 

 

                                                      
 
2The Garnet Hill Subarea of the Indio Subbasin is also identified as a separate Garnet Hill Subbasin by the 

USGS. However, it is identified as the Garnet Hill Subarea of the Indio Subbasin in DWR Bulletin 108 (1964) 

and Bulletin 118 (2003). For continuity, this annual report will identify the subarea as the Garnet Hill Subarea 

of the Indio Subbasin. 
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The following is a list of the subbasins and associated subareas in the Coachella Valley Groundwater 

Basin as designated by DWR in Bulletin 108 (1964) and in Bulletin 118 (2003). 

• Indio Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.01) 

o Palm Springs Subarea 

o Thermal Subarea 

o Thousand Palms Subarea 

o Oasis Subarea  

o Garnet Hill Subarea 

• Mission Creek Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.02) 

• Desert Hot Springs Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.03) 

o Miracle Hill Subarea 

o Sky Valley Subarea 

o Fargo Canyon Subarea 

• San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.04) 

The boundaries (based on faults, barriers, constrictions in basin profile, and changes in permeability of 

water-bearing units), geology, hydrogeology, water supply, and groundwater storage of the Indio 

Subbasin and Indio Subareas are further described in the following sections. 

2.2.2 Geology 

The Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin encompasses much of the floor area of Coachella Valley. The 

Coachella Valley itself trends northwest–southeast; its surface slopes generally to the southeast, and is 

bounded on its northern, northwestern, southwestern, and southern margins by uplifted mountains of 

bedrock. Coachella Valley sedimentary fill consists of thick sand and gravel sedimentary sequences 

eroded from the surrounding mountains. Sedimentary infill within the Coachella Valley thickens from north 

to south, and depending on location within the basin, is at least several thousand and as much as 12,000 

feet (ft) in thickness. The upper approximately 2,000 ft constitute the aquifer system that is the primary 

source of groundwater supply (DWR, 1979). A geologic map of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin 

is shown in Figure 2-3. 
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2.2.3 Basin Storage Capacity 

In 1964, DWR estimated that the subbasins in the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin contained 

approximately 39,200,000 acre-feet (AF) of water in the first 1,000 ft below the ground surface. The 

capacities of the subbasins are shown in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1 
Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater Storage Capacity 

Subbasin/Subarea Groundwater Storage 
(AF)1 

Indio Subbasin  

Palm Springs Subarea 4,600,000 

Thousand Palms Subarea 1,800,000 

Oasis Subarea 3,000,000 

Thermal Subarea 19,400,000 

Garnet Hill Subarea 1,000,000 

Subtotal – Indio Subbasin: 29,800,000 

San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin 2,700,000 

Mission Creek Subbasin 2,600,000 

Desert Hot Springs Subbasin 4,100,000 

Total – All Subbasins: 39,200,000 

                    Note:  Storage volume of the first 1,000 feet below ground surface (DWR, 1964). Excludes semi-
waterbearing portions of the groundwater basins such as the Indio Hills which have essentially 
no recoverable groundwater, 

 

2.3 INDIO SUBBASIN DESCRIPTION 

The Indio Subbasin, designated the Basin No. 7-21.01 in DWR Bulletin No. 118 (2003), underlies the 

major portion of the Coachella Valley floor and encompasses approximately 400 square miles. Beginning 

approximately one mile west of the junction of State Highway 111 and Interstate 10, the Indio Subbasin 

extends southeast approximately 50 miles to the Salton Sea. 

The Indio Subbasin is bordered on the southwest by the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains and is 

separated from the Mission Creek and Desert Hot Springs Subbasins, and Garnet Hill Subarea, to the 

north and east by the Garnet Hill and San Andreas Faults (DWR 1964). The Garnet Hill Fault, which 

extends southeasterly from the north side of the San Gorgonio Pass to the Indio Hills, is a relatively 

effective barrier to lateral groundwater movement from the Garnet Hill Subarea into the Indio Subbasin, 

with some portions in the shallower zones more permeable. The San Andreas Fault, extending 

southeasterly from the junction of the Mission Creek and Banning Faults in the Indio Hills and continuing 

out of the basin on the east flank of the Salton Sea, is also an effective barrier to lateral groundwater 

movement from the northeast (DWR 1964). 

The Indio Subbasin underlies the Cities of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, 

Indian Wells, La Quinta, Indio, and Coachella, and the unincorporated communities of Thousand Palms, 
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Thermal, Bermuda Dunes, Oasis, and Mecca. From about the City of Indio southeasterly to the Salton 

Sea, the Indio Subbasin contains increasingly thick layers of silt and clay, especially in the shallower 

portions of the Indio Subbasin. These silt and clay layers, which are remnants of ancient lake bed 

deposits, impede the percolation of water applied for irrigation and limit groundwater replenishment 

opportunities to the westerly fringe of the Indio Subbasin (DWR 1964). 

Hydrologically, the Indio Subbasin is divided into five subareas: the Palm Springs, Thermal, Thousand 

Palms, Oasis, and Garnet Hill Subareas as shown in Figure 2-4. The Palm Springs Subarea is the 

forebay or main area of replenishment to the Indio Subbasin, and the Thermal Subarea is the pressure, or 

confined area, within the Indio Subbasin. The other three subareas are peripheral areas having 

unconfined groundwater conditions. 

2.3.1 Palm Springs Subarea 

The triangular area between the Garnet Hill Fault and the east slope of the San Jacinto Mountains 

southeast to the City of Cathedral City is designated the Palm Springs Subarea. Groundwater is 

unconfined in this area. The Coachella Valley fill materials within the Palm Springs Subarea are 

essentially heterogeneous alluvial fan deposits with little sorting and little fine-grained material. The 

thickness of these water-bearing materials is not known; however, it exceeds 1,000 ft. Although no 

lithologic distinction is apparent from well drillers' logs, the probable thickness of recent deposits suggests 

that Ocotillo conglomerate underlies recent fanglomerate in the subarea at depths ranging from 300 ft to 

400 ft.  

Natural replenishment to the aquifer in the Indio Subbasin occurs primarily in the Palm Springs Subarea. 

The major natural sources include infiltration of stream runoff from the San Jacinto Mountains and the 

Whitewater River, and subsurface inflow from the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin and Garnet Hill Subarea. 

Deep percolation of direct precipitation on the Palm Springs Subarea is considered negligible as it is 

consumed by evapotranspiration (DWR 1964). 

2.3.2 Thermal Subarea 

Groundwater of the Palm Springs Subarea moves southeastward into the Thermal Subarea, consisting of 

interbedded sands, silts, and clays underlying the central portion of the Coachella Valley. The division 

between the Palm Springs Subarea and the Thermal Subarea is near the City of Cathedral City. The 

hydraulic conductivity parallel to the bedding of the deposits in the Thermal Subarea are several times the 

hydraulic conductivity perpendicular to the bedding and, therefore, movement of groundwater parallel to 

the bedding predominates. Confined or semi-confined groundwater conditions are present in the major 

portion of the Thermal Subarea. Movement of groundwater under these conditions is present in the major 

portion of the Thermal Subarea and is caused by differences in piezometric (pressure) level or head. 

Unconfined conditions are present in the alluvial fans at the base of the Santa Rosa Mountains, such as 

the fans at the mouth of Deep Canyon and in the City of La Quinta area. 
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Sand and gravel lenses underlying this subarea are discontinuous, and clay beds are not extensive. 

However, two aquifer zones separated by a zone of finer-grained materials were identified from well logs. 

The fine-grained materials within the intervening horizontal plane are not persistent enough to completely 

restrict the vertical interflow of water, or to warrant the use of the term "aquiclude." Therefore, the term 

"aquitard" is used for this zone of less permeable material that separates the upper and lower aquifer 

zones in the southeastern part of the Coachella Valley. 

The lower aquifer zone, composed of part of the Ocotillo conglomerate, consists of silty sands and 

gravels with interbeds of silt and clay. It contains the greatest quantity of stored groundwater in the 

Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin. The top of the lower aquifer zone is present at a depth ranging from 

300 ft to 600 ft below the surface. The thickness of the zone is undetermined, as the deepest wells 

present in the Coachella Valley have not penetrated it in its entirety. The available data indicate that the 

zone is at least 500 ft thick and may be in excess of 1,000 ft thick. 

The aquitard overlying the lower aquifer zone is generally 100 ft to 200 ft thick, although in small areas on 

the periphery of the Salton Sea it is more than 500 ft thick. North and west of the City of Indio, in a curved 

zone approximately one mile wide, the aquitard is apparently lacking and no distinction is made between 

the upper and lower aquifer zones. 

Capping the upper aquifer zone in the Thermal Subarea is a shallow fine-grained zone in which semi-

perched groundwater is present (see Figure 2-5). This zone consists of recent silts, clays, and fine sands 

and is relatively persistent southeast of the City of Indio. It ranges from zero to 100 ft thick and is 

generally an effective barrier to deep percolation. However, north and west of the City of Indio, the zone is 

composed mainly of clayey sands and silts, and its effect in retarding deep percolation is limited. The low 

permeability of the materials southeast of the City of Indio has contributed to irrigation drainage problems 

in the area. Semi-perched groundwater has been maintained by irrigation water applied to agricultural 

lands, necessitating the construction of an extensive subsurface tile drain system (DWR 1964). 

A generalized stratigraphic diagram of the geologic units and groundwater zones of the Thermal Subarea 

(DWR 1964) is presented in Figure 2-6. 
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Figure 2-5. Approximate Extent of Shallow, Semi-Perched Aquifer in the Thermal Subarea of the 
Indio Subbasin 
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Figure 2-6. Generalized Stratigraphic Column of the Thermal Subarea of the Indio Subbasin 

 



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 

 2-13 

2.3.3 Thousand Palms Subarea 

The small area along the southwest flank of the Indio Hills is named the Thousand Palms Subarea. The 

southwest boundary of the subarea was determined by tracing the limits of distinctive groundwater 

chemical characteristics. The major aquifers of the Indio Subbasin are characterized by calcium 

bicarbonate; but water in the Thousand Palms Subarea is characterized by sodium sulfate (DWR 1964). 

The differences in water quality suggest that replenishment to the Thousand Palms Subarea comes 

primarily from the Indio Hills and is limited in supply. The relatively sharp boundary between chemical 

characteristics of water derived from the Indio Hills and groundwater in the Thermal Subarea suggests 

there is little intermixing of the two waters. 

The configuration of the water table north of the community of Thousand Palms is such that the generally 

uniform, southeasterly gradient in the Palm Springs Subarea diverges and steepens to the east along the 

base of Edom Hill. This steepened gradient suggests a barrier to the movement of groundwater: possibly 

a reduction in permeability of the water-bearing materials, or possibly a southeast extension of the Garnet 

Hill Fault. However, such an extension of the Garnet Hill Fault is unlikely. There is no surface expression 

of such a fault, and the gravity measurements taken during the 1964 DWR investigation do not suggest a 

subsurface fault. The residual gravity profile across this area supports these observations. The sharp 

increase in gradient is therefore attributed to lower permeability of the materials to the east.  

Most of the Thousand Palms Subarea is located within the western portion of the Indio Subbasin. 

Groundwater levels in this area show similar patterns to those of the adjacent Thermal Subarea, 

suggesting a hydraulic connectivity (DWR 1964). 

2.3.4 Oasis Subarea 

Another peripheral zone of unconfined groundwater that is different in chemical characteristics from water 

in the major aquifers of the Indio Subbasin is found underlying the Oasis Piedmont slope. This zone, 

named the Oasis Subarea, extends along the base of the Santa Rosa Mountains. Water-bearing 

materials underlying the subarea consist of highly permeable fan deposits. Although groundwater data 

suggest that the boundary between the Oasis and Thermal Subareas may be a buried fault extending 

from Travertine Rock to the community of Oasis, the remainder of the boundary is a lithologic change 

from the coarse fan deposits of the Oasis Subarea to the interbedded sands, gravel, and silts of the 

Thermal Subarea. Little information is available as to the thickness of the water-bearing materials, but it is 

estimated to be in excess of 1,000 ft.  

2.3.5 Garnet Hill Subarea 

This subarea is considered part of the Indio Subbasin in DWR's Bulletin 118 (2003). The area between 

the Garnet Hill Fault and the Banning Fault, named the Garnet Hill Subarea of the Indio Subbasin by 

DWR (1964), was considered a distinct subbasin by the USGS because of the partially effective Banning 

and Garnet Hill Faults as barriers to lateral groundwater movement. This is demonstrated by a difference 

of 170 feet (ft) in groundwater level elevation in a horizontal distance of 3,200 ft across the Garnet Hill 
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Fault, as measured in the spring of 1961. The Garnet Hill Fault does not reach the surface and is 

probably effective as a barrier to lateral groundwater movement only below a depth of about 100 ft (MWH 

2013). 

The 2013 Mission Creek/Garnet Hill Subbasins Water Management Plan (MWH 2013) states that 

groundwater production is low in the Garnet Hill Subarea and is not expected to increase significantly in 

the future due to relatively low well yields compared to those in the Mission Creek Subbasin. Water levels 

in the western and central portions of the subarea show response to large replenishment quantities from 

the Whitewater River Groundwater Replenishment Facility (Whitewater River GRF), while levels are 

relatively flat in the eastern portion of the subarea. The lack of wells in the subarea limits the geologic 

understanding of how this subarea operates relative to the Mission Creek Subbasin and Indio Subbasin. 

Although some natural replenishment to this subarea may come from Mission Creek and other streams 

that pass through during periods of high flood flows, the chemical character of the groundwater, and its 

direction of movement, indicate that the main source of replenishment to the subarea comes from the 

Whitewater River through the permeable deposits which underlie Whitewater Hill (MWH 2013). 
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3.0 GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS 

Section 356.2(b) of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Emergency Regulations 

requires: 

A detailed description and graphical representation of the following conditions of the basin 
managed in the Plan: 

(1) Groundwater elevation data from monitoring wells identified in the monitoring network shall be 
analyzed and displayed as follows: 

(A) Groundwater elevation contour maps for each principal aquifer in the basin illustrating, at a 
minimum, the seasonal high and seasonal low groundwater conditions. 

(B) Hydrographs of groundwater elevations and water year type using historical data to the 
greatest extent available, including from January 1, 2015, to current reporting year. 

This section presents the groundwater level monitoring program results for the Indio Subbasin for Water 

Year (WY) 2017-2018. 

 

3.1 MONITORING WELLS 

In response to 2010 legislation, California Department of Water Resources (DWR) developed the 

California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program to track seasonal and long-

term trends in groundwater elevations in California's groundwater basins. The hydrologic system of the 

Coachella Valley has been extensively monitored by a number of agencies for many years. Monitoring 

data in the Indio Subbasin is available for selected wells since the 1920s. 

Monitoring wells, as shown in Figure 3-1, are selected so they can provide a good representation of 

groundwater elevations within each agency’s service areas. The five monitoring agencies maintain a total 

of 56 CASGEM monitoring wells in the Indio Subbasin. During WY 2017-2018, there were 53 CASGEM 

wells with measured water levels as shown in Table 3-1. In addition to the CASGEM wells, the Coachella 

Valley Water District (CVWD), Desert Water Agency (DWA), and Indio Water Authority (IWA) monitor 

water levels in additional wells in the Indio Subbasin. During WY 2017-2018, CVWD monitored water 

levels three times per year in a total of 265 wells, including 39 CASGEM wells. DWA monitored water 

levels in 35 wells, including four CASGEM wells during WY 2017-2018. Indio Water Authority (IWA) 

monitored water levels in seven wells, including six CASGEM wells. Coachella Water Authority (CWA) 

monitored one CASGEM well and Mission Springs Water District monitored three CASGEM wells. In total, 

311 wells were monitored in the Indio Subbasin during WY 2017-2018, as shown in Table 3-1, and in 

greater detail in Appendix B. The five monitoring agencies also maintain their own data management 

systems in compliance with CASGEM.  
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Table 3-1 
WY 2017-2018 Wells Measured for Water Levels in the Indio Subbasin 

 

Monitoring Agency 
CASGEM 

Wells 
Monitored 

Additional 
Wells 

Monitored 

Total Wells 
Monitored 

Coachella Valley Water District1 39 226 265 

Coachella Water Authority2 1 0 1 

Desert Water Agency3 4 31 35 

Indio Water Authority4 6 1 7 

Mission Springs Water District5 3 0 3 

Total Wells Monitored 53 258 311 

Notes: 
1 CVWD monitors one CASGEM well (06S06E17K01S) that is considered to be in the Indio 

Subbasin but is just outside the Subbasin’s boundary as defined in DWR Bulletin 118. 
2 CVWD and CWA both recorded measurements from the CWA CASGEM well during WY 2017-

2018.  
3 DWA has three additional CASGEM wells that were not measured during WY 2017-2018. 
4 IWA provided a single reading for one non-CASGEM well during WY 2017-2018. This well is 

located next to one of the CASGEM wells. 
5 MSWD CASGEM well (03S03E08M01S) is physically located in the Indio Subbasin and is also part 

of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin monitoring program. 
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3.2 GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS 

Historical groundwater level changes in the Indio Subbasin, and conditions producing those changes, 

have been extensively described by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and DWR, and are 

documented in the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (CVWMP) Update, and 2014 and 

2016 CVWMP Status Reports.  

Figure 3-2 presents average groundwater elevation contours in the Indio Subbasin based on WY 2017-

2018. The groundwater elevations represent groundwater conditions in the principal groundwater 

producing aquifer of the Indio Subbasin. Average groundwater levels for WY 2017-2018 are presented 

because the Indio Subbasin generally does not exhibit strong seasonal trends. Water levels near 

recharge areas respond directly to the timing of replenishment water deliveries and can vary from 10 feet 

(ft) to more than 200 ft within one year during periods of high replenishment. Water levels outside 

recharge areas of the Indio Subbasin typically experience annual variations of approximately 7 ft or less.  

Groundwater generally flows from the northwest near the Whitewater River GRF toward the southeast at 

the Salton Sea. The groundwater gradient is typically steeper in the western portion of the Indio 

Subbasin, flattening to the southeast.  
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3.3 HYDROGRAPHS 

Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 present hydrographs for a selection of eleven (11) representative wells 

separated by the western and eastern portions of the Indio Subbasin, to provide some context regarding 

the long-term changes in the water levels of the aquifer. The hydrographs are shown in larger format in 

Appendix A. These eleven (11) wells were selected on the basis of having been consistently monitored 

over a relatively long time period and on their location in different regions within the Indio Subbasin.  The 

locations of the wells are shown on the map in Figure 3-2. The hydrographs indicate that water levels in 

the westerly portion of the Indio Subbasin have been very responsive to replenishment water deliveries at 

the Whitewater River GRF, water levels in the Palm Springs/Cathedral City area have remained relatively 

stable with moderate fluctuations in response to recharge events, and water levels in the Mid-Coachella 

Valley area near the City of Palm Desert generally stabilized around 2005. Water levels throughout the 

easterly portion of the Indio Subbasin have either increased or stabilized since commencement of 

replenishment activities at the Thomas E. Levy GRF (TEL GRF) and other elements of the CVWMP in 

2009.  The analysis of the water levels observed at the monitoring wells emphasizes the benefit and 

effectiveness of the replenishment program in improving groundwater storage conditions even during a 

drought; without replenishment, greater declines in water levels would have been observed during this 

period. 
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Figure 3-3. Representative Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs Western Indio Subbasin 
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Figure 3-4. Representative Groundwater Elevation Hydrographs Eastern Indio Subbasin 
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3.4 ARTESIAN CONDITIONS 

Historically, the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin experienced confined aquifer artesian conditions 

with sufficient pressure to cause groundwater levels in wells to rise above the ground surface.  Artesian 

flowing wells attracted early settlers to farm in this area.  Artesian conditions declined in the late 1930s 

when increased groundwater pumping caused declining groundwater elevations.  The completion of the 

Coachella Canal by the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) in 1949 brought Colorado River 

water to the eastern Coachella Valley for agricultural irrigation purposes.  Artesian conditions returned in 

the early 1960s through the 1980s as imported Colorado River water was substituted for groundwater 

production.  Beginning in the late 1980s, groundwater uses again increased, resulting in declining water 

levels and a loss of artesian conditions. 

The East Whitewater River Subbasin Groundwater Replenishment Program (GRP), combined with other 

water management elements, including source substitution and water conservation, are helping to control 

groundwater overdraft, restore water levels, and return artesian conditions within the eastern portion of 

the Indio Subbasin.  This results in reduced groundwater pumping costs and water quality protection of 

the confined aquifer. 

Figure 3-5 depicts the current annual average artesian conditions within the easterly Indio Subbasin; 

specifically, the water pressure equivalent elevation above ground surface during WY 2017-2018. The 

water level contours in Figure 3-5 are derived from water levels in all the monitored wells in the deep 

aquifer of the Indio Subbasin that were used in the analysis, with only the above-ground water level 

contours shown. Contouring factors have been adjusted to increase local resolution of the artesian area. 

Twelve (12) wells experienced artesian conditions as averaged over WY 2017-2018, although the 

pressure in one (08S09E07M01S) cannot be accurately measured. In Figure 3-5, the artesian wells are 

depicted as blue dots, the non-artesian wells are depicted as green dots (note that two pairs of wells 

occurring in the same location are depicted with a single dot). Due to the influence on the contours of 

water levels in nearby non-artesian wells, two of the artesian wells do not appear within the above-ground 

contours (07S07E02G02S and 08S09E07M01S).   

Several wells changed with respect to artesian conditions since WY 2016-2017. Two wells that were non-

artesian in WY 2016-2017 became artesian in WY 2017-2018 (08S09E07N03S and 08S09E07N04S), 

one well that was artesian in WY 2016-2017 (07S08E02L03S) lost its artesian character in WY 2017-

2018, and one well that was artesian in WY 2016-2017 (07S09E17K01S) had no pressure readings in 

WY 2017-2018. The average water level of the wells experiencing artesian conditions during both WY 

2016-2017 and WY 2017-2018 increased from WY 2016-2017 by approximately 0.1 ft. 
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3.5 LAND SUBSIDENCE 

Land subsidence in the Coachella Valley has been investigated since 1996 through an on-going 

cooperative program between CVWD and the USGS.  Global Positioning System (GPS) surveying, using 

GNSS-Inferred Positioning System and Orbit Analysis Simulation Software (GIPSY-OASIS), and 

interferometric synthetic aperture radar (InSAR) methods have been used to determine the location, 

extent, and magnitude of the vertical land-surface changes in the Coachella Valley. 

A report was published by the USGS in 2007, entitled Detection and Measurement of Land Subsidence 
Using Global Positioning System Surveying and Interferometric Synthetic Aperture Radar, Coachella 
Valley, California 1996-2005 (Sneed and Brandt, 2007). The most recent phase of the investigation 

evaluated correlations between subsidence and recovery related to local geology and groundwater level 

changes during the period 1993 to 2010. The most recent in this series of reports was published by the 

USGS in 2014 (Sneed et al., 2014). This report indicated that some subsidence had occurred in the East 

Whitewater River Subbasin Management Area and portions of the West Whitewater River Subbasin 

Management Area (primarily within the Palm Desert area) during that time period. However, decreased 

rates of subsidence, or uplift, were observed in the La Quinta area in 2010. The uplift was attributed to the 

recovering water levels in the vicinity of the TEL GRF (Sneed et al., 2014).  

CVWD and USGS initiated a four-year study in 2014 to analyze changes in land surface elevations in the 

Coachella Valley during the period 2010 to 2017. The report summarizing this data is in review and 

expected to be available in the first half of 2019. 

Recent elevation data were collected through the cooperative program between CVWD and the USGS for 

three Indio Subbasin stations including Palm Springs Airport (PSAP), College of the Desert (COTD) in 

Palm Desert, and Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport formerly known as Thermal Airport (TMAP).  The 

PSAP, COTD, and TMAP monitoring station locations are shown on Figure 2-1.  Land surface elevation 

change from a reference elevation, using GIPSY data for these stations from 1999 through 2018 (2016 

for PSAP), are shown on Figure 3-6. 

These GPS measurements indicate there has been about 1 inch of uplift in Palm Springs (PSAP) 

between 2000 and 2016, most of which occurred since 2011, possibly coinciding with periods of high 

recharge at the Whitewater River GRF. There has been about 4 inches of subsidence in Palm Desert 

(COTD) between 2001 and 2018, most of which occurred between 2001 and 2010.  The rate of 

subsidence decreased between 2010 and 2015 possibly due to conversion of several golf courses to 

imported and recycled water supplied through the Mid-Valley Pipeline system. The elevation change in 

Palm Desert appears to have stabilized since about 2015. There was up to 2 inches of subsidence 

observed in Thermal from 2000 to 2009; however, the ground surface has since rebounded to the 

elevations observed in 2001. This rebound roughly coincides with commencement of recharge operations 

at the TEL GRF. 
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Figure 3-6. Coachella Valley Land Surface Elevation Changes 
 

 

 

 
Note: See Figure 2-1 for subsidence monitoring locations. 
Source: UCSD, S O P A C & C S R C Garner GPS Archive, 2019. 
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4.0 GROUNDWATER EXTRACTIONS 

Section 356.2(b)(2) of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Emergency Regulations 

requires: 

A detailed description and graphical representation of the following conditions of the basin 
managed in the Plan: … 

(2) Groundwater extraction for the preceding water year. Data shall be collected using the best 
available measurement methods and shall be presented in a table that summarizes groundwater 
extractions by water use sector and identifies the method of measurement (direct or estimate) 
and accuracy of measurements, and a map that illustrates the general location and volume of 
groundwater extractions. 

This section presents the groundwater extraction monitoring program results for the Indio Subbasin for 

Water Year (WY) 2017-2018. Because Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) and Desert Water 

Agency (DWA) are authorized to collect replenishment assessment from groundwater producers, their 

respective legislations mandate the installation of water meters on all wells producing more than 25-acre 

feet per year (AFY) in CVWD’s service area, and 10 AFY in DWA’s service area. As a result, CVWD and 

DWA monitoring of groundwater extractions is the most comprehensive and accurate for the Indio 

Subbasin.  

Total groundwater production was 288,308 acre-feet (AF) during WY 2017-2018 as shown in Table 4-1, 

an increase of over 8.3% compared to WY 2016-2017. Of this total amount, groundwater production of 

284,508 AF was reported from 563 wells. Groundwater production of 3,800 AF was estimated for minimal 

pumpers (less than 25 AFY in CVWD and 10 AFY in DWA) and tribal use that do not report production to 

CVWD or DWA. Every water sector showed an increase in groundwater extraction during WY 2017-2018, 

with the greatest increase of 17,912 AF for additional urban sector groundwater production.  As indicated 

in Table 4-1, some water use for industrial and urban purposes is not metered and is estimated for 

purposes of this report. In addition, the Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) estimate there could 

be about 1,500 AFY of unreported pumping by minimal producers and tribal producers whose use is 

unknown.   

Figure 4-1 presents a map showing the general location of production in the Indio Subbasin. This map 

summarizes production by public land survey section and classifies the production intensity by color.  

Dark blue areas correspond to groundwater production in excess of 5,001 AF per square mile.  These 

areas are all located near urban areas of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, and 

Indio. 
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Table 4-1 
WY 2017-2018 Groundwater Extractions by Water Use Sector in the Indio Subbasin 

Water Use Sector 
 Groundwater 
Extractions 

(AF) 

Method of 
Measurement 

Accuracy of 
Measurement 

Agriculture1 51,012 100% metered ±2% 

Industrial2 1,522 
27% metered 

73% estimated 

±2% 

±50% 

Urban3 234,274 
99% metered 

1% estimated 

±2% 

±50% 

Environmental 0 Not applicable -- 

Undetermined4 1,500 100% estimated ±50% 

Total Production 288,308   

Notes: 

1 Includes crop irrigation and fish farms. 
2 Includes unreported groundwater production for industrial use on tribal land that is estimated to be 

1,100 AFY.  
3 Includes municipal and recreational uses. Total includes 1,211 AF of metered production to supply 

windbreaks along the railroad and unreported groundwater production for recreational use on tribal 
land estimated to be 1,200 AFY. 

4 Estimated production by minimal pumpers and tribal use who do not report production to CVWD 
(<25 AFY) or DWA (<10 AFY).  
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5.0 SURFACE WATER 

Section 356.2(b)(3) of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Emergency Regulations 

requires: 

A detailed description and graphical representation of the following conditions of the basin 
managed in the Plan: … 

(3) Surface water supply used or available for use, for groundwater recharge or in-lieu use shall 
be reported based on quantitative data that describes the annual volume and sources for the 
preceding water year. 

This section presents the surface water availability and use for the Indio Subbasin for Water Year (WY) 

2017-2018. For purposes of this report, surface water supplies consist of local surface water, imported 

water from the Colorado River via the Coachella Canal, State Water Project (SWP) Exchange Water from 

the Colorado River via the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA), and recycled water produced by publicly-

owned wastewater treatment plants.  

5.1 COACHELLA VALLEY GROUNDWATER BASIN STREAM FLOW 

Natural surface water flow in the Coachella Valley occurs as a result of precipitation, precipitation runoff, 

and stream flow originating from the San Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains, with lesser amounts 

originating from the Santa Rosa Mountains.  The majority of precipitation in the Coachella Valley occurs 

from December through February with annual averages ranging from 3 to 6 inches on the Coachella 

Valley floor to more than 30 inches in the surrounding mountains (DWR, 1964; NWS, 2019).  

Occasionally, intense precipitation events occur during the summer months from subtropical 

thunderstorms.  The precipitation that occurs within the tributary watersheds either evaporates, is 

consumed by native vegetation, percolates into underlying alluvium and fractured rock, or becomes 

runoff, which can be captured by mountain-front debris basins and percolated into the aquifer. A portion 

of the flow percolating into the mountain watersheds eventually becomes subsurface inflow to the 

subbasins. The location of precipitation and streamflow stations in the Indio Subbasin are presented on 

the map in Figure 2-1. 

5.1.1 Precipitation 

Precipitation data for WY 2017-2018 was collected from the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District for twelve (12) precipitation monitoring stations (Figure 2-1) in the Coachella Valley 

as shown in Table 5-1. This table shows the average of the precipitation totals during the WY 2017-2018 

for these stations was 2.89 inches with the majority of the precipitation occurring during the months of 

January, February, and March.  Annual precipitation for WY 2017-2018 was approximately 60 percent of 

normal. The average precipitation was significantly less than the previous WY 2016-2017 which had an 

average precipitation of 9.81 inches for these stations.  The remaining months of the year experienced 

little to no measurable amounts of precipitation with the exception of a July storm event.  
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Table 5-1 
WY 2017-2018 Coachella Valley Precipitation Data 
Monthly and Annual Recorded Precipitation (inches) 

 

STATION NAME WHITEWATER 
NORTH 

SNOW 
CREEK 

DESERT HOT 
SPRINGS 

TACHEVAH 
DAM 

TRAM 
VALLEY 

CATHEDRAL 
CITY 

THOUSAND 
PALMS 

PALM 
SPRINGS 
SUNRISE 

EDOM HILL OASIS 
MECCA 

LANDFILL 
III 

THERMAL 
AIRPORT 

SUBBASIN INDIO INDIO MC INDIO INDIO INDIO INDIO INDIO MC INDIO INDIO INDIO 
STATION NUMBER 233 207 57 216 224 34 222 442 436 431 432 443 

LATITUDE 33°59'23.06" 33°53'32.64" 33°58'2.85" 33°49'51.26" 33°50'11.56" 33°46'51.49" 33°49'1.66" 33°48'35.94" 33°53'7.52" 33°26'21.64" 33°34'20.19" 33°37'53.90" 

LONGITUDE 116°39'21.39" 116°41'41.06" 116°29'39.93" 116°33'31.53" 116°36'49.72" 116°27'29.69" 116°23'46.30" 116°31'37.94" 116°26'18.48" 116° 
4'44.83" 

116° 
0'15.33" 

116° 
9'50.81" 

ELEVATION 
(FT ABOVE MSL) 2220 1658 1223 570 2675 283 230 397 1038 -108 13 -122 

OCTOBER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
NOVEMBER 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
DECEMBER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
JANUARY 3.57 4.53 1.76 2.24 3.81 1.35 1.07 1.64 1.27 0.25 0.19 0.42 
FEBRUARY 0.35 1.35 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
MARCH 1.25 3.37 0.25 0.22 1.98 0.15 0.14 0.35 0.15 0.00 0.01 0.00 
APRIL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 
MAY 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
JUNE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
JULY 0.01 0.00 0.13 0.42 0.83 0.13 0.06 1.08 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 
AUGUST 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.11 
SEPTEMBER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TOTAL 5.24 9.28 2.18 2.88 6.68 1.63 1.28 3.07 1.49 0.26 0.21 0.53 
AVERAGE 2.89 
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5.1.2 Streamflow 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) measures streamflow at thirteen (13) locations in the Indio 

Subbasin. Table 5-2 presents the total gauged runoff in acre-feet (AF) for WY 2017-2018 at each station. 

It should be noted that some streams, like the Whitewater River, are gauged at more than one location. A 

portion of the streamflow is diverted for agricultural and municipal use as described in Section 5.1.3 and 

the balance naturally replenishes the groundwater basin. USGS gauges 10257548 and 10257549 are 

downstream from where imported water is released to the Whitewater River from the Colorado River 

Aqueduct for aquifer recharge at the Whitewater River GRF. USGS gauge 10259540 measures the flow 

in the Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel before it enters the Salton Sea.  

Table 5-2 
WY 2017-2018 Local Streamflow Measurements for the Indio Subbasin 

Gauge Number Gauge Name 
WY 2017-2018 

Annual Flow (AF) 
10256500 Snow C Nr Whitewater CA 1,800 

10256501 Snow C And Div Combined CA 2,278 

10256550 Snow C Div Nr Whitewater CA1 477 

10257499 Falls C Div Nr Whitewater CA 14 

10257500 Falls C Nr Whitewater CA1 66 

10257501 Falls C and Div Combined CA 323 

10257548 Whitewater R At Windy Point Main Channel CA 209,116 

10257549 Whitewater R At Windy Point Overflow Channel CA 0 

10257550 Whitewater R At Windy Pt Nr Whitewater CA 209,116 

10257720 Chino Cyn C Bl Tramway Nr Palm Springs CA 7 

10258000 Tahquitz C Nr Palm Springs CA 397 

10258500 Palm Cyn C Nr Palm Springs CA 46 

10258700 Murray Cyn C Nr Palm Springs CA 105 

10259000 Andreas C Nr Palm Springs CA 787 

10259050 Palm Cyn Wash Nr Cathedral City CA 16 

10259100 Whitewater R At Rancho Mirage CA 41 

10259200 Deep C Nr Palm Desert CA 0 

10259300 Whitewater R At Indio CA 53 

10259540 Whitewater R Nr Mecca 45,019 

Notes:  
1 USGS measurements for Snow Creek and Falls Creek diversions are calculated based on the difference in 

flow between gauges located upstream of the diversions and about ½ mile downstream of the diversions. DWA 

directly measures the diversion volumes shown in Table 5-2. 

 

5.1.3 Direct Use of Local Surface Water 

Desert Water Agency (DWA) operates stream diversions facilities on Snow, Falls, and Chino Creeks, and 

also captures subsurface flow from the Whitewater River Canyon. During WY 2017-2018, there was a 

total of 1,797 AF of local surface water put to direct use as shown in Table 5-3. Approximately 612 AF of 

surface water was estimated to be used for agricultural irrigation near Whitewater, California based on 

water rights filings for Calendar Year 2017; usage data submitted with water rights filings are not yet 

available for 2018. The remaining 1,185 AF was used for urban water supply in DWA’s service area. 
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Table 5-3 
WY 2017-2018 Direct Use of Local Surface Water in the Indio Subbasin 

Water Use Sector 
Surface 

Water Use 
(AF) 

Method of 
Measurement 

Accuracy of 
Measurement 

Agriculture1 612 100% metered ±2% 

Industrial 0 Not applicable -- 

Urban2 1,185 100% metered ±2% 

Environmental 0 Not applicable -- 

Total Surface Water 
Use 

1,797 
 

 

Notes: 

Total diversions are measured by DWA at each source.  

1 Estimated agricultural use is based on data reported to the State Water Resources Control Board for 
Calendar Year 2017; data for 2018 has not been submitted.  

2 Includes municipal and recreational uses within the DWA service area. 

 

5.2 IMPORTED WATER DELIVERIES 

In addition to natural replenishment from precipitation and stream flow, the Indio Subbasin receives 

artificial replenishment from importation of surface water from the Colorado River, State Water Project 

(SWP) water that is exchanged for Colorado River water, and from recycled water.   

CVWD and DWA provide artificial replenishment of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin through their 

Groundwater Replenishment Programs (GRPs).  Groundwater replenishment is affected through two 

basic mechanisms: direct replenishment, in which imported surface water is percolated directly into the 

aquifer, and in-lieu replenishment, in which imported surface water or recycled water is provided for 

irrigation purposes, thus reducing or eliminating use of pumped groundwater. Supplies of imported water 

include the Colorado River and State Water Project (SWP) water that is exchanged for Colorado River 

water. More information on these imported water supplies is provided in the following sections.  

5.2.1 Colorado River Water 

Colorado River water has been a major source of supply for the Coachella Valley since 1949 with the 

completion of the Coachella Canal. California has an annual apportionment of 4.4 million acre-feet per 

year (AFY) of Colorado River water. California’s apportionment is allocated by the 1931 Seven Party 

Agreement among Palo Verde Irrigation District (PVID), Imperial Irrigation District (IID), CVWD, and 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). The three remaining parties - the City and the 

County of San Diego and the City of Los Angeles - are now part of MWD.  

The Coachella Canal is a branch of the All-American Canal that brings Colorado River water into the 

Imperial and Coachella Valleys. Historically, CVWD received approximately 330,000 AFY of Priority 3A 

Colorado River water delivered via the Coachella Canal. The Coachella Canal originates at Drop 1 on the 
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All-American Canal and extends approximately 122 miles, terminating in CVWD’s Lake Cahuilla. The 

Coachella Valley’s service area for Colorado River water delivery under CVWD’s contract with the United 

States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) for Colorado River water is defined as Improvement District No. 1 

(ID-1), a 136,436-acre area which encompasses most of the eastern Coachella Valley and a portion of 

the western Coachella Valley north of Interstate 10. 

In 2003, CVWD, IID and MWD completed negotiation of the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA), 

which quantifies the Colorado River water allocations of California’s agricultural water contractors for the 

next 75 years and provides for the transfer of water between agencies. Under the QSA, CVWD has a 

base allotment of 330,000 AFY. In accordance with the QSA, CVWD has entered into water transfer 

agreements with MWD and IID that increase CVWD supplies by an additional 129,000 AFY. 

Table 5-4 presents CVWD’s Colorado River water supply for 2018 under the QSA. The QSA defines 

CVWD’s Colorado River water supply allocation on a calendar year basis. CVWD’s available Colorado 

River water supply in 2018 was 384,000 AF at Imperial Dam. This amount increased by 18,000 AF from 

2017. Starting in 2019, CVWD’s Colorado River water supply will increase annually in 5,000 AF 

increments through 2026, when the amount under the QSA will be 424,000 AF. The QSA also provided 

CVWD a transfer of SWP water from MWD in the amount of 35,000 AFY that may be delivered at either 

Imperial Dam or Whitewater River and is not subject to SWP or Colorado River reliability. CVWD currently 

arranges for delivery of this water at the Whitewater River GRF. 

During WY 2017-2018, CVWD took delivery of 341,567 AF of Colorado River water at Imperial Dam (less 

measured returns to the river) and delivered 325,695 AF for uses from the Coachella Canal distribution 

system. The difference between diversions and deliveries (15,872 AF) is conveyance loss along the All-

American and Coachella Canals from Imperial Dam and regulatory water releases from the distribution 

system.  Approximately 80 percent of the delivered Colorado River water was for agricultural use, about 

11 percent was delivered for urban uses, and about 9 percent for groundwater replenishment. 
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Table 5-4 
CVWD Colorado River Water Supply under the QSA 

Budget Component 
2018 Amount 

(AF)1 

Base Entitlement 330,000 

Less Coachella Canal Lining (to 
SDCWA) 

-26,000 

Less Miscellaneous/Indian PPRs2 -3,000 

1988 MWD/IID Approval Agreement 20,000 

First IID/CVWD Transfer 50,000 

Second IID/CVWD Transfer 13,000 

MWD/CVWD Replacement Water3 0 

Total Diversion at Imperial Dam 384,000 

Notes: 
1 The QSA defines CVWD’s Colorado River water supply allocation 

on a calendar year basis.  
2 Indian Present Perfected Rights 
3 MWD assumes the obligation to provide 50,000 AFY of 

replacement water after 2048. 
 
 

5.2.2 State Water Project Water 

CVWD and DWA have contracts with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) for State 

Water Project (SWP) water with a combined Table A Amount of 194,100 AFY as shown in Table 5-5. 

There are no physical facilities to deliver SWP water to the Coachella Valley. CVWD’s and DWA’s Table 

A water is exchanged with MWD for a like amount of Colorado River water from MWD’s Colorado River 

Aqueduct (CRA), that extends from Lake Havasu, through the Coachella Valley to MWD’s Lake Mathews. 

SWP Exchange water has been used to recharge the Indio Subbasin at the Whitewater River GRF since 

1973. MWD, DWA and CVWD executed an advanced delivery agreement in 1985 that allowed MWD to 

pre-deliver up to 600,000 AF of SWP water into the Coachella Valley. MWD then has the option to deliver 

CVWD’s and DWA’s SWP allocation either from the CRA or from water previously stored in the basin. 

This agreement was subsequently amended to increase the pre-delivery amount to a maximum of 

800,000 AF. 

Table 5-5 
State Water Project Table A Amounts 

Agency Original SWP 
Table A 

Tulare Lake 
Basin 

Transfer #1 

Tulare Lake 
Basin 

Transfer #2 

Metropolitan 
Transfer 

Berrenda 
Mesa 

Transfer 
Total 

CVWD 23,100 9,900 5,250 88,100 12,000 138,350 
DWA 38,100 -- 1,750 11,900 4,000 55,750 
Total 61,200 9,900 7,000 100,000 16,000 194,100 
Note:  All values expressed in AFY.  
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Each year, DWR determines the amount of water available for delivery to SWP contractors based on 

hydrology, reservoir storage, the requirements of water rights licenses and permits, water quality, and 

environmental requirements for protected species in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The available 

supply is then allocated according to each SWP contractor’s Table A amount. During calendar year 2017, 

DWR allocated 85 percent of the Table A amounts to contractors in response to the high snowpack 

during the winter of WY 2016-2017. DWR allocated 35 percent of CVWD’s and DWA’s Table A amounts 

in calendar year 2018.  

For the WY 2017-2018, CVWD’s and DWA’s SWP allocation was delivered to MWD in accordance with 

the SWP Exchange Agreement. As shown in Table 5-6, MWD received on behalf of CVWD and DWA, 

58,097 AF of SWP Table A water, 97,050 AF of SWP Article 56 carryover water from calendar year 2017, 

0 AF of SWP Turnback Pool water, 1,246 AF of Dry Year (Yuba) water, 0 AF of Flexible Storage Payback 

water, and 20,576 AF of Rosedale-Rio Bravo water transfers on behalf of CVWD. In addition, MWD 

received 35,000 AF of SWP water transferred to CVWD under the QSA. The total deliveries received on 

behalf of CVWD and DWA by MWD in WY 2017-2018 was 211,969 AF.   

Due to the nature of the Advanced Delivery agreement with MWD, CVWD and DWA may either receive 

direct deliveries of SWP Exchange water or water delivered from the Advanced Delivery storage account. 

As shown in Table 5-6, CVWD and DWA took delivery of 247,812 AF of SWP Exchange water at the 

Whitewater River GRF and 7,895 AF was delivered to the Mission Creek GRF (in the Mission Creek 

Subbasin), for a total delivery to the Coachella Valley of 255,707 AF. Of this amount, 43,738 AF was 

credited to the Advanced Delivery Account. As of the end of WY 2017-2018, there were 302,959 AF 

stored in MWD’s advanced delivery account in the Coachella Valley. This represents over two years of 

SWP Exchange deliveries at the current average reliability of 62 percent of CVWD’s and DWA’s 

combined Table A Amounts.  The 2017 SWP Delivery Capability Report (DWR, 2018) estimates the long-

term average deliverability at 62 percent of maximum Table A amounts. 
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Table 5-6 
Deliveries of CVWD and DWA State Water Project Water to Metropolitan Water District in  

WY 2017-2018 

Description CVWD (AF) DWA (AF) Total (AF) 

Table A  41,411 16,686 58,097 

Article 21 “Interruptible” 0 0    0 

Turnback Pool A and B 0 0    0 

Multi-Year Pool 0 0    0 

Dry Year (Yuba) 888 358 1,246 

Flex Storage Payback 0 0    0 
Article 56 (c) “Carryover” from 2017 delivered in 
2018 69,175 27,875 97,050 

Rosedale-Rio Bravo 20,576 0 20,576 

CVWD QSA Transfer1 35,000 0 35,000 

Total Delivered to MWD 167,050 44,919 211,969 

Water Deliveries to Coachella Valley    

Water Delivered to CVWD and DWA at 
Whitewater GRF 

-- -- 247,812 

Water Delivered to CVWD and DWA at Mission 
Creek GRF 

-- -- 7,895 

Total Water Delivered to Coachella Valley   255,707 

    

Credit to/from Advanced Delivery Account2   + 43,738 

Advanced Delivery Account Balance as of 
September 30, 2018 

  + 302,959 

Notes:  
1 The 35,000 AFY of SWP water available through the QSA may be delivered at either Imperial Dam or 

Whitewater River and is not subject to SWP or Colorado River reliability. 
2 Credit to/from Advanced Delivery Account is the difference between Total Water Delivered to MWD and 

Total Water Delivered to Coachella Valley. 
 

5.2.3 Total Imported Deliveries 

Table 5-7 summarizes the imported water deliveries to the Indio Subbasin by water use sector and 

source during WY 2017-2018. Total imported water deliveries were 573,507 AF. During Water Year 2017-

2018, 2,517 AF of the Coachella Canal water supply was used outside the Indio Subbasin (1,655 AF was 

for agriculture and 862 AF was for urban use), for a total of 570,990 AF of imported water delivered to the 

Indio Subbasin. 
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Table 5-7 
WY 2017-2018 Imported Water Deliveries to the Indio Subbasin 

Water Use Sector Water Source 
Imported 

Water Use 
(AF) 

Method of 
Measurement 

Accuracy of 
Measurement 

Agriculture1 Coachella Canal 259,890 100% metered ±2% 

Industrial Coachella Canal 0 100% metered ±2% 

Urban2 Coachella Canal 34,963 100% metered ±2% 

Environmental3 Coachella Canal 0 Not applicable -- 

Total Imported Water for Direct Use 294,853   

     

Aquifer Recharge Coachella Canal 30,842 100% metered ±2% 

Aquifer Recharge SWP Exchange 247,812 100% metered ±2% 

Total Imported Water for Aquifer 
Recharge 

278,654   

Total Imported Water Delivered 573,507   

Exported for use outside Indio Subbasin4 -2,517   

Net Imported Water delivered to Indio 
Subbasin 

570,990   

Notes: 

1 Includes crop irrigation and fish farms. 
2 Includes municipal and recreational uses. 
3 A small amount of Coachella Canal water is used for wildlife habitat enhancement and mitigation in the East 

Salton Sea groundwater basin.  
4 This water was delivered to users located outside the Indio Subbasin boundary. 

 

5.3 RECYCLED WATER 

There are three Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs) that produce recycled water for reuse in the Indio 

Subbasin, as shown in Table 5-8. CVWD operates two WRPs in the Indio Subbasin that produce 

recycled water for reuse. Recycled water from two facilities (WRP-7 and WRP-10) is used for golf course 

and greenbelt irrigation, thereby reducing groundwater demand in the Indio Subbasin.  DWA operates 

one WRP in the City of Palm Springs, delivering recycled water for golf course and park irrigation.  

Table 5-8 summarizes recycled water use during WY 2017-2018 for the Indio Subbasin. All 14,188 AF of 

the recycled water was used for urban uses; primarily golf, park, and median irrigation with a small 

amount used for on-site WRP use.    
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Table 5-8 
WY 2017-2018 Recycled Water Use in the Indio Subbasin 

Water Use 
Sector 

Water Source 
Recycled Water 

Use (AF) 
Method of 

Measurement 
Accuracy of 

Measurement 

Urban1 DWA WRP 4,663 100% metered ±2% 

Urban1 CVWD WRP-7 1,891 100% metered ±2% 

Urban1 CVWD WRP-10 7,634 100% metered ±2% 

Total Recycled 
Water Use 

 14,188   

Note: 

1 Includes municipal, recreational, and reclamation plant (including on-site) water uses. 

In addition to direct recycled water use, a portion of the municipal wastewater generated in the Indio 

Subbasin is discharged through percolation/evaporation ponds or is discharged to the Coachella Valley 

Stormwater Channel (CVSC). In WY 2017-2018, a total of 41,442 AF of wastewater was treated of which 

14,188 AF was used for recycled water and on-site WRP use, 6,078 AF was discharged through 

percolation/evaporation ponds, and 21,176 AF was discharged to the CVSC as shown in Table 5-9. Of 

the 21,176 AF of treated wastewater discharged to the CVSC, 6,525 AF was contributed by Valley 

Sanitary District, 2,956 AF by City of Coachella, 5,527 AF by CVWD, and 6,168 by Kent Sea Tech. 

 
Table 5-9 

WY 2017-2018 Wastewater Treatment, Reuse, and Disposal in the Indio Subbasin 

Plant 
Wastewater 

Treated 
(AF) 

Recycled 
Water Use1 

(AF) 

On-site WRP 
Use2 

(AF) 

Disposal 
Percolation/ 
Evaporation 

(AF) 

Disposal to 
CVSC3 

(AF) 

Palm Springs WWTP 6,949 4,663 0 2,286 N/A 

CVWD WRP-7 3,267 1,783 108 1,376 N/A 

CVWD WRP-10 10,038 7,329 305 2,404 N/A 

Valley SD WRP 6,525 0 0 0 6,525 

City of Coachella WRP 2,956 0 0 0 2,956 

CVWD WRP-4 5,527 0 0 0 5,527 

Kent SeaTech 6,168 0 0 0 6,168 

CVWD WRP-2 12 0 0 12 0 

Total 41,442 13,775 413 6,078 21,176 

Notes: 

N/A – Not Applicable 

1 Recycled water sold to customers. 
2 Recycled water used for WRP on-site water uses. 
3 CVSC – Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel 
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6.0 TOTAL WATER USE 

Section 356.2(b)(4) of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Emergency Regulations 

requires: 

A detailed description and graphical representation of the following conditions of the basin 
managed in the Plan: … 

(4) Total water use shall be collected using the best available measurement methods and shall be 
reported in a table that summarizes total water use by water use sector, water source type, and 
identifies the method of measurement (direct or estimate) and accuracy of measurements. 
Existing water use data from the most recent Urban Water Management Plans or Agricultural 
Water Management Plans within the basin may be used, as long as the data are reported by 
water year. 

This section presents the total water use for the Indio Subbasin for Water Year (WY) 2017-2018.  

Table 6-1 presents a summary of water use by source and type. The information presented in this table is 

derived from the tables in Sections 4 and 5 of this Annual Report. This table lists the method of 

measurement and the estimated accuracy of the measurements.  

A portion of the water produced from or delivered to the Indio Subbasin is exported for use outside the 

Indio Subbasin. Table 6-1 shows a total of 4,807 acre-feet (AF) of water exported from the Indio 

Subbasin. Some of this water (2,517 AF) is Coachella Canal water delivered to agricultural and urban 

users overlying the adjacent Desert Hot Springs Subbasin that are located within the Coachella Valley 

Water District (CVWD) Improvement District No. 1 (ID-1) service area. The remainder (2,290 AF) is 

groundwater pumped from the Indio Subbasin and delivered to CVWD customers in Imperial and 

Riverside Counties on the east and west sides of the Salton Sea (East and West Salton Sea Basins), or 

pumped by Mission Springs Water District (MSWD) and delivered to its customers in the Mission Creek 

and Desert Hot Springs Subbasins. 

As shown in Table 6-1, a total of 594,339 AF of water was delivered for direct use within the Indio 

Subbasin. Figure 6-1 shows a comparison of supply and demand for direct use within the Indio Subbasin 

for WY 2017-2018.  These data exclude water exported for use outside of the basin. 
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Table 6-1 
WY 2017-2018 Total Water Use by Sector and Source in the Indio Subbasin 

Water Use Sector 

Water Source (AF) 

Method of 
Measurement 

Accuracy of 
Measurement 

Groundwater 
Production 

Local Surface 
Water 

Coachella 
Canal Water4 

SWP 
Exchange 

Water 

Recycled 
Water 

Exported for 
Use Outside 

Basin5 

Total Water 
Use Within 

Basin 

Agriculture1 51,012 612 259,890 0 0 -1,655 309,859 100% metered ±2% 

Industrial 1,522 0 0 0 0 0 1,522 
27% metered 

73% estimated 
±2% 

±50% 

Urban2 234,274 1,185 34,963 0 14,188 -3,152 281,458 
99% metered 
1% estimated 

±2% 
±50% 

Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0    0 Not applicable -- 

Undetermined3 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 100% estimated ±50% 

Total Direct Use 288,308 1,797 294,853 0 14,188 -4,807 594,339   

Notes: 

1 Includes crop irrigation and fish farms. Some agricultural use is located in the Desert Hot Springs Subbasin and is served with Coachella Canal 
water. 

2 Includes municipal and recreational uses. Some groundwater and Coachella Canal water is delivered to users in the Mission Creek, Desert Hot 
Springs, West Salton Sea and East Salton Sea groundwater basins.  

3 Estimated production by small pumpers and tribal uses who do not report production to CVWD (<25 AFY) or DWA (<10 AFY). 
4 Coachella Canal water use shown excludes regulatory water and conveyance losses. 
5 Exported water is groundwater or Coachella Canal water that is delivered for use outside the Indio Subbasin.  
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Figure 6-1. Comparison of Supply and Demand for Direct Use for the Indio Subbasin – Water Year 2017-2018 

 

Note:  These data exclude water exported for use outside of the basin. 
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7.0 CHANGE IN GROUNDWATER STORAGE 

Section 356.2(b)(4) of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) Emergency Regulations 

requires: 

A detailed description and graphical representation of the following conditions of the basin 
managed in the Plan: … 

(5) Change in groundwater in storage shall include the following: 

(A) Change in groundwater in storage maps for each principal aquifer in the basin. 

(B) A graph depicting water year type, groundwater use, the annual change in groundwater in 
storage, and the cumulative change in groundwater in storage for the basin based on historical 
data to the greatest extent available, including from January 1, 2015, to the current reporting 
year. 

This section presents the groundwater balance and change in storage for the Indio Subbasin for Water 

Year (WY) 2017-2018.  

7.1 GROUNDWATER BALANCE 

A groundwater budget is helpful in assessing the condition of the Indio Subbasin. The groundwater 

budget compares the inflows and outflows to the Indio Subbasin. The difference between inflows and 

outflows at a given time defines the change in storage for that time period. The annual water balance for 

the Indio Subbasin during WY 2017-2018 is an increase of 151,659 acre-feet (AF). The sections that 

follow provide a discussion of the groundwater inflows and outflows in the Indio Subbasin. 

7.1.1 Groundwater Inflows 

Indio Subbasin groundwater inflows consist of: 

• Infiltration of natural recharge and inflows, 

• Infiltration of return flows from urban and agricultural uses, 

• Artificial recharge, and 

• Salton Sea intrusion. 

 

7.1.1.1 Natural Recharge 

Precipitation in the bordering San Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains produces surface runoff and 

subsurface inflow that are the chief natural sources of recharge to the Indio Subbasin. Additional recharge 

may be derived from precipitation in the Little San Bernardino Mountains in extremely wet years. The 

volume of natural recharge varies dramatically annually due to wide variations in precipitation. Perennial 
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flow is limited to only a few streams. The long-term average historical natural recharge to the Indio 

Subbasin (based on 1936-2009) is approximately 46,000 acre-feet per year (AFY), ranging from 204,000 

AFY in very wet years to 8,400 AFY in dry years.  The natural inflow estimates are based on the 

Coachella Valley Groundwater Flow Model data (prepared by Stantec and others), which was utilized for 

the 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (CVWMP) Update, and 2014 and 2016 CVWMP 

Status Reports. 

7.1.1.2 Inflows from Outside the Indio Subbasin 

Inflows from outside the Indio Subbasin consist of underflow from the San Gorgonio Pass area and flows 

across the Banning fault. Historically, these inflows are estimated to range from 7,000 AFY to 13,000 

AFY. The 2010 CVWMP Update estimated inflow was approximately 11,405 AFY, the long-term average 

as shown in Table 7-1. This is a relatively small component of the water balance (less than 3 percent) 

and does not change significantly with time. In addition, subsurface inflow and outflow takes place near 

the Salton Sea.  Groundwater modeling estimated the net subsurface inflow from the Salton Sea to be 

1,102 acre-feet (AF) for WY 2017-2018. 

Table 7-1 
Indio Subbasin Estimated Average Subsurface Inflows 

Subbasin Boundary Transfer 
Estimated Average 
Annual Underflow 

(AF) 

San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin to the Indio Subbasin 6,135 1 

Mission Creek Subbasin to the Indio Subbasin 5,100 2 

Desert Hot Springs Subbasin (Fargo Canyon) to the Indio Subbasin 170 1 

Total Subsurface Inflow to Indio Subbasin 11,405 

Salton Sea to the Indio Subbasin 1,736 3 

Indio Subbasin to the Salton Sea - 634 3 

Net Subsurface Inflow - Indio Subbasin from the Salton Sea  1,102 

Notes: 
1 Estimated from groundwater modeling. Fogg, et al. 2000 
2 Estimated from groundwater modeling. MWH 2013, Psomas 2013 
3 Estimated inflow and outflow to Semi-perched Aquifer from groundwater modeling. MWH 2011 
 

7.1.1.3 Return Flows from Use 

Return flow is the difference between the amount of water applied for irrigation (agricultural, golf course, 

or urban) and the amount consumed by soil evaporation or plants to satisfy their evapotranspiration (ET) 

requirement. Water is also returned to the Indio Subbasin through percolation of treated wastewater and 

septic tank flow. A relatively rigorous calculation of irrigation return flows was utilized that considers types 

of water use, irrigation efficiency, and water conservation impacts. The methodology is presented in 

Appendix B of CVWD’s Engineer's Reports on Water Supply and Replenishment Assessment for 2017-

2018 and for 2018-2019 (CVWD, 2017; CVWD, 2018). Irrigation return flows are estimated to be 151,721 

AF for WY 2017-2018 in the Indio Subbasin.  
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Much of the urban portions of the Indio Subbasin is served by municipal sewer systems that convey 

wastewater to municipal treatment plants. A portion of the treated wastewater that is not reused is 

disposed to percolation/evaporation ponds as described in Section 5. Wastewater discharge to 

percolation/evaporation ponds was 6,078 AF for WY 2017-2018. Rural portions of the Indio Subbasin and 

a few urban areas that do not currently have access to the sewer system use septic tank/leachfield 

systems to treat and dispose wastewater. It is estimated that about 3,536 AFY of septic effluent is 

discharged to the Indio Subbasin. It is recommended that the GSAs conduct an investigation to document 

the number of septic systems in the Indio Subbasin to refine this estimate. 

Both return flows and wastewater percolation are affected by water use efficiency and overall demands. 

As conservation efforts increase, the amount of return flow decreases, reducing a source of inflow to the 

Indio Subbasin. Agricultural return flows have generally decreased over the past 20 years due to a 

combination of increased irrigation efficiency (including conversion to drip irrigation) and conversion of 

agricultural lands to urban land uses.  

7.1.1.4 Artificial Recharge 

Artificial recharge consists of recharge in the western portion of the Indio Subbasin at the Whitewater 

River GRF using State Water Project (SWP) Exchange water [exchanged for Colorado River Aqueduct 

(CRA) water] and in the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin at the Thomas E. Levy Groundwater 

Replenishment Facility (TEL GRF), formerly the Dike 4 Recharge Facility, which began operation in 2009 

using Colorado River water (Coachella Canal water).  

Recharge at the Whitewater GRF has been variable based on availability of SWP Exchange water and 

deliveries by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). During WY 2017-2018, a total 

of 247,812 AF of imported water was recharged at the Whitewater River GRF (Table 5-6).  

Recharge at the TEL GRF was 30,842 AF in WY 2017-2018 (Table 5-7). For groundwater balance 

purposes, a two percent evaporation loss is applied to all replenishment water deliveries as an outflow.  

7.1.1.5 Salton Sea Intrusion 

Intrusion of saline water from the Salton Sea into the shallow aquifers is possible if groundwater 

elevations are lower than the level of the Salton Sea. Although no direct evidence of intrusion has been 

observed, monitoring wells near the Salton Sea show elevated salinity at depth, which may be the result 

of ancient saline water left by previous saline lakes in the Salton Sink. Groundwater modeling performed 

by the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) for the 2010 CVWMP Update estimated that 1,651 AFY of 

saline water intrusion may be occurring in the semi-perched aquifer. While this inflow may not directly 

impact the deeper groundwater supplies, it does provide a potential source of local water quality 

degradation. Declining Salton Sea levels and increasing groundwater levels could reduce subsurface 

inflow in the future. 

 

 



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 

 7-4 

7.1.2 Groundwater Outflows 

Indio Subbasin groundwater outflows consist of: 

• Groundwater pumping to meet Coachella Valley demands, 

• Flow from the semi-perched aquifer through the agricultural drains into the Salton Sea, 

• Evapotranspiration from the semi-perched aquifer, and 

• Subsurface flow out of the Indio Subbasin, into the aquifers beneath the Salton Sea. 

7.1.2.1 Groundwater Pumping 

Groundwater pumping refers to the amount of groundwater pumped for agricultural, urban, industrial, and 

environmental uses. Groundwater pumping is the largest component of outflow from the Indio Subbasin. 

During WY 2017-2018, there was 288,308 AF of groundwater pumped for beneficial uses within the Indio 

Subbasin or exported for use in adjacent basins as shown in Table 4-1.  

7.1.2.2 Flow to Drains 

Semi-perched groundwater conditions in many parts of the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin impede 

the downward migration of return flows from water applied at the surface. This condition causes saturated 

soils and the accumulation of salts in the root zone, reducing agricultural productivity. Twenty-six surface 

(open) drains were constructed in the 1930s to alleviate this condition. The Coachella Valley Stormwater 

Channel (CVSC) also receives intercepted shallow groundwater from agricultural fields. With the delivery 

of Coachella Canal water to the Coachella Valley in 1949, subsurface (tile) drainage systems were first 

installed in 1950 to control the high water table conditions and to intercept poor quality shallow 

groundwater. CVWD currently maintains 21 miles of open drains and 166 miles of subsurface pipe drains 

serving 37,425 acres of agricultural lands in the Coachella Valley (CVWD, 2018).  

Maintaining the water table at the level of the drains acts as a barrier to the percolation of poor-quality 

return flows into the deeper potable aquifers. Flow in the drains increased steadily as additional tile drains 

were installed, until the early 1970s. Agricultural drainage flow remained relatively stable through the 

1970s and steadily declined through 2009. Drain flow (excluding wastewater discharges and fish farm 

effluent) has decreased steadily from a high of approximately 158,000 AF in 1976, to 58,800 AF in 1999, 

and about 40,000 AF in 2009.  Since 2009, drain flows have increased due to improved groundwater 

conditions in the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin. 

CVWD monitors flows in the drainage system entering the Salton Sea on a monthly basis. In addition, the 

United States Geological Survey (USGS) maintains a continuous flow gauge in the CVSC at Lincoln 

Street (Gauge No. 10256540). The total flow to the Salton Sea in WY 2017-2018 was 74,750 AF as 

shown in Table 7-2. Of this total amount, Coachella Canal water that exceeds requested deliveries 

downstream of Lake Cahuilla (regulatory water), treated wastewater, and fish farm effluent are 

discharged to the CVSC and the drain system. These flows must be deducted from the total flow to 

calculate the amount of groundwater leaving the Indio Subbasin through the drain system. In WY 2017-

2018, 47,866 AF of drain water flowed from the shallow groundwater system to the Salton Sea as shown 

in Table 7-3.  
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Table 7-2 
WY 2017-2018 Measured Drain Flows from the Indio Subbasin to the Salton Sea 

Drain 
Measured Drain 

Flows (AF)1 

F Channel 0 

E Channel 1,092 

Oasis-Grant 473 

D Channel 1,066 

C Channel 654 

Ave 83 309 

Ave 79 1,747 

Lincoln-Oasis 4,244 

A Channel 1,119 

Ave 76 1,788 

Ave 74 292 

Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel2 45,019 

Johnson St. 3,100 

Grant St. 2,377 

Grant 0.5 1,079 

Hayes 2,064 

Hayes 0.5 212 

Garfield St. 1,796 

Garfield 0.5 507 

Arthur St. 1,595 

Arthur 0.5 838 

Cleveland East 383 

Cleveland West 378 

Caleb Channel 726 

Cleveland 0.5 650 

McKinley 684 

Avenue 783 558 

Total Drain Flows 74,750 

 
Notes: 

1 Drain flows are measured once per month using current meter and cross-sectional areas. If 

conditions are unsafe for metering, flows are estimated based on the average for the three 

previous years. Total shown reflects rounding.  

2 Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel flow is measured by USGS Gauge 10259540 – Whitewater 

River near Mecca.  

3 Flow records were recently obtained for the Avenue 78 Drain.  
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Table 7-3 
WY 2017-2018 Net Drain Flow from the Indio Subbasin to the Salton Sea 

Component 
Net Drain Flow 

(AF) 

Total Drain Flow 74,750 

Storm Flow1 -187 

Regulatory Water2 -5,521 

Valley Sanitary District -6,525 

Coachella Water Authority -2,956 

Water Reclamation Plant No. 4 -5,527 

Kent Seatech -6,168 

Net Drain Flow to Salton Sea 47,866 

Notes: 

1 Storm flow is the volume of Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel flow 
attributed to storm events and is calculated using a base flow separation 
methodology.  

2 Regulatory water is Coachella Canal water discharged to the drain 
system from the irrigation distribution system because it cannot be 
delivered to users, for example due to water order changes. 

7.1.2.3 Subsurface Flow to the Salton Sea 

Historically, when groundwater levels were relatively high, groundwater naturally flowed toward the Salton 

Sea. Shallow semi-perched groundwater discharged into the Salton Sea and deeper groundwater left the 

Indio Subbasin as subsurface outflow. As groundwater levels in the Indio Subbasin declined, the rate of 

outflow decreased. Groundwater modeling studies performed for the 2010 CVWMP Update indicate that 

both inflow and outflow from under the Salton Sea has occurred in recent years; 640 AFY of groundwater 

is estimated to flow under the Salton Sea for Water Year 2017-2018. Declining Salton Sea levels in the 

future could increase subsurface outflow. 

7.1.2.4 Evapotranspiration 

Native vegetation on undeveloped lands receives its water supply from precipitation and shallow 

groundwater. In the area underlain by the semi-perched aquifer, evapotranspiration (ET) was a significant 

water loss component in the eastern Coachella Valley. As lands were developed for agricultural uses, the 

amount of ET from native vegetation declined. The installation of drains in the 1950s and 1960s further 

reduced ET as the water table was lowered. Further ET reductions occurred in the 1980s and 1990s as 

increased pumping reduced groundwater levels. The ET component was estimated using groundwater 

modeling results from the 2010 CVWMP Update to be 4,769 AFY, a relatively small outflow (less than 1 

percent) of the total outflow. In addition, a portion of the imported water used for recharge and wastewater 

disposal is lost to evaporation. This is estimated to be about 5,756 AF for WY 2017-2018.  
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7.1.3 Annual Change in Groundwater Storage 

The annual change in groundwater storage represents the annual difference between inflows and 

outflows in the Indio Subbasin. During wet years or periods of high artificial recharge, the change in 

storage is positive (water in storage increases). In dry years or periods of high pumping, the change in 

storage is often negative (storage decreases). Because of the large amount of recharge, the change is 

storage for the Indio Subbasin is an increase of 151,659 AF for WY 2017-2018, as shown in Table 7-4.  

Refer to Figure 7-1 for a graphical representation of the annual water balance in the Indio Subbasin.  

 
Table 7-4 

WY 2017-2018 Groundwater Balance in the Indio Subbasin 

Component 
Flows 

(AF) 

Inflows   

Infiltration of natural runoff 45,953 

Subsurface inflows from adjacent basins 11,405 

Infiltration of applied irrigation water 151,721 

Wastewater percolation 6,078 

Septic tank percolation 3,536 

Artificial recharge 278,654 

Salton Sea intrusion 1,651 

Total Inflow + 498,998 

Outflows   

Groundwater pumping -288,308 

Net drain flow to Salton Sea -47,866 

Evaporative losses -5,756 

Evapotranspiration from the shallow aquifer -4,769 

Subsurface outflow to adjacent basins -640 

Total Outflow − 347,339 

    

Change in Groundwater Storage1 + 151,659 

Notes: 
1 This annual increase in groundwater storage equals about 0.5 percent of 

the subbasin’s estimated storage capacity of 29,800,000 AF in WY 2017-
2018. 
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Figure 7-1. Groundwater Balance for the Indio Subbasin – Water Year 2017-2018 
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Historical change in storage is shown Figure 7-2 from 1970 to the present (green columns). The starting 

year of 1970 was selected as it is three years before the commencement of imported water replenishment 

activities in the Indio Subbasin. The data used to prepare this figure is on a calendar year basis until WY 

2016-2017 when the data source was converted to water year for the first Annual Report.  

Also shown on Figure 7-2 are annual inflows, outflows, groundwater production, and ten-year and 

twenty-year running average change in storage. Indio Subbasin inflows are variable due to the nature of 

imported water replenishment deliveries. High inflows occurred in the mid-1980s when MWD commenced 

large-scale advanced water deliveries to the Indio Subbasin. Other years of high inflows correspond to 

wet years on the SWP when increased deliveries occurred.  

Groundwater production was a lower proportion of total outflows in the 1970s and early 1980s than in 

recent years. During this earlier period, groundwater levels were higher than that at present resulting in 

higher drain flows. In the late 1980s and 1990s, growth led to increased groundwater production which in 

turn caused lower groundwater levels and reduced drain flows. Changes in agricultural irrigation practices 

(conversion from flood to drip and sprinkler) also contributed to lower drain flows. After extended periods 

of decline, not only have both the ten- and twenty-year running average change in storage shown upward 

trends since 2009, but the ten-year running average is positive.  
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Figure 7-2. Historical Annual Change in Groundwater Storage in the Indio Subbasin 

 

 

Figure 7-3 shows the cumulative change in storage since 1970. The goal of the CVWMP is to eliminate 

groundwater overdraft, but not to restore the subbasin to historical conditions. About 1.2 million AF have 

been removed from storage since 1970. This decrease represents about 4 percent of the estimated 

storage capacity of the Indio Subbasin. The subbasin was at its minimum storage in 2009, which was the 

first year of operation for the TEL GRF and before significant water conservation efforts were 

implemented. Since 2009, groundwater pumping has reduced by 25 percent and replenishment activities 

have increased. Consequently, the basin has recovered over 650,000 AF of groundwater in storage, 

about one-third of the depletion in 2009. This demonstrates the progress made through implementation of 

the CVWMP.  
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Figure 7-3. Cumulative Change in Groundwater Storage Since 1970 

 

 
 

7.2 CHANGE IN GROUNDWATER ELEVATION MAPS 

Figure 7-4 and Figure 7-5 show the one-year and ten-year changes in groundwater elevation throughout 

the Indio Subbasin. These maps show the difference in average groundwater elevations from WY 2016-

2017 to WY 2017-2018, and WY 2007-2008 to WY 2017-2018 for wells in the Indio Subbasin monitored 

by CVWD, Coachella Water Authority (CWA), Desert Water Agency (DWA), and Indio Water Authority 

(IWA) staff.  Cooler colors (intensifying shades of green through blue) depict increases in groundwater 

elevation while warmer colors (intensifying shades of yellow through red) depict decreases in 

groundwater elevation.   

Figure 7-4 shows significant increases in groundwater elevations near the Whitewater River GRF in 

response to the high recharge deliveries in WY 2016-2017 and WY 2017-2018. The Palm Springs and 

Cathedral City areas to the south of the Whitewater River GRF showed decreasing water levels in the 

range of 2 to 8 ft. The area around the TEL GRF showed decreased water levels in the range of 2 to 6 ft, 

due to a decrease in the replenishment quantity of about 7,000 AFY less than the WY 2016-2017 amount, 

which shows the effect of a relatively small change in recharge on water levels. One portion of the Indio 

Subbasin near the Salton Sea showed declining water levels as well, likely in response to increased 

pumping in the area. 

 



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 

 7-12 

Figure 7-5 shows significant increases in groundwater elevations in the Indio Subbasin over the past ten 

years. Water levels near the Whitewater River GRF show increased water levels in response to the high 

recharge deliveries in 2010-2012, in WY 2016-2017, and in WY 2017-2018. Localized portions of the mid-

valley area of the Indio Subbasin near the Cities of Palm Desert, Indian Wells and Thousand Palms 

showed decreasing water levels in the range of 2-8 ft due to groundwater production. Eliminating this 

decline is the focus of the Mid-Valley Pipeline source substitution project and the proposed Palm Desert 

GRF. All of the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin showed increased groundwater storage, in response 

to decreased pumping and replenishment operations at the TEL GRF. The reduction in deliveries to the 

TEL GRF were due to a Coachella Canal project from December 2017 to January 2018. 
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8.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS 

The 2010 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (CVWMP) Update was adopted in January 2012 as 

an update to the original 2002 CVWMP for the Indio Subbasin. The 2002 CVWMP identified specific 

objectives and projects for water conservation, new sources, groundwater recharge and source 

substitution. The established goal of the 2002 CVWMP was to assure adequate quantities of safe, high-

quality water at the lowest cost to Coachella Valley water users. This would be accomplished by meeting 

the following objectives: 

1. Elimination of groundwater overdraft and its adverse impacts, including: 

a. Groundwater storage reductions, 

b. Declining groundwater levels, 

c. Land subsidence and 

d. Water quality degradation. 

2. Maximizing conjunctive use opportunities, 

3. Minimizing adverse economic impacts to Coachella Valley water users, 

4. Minimizing adverse environmental impacts. 

The 2010 CVWMP Update refined these goals and objectives to better match the current needs of the 

Coachella Valley. The basic goal of the CVWMP remains the same but has been modified to reflect a 

more holistic approach: “to reliably meet current and future water demands in a cost-effective and 

sustainable manner.” 

1. Meet current and future water demands with a 10 percent supply buffer. 

2. Eliminate long-term groundwater overdraft.  

3. Manage and protect water quality.  

4. Comply with state and federal laws and regulations.  

5. Manage future costs.  

6. Minimize adverse environmental impacts.  

In response to the adoption of Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) in 2014, and as stated 

in Section 1, Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), Desert Water Agency (DWA), Coachella Water 

Authority (CWA), and Indio Water Authority (IWA) collaboratively submitted the 2010 CVWMP Update as 

an Alternative to a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Alternative Plan) with an associated Bridge 

Document that described how the existing 2010 CVWMP Update meets the requirements of SGMA. 

These documents were submitted to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) in December 

2016.  

This section provides an update of the status of CVWMP implementation activities during Water Year 

(WY) 2017-2018.  
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8.1 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

The sustainability goals described in the Alternative Plan for the Indio Subbasin identified the following 

water management elements for implementation: 

• Water conservation measures 

• Acquisition of additional water supplies 

• Conjunctive use programs to maximize supply reliability 

• Source substitution programs 

• Groundwater recharge programs 

• Water quality protection measures 

• Other management activities 

8.1.1 Water Conservation 

Water conservation strategies in place are described in Section 6.2 of the SGMA Bridge Document. In 

July 2015, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) mandated that water agencies develop 

and implement plans to reduce water use statewide by 25 percent in response to statewide drought. 

CVWD, DWA, and Myoma Dunes Mutual Water Company (MDMWC) were required to meet a target of 

reducing overall use by 32 percent relative to 2013 baseline use. CWA, IWA, and Mission Springs Water 

District (MSWD) were assigned targets of 20 percent, 28 percent, and 24 percent, respectively. In May 

2016, the SWRCB adopted a statewide water conservation approach (effective from June 2016 through 

January 2017) that replaced the prior percentage reduction-based water conservation standard with a 

localized "stress test" approach that mandates urban water suppliers act to ensure at least a three-year 

supply of water to their customers under drought conditions. In response to the "stress test" regulation, 

CVWD, DWA, MSWD, the City of Coachella, the City of Indio, and MDMWC all self-certified that sufficient 

water had been identified to meet all anticipated demands with existing conservation programs and plans 

in place, effectively placing their local conservation targets at 0%. 

CVWD, CWA, DWA, and IWA have initiated and continue to implement the following on-going water 

conservation programs for large landscape and residential customers, as listed below.  

• Compliance with California building codes and the Federal Energy Policy Act of 1992 (PL 102-486) 

requires the installation of water efficient plumbing for all new home construction and large 

rehabilitation projects. 

• Most water purveyors as well as several cities within the Indio Subbasin have implemented 

landscape audit programs and rebates for replacements of lawns with water-efficient landscaping 

as well as weather-based irrigation controller and toilet rebates.  

• The CVWD Ordinance No. 1302.3 (2017) provides uniform landscaping standards throughout the 

Coachella Valley, to include stringent ordinances and turf limitations for new golf courses. All cities 

and water agencies agreed to either adopt the ordinance in its entirety, adopt a similar version, or 

adopt it by reference in the local agency’s ordinance. This ordinance was subsequently adopted by 

the Coachella Valley Association of Governments to cover the entire Coachella Valley. 
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• CVWD developed a new valley-wide program in conjunction with the College of the Desert and 

Coachella Valley Association of Governments to ensure that landscaping businesses must be 

trained on efficient watering practices before renewing their business licenses.   

• The Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Group was awarded a grant for 

Proposition 84 Round 4, which included $547,387 in turf removal by CVWD, CWA, and DWA 

• Between 2000 and 2016 urban water use for all water agencies declined by 18.8% through a 

combination of water rate restructuring, rebates, incentive programs, and efficiency improvements. 

Urban water use increased by about 7 percent in the past year, likely as the result of the end of 

drought restrictions. Despite this increase, all the local water agencies are on track to achieve their 

20 by 2020 (SBx 7-7) savings requirements for urban per capita use ahead of schedule.  

• The local water agencies invested about $120,000 in 2016 for the CV Water Counts regional 

conservation campaign to advertise water conservation awareness. This includes the 

establishment of the Water Counts Academy, a community water education program that started 

in 2017. This program is ongoing. 

• In mid-2016, the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) awarded CVWD a $300,000 

Drought Resiliency Project grant to help offset the costs of a pipeline and pump station that will 

enhance CVWD’s ability to deliver Colorado River water to the Bermuda Dunes area. The new 

infrastructure will make it possible to annually bring more than 1,000 acre feet (AF) of Colorado 

River water to Bermuda Dunes for irrigation purposes, reducing groundwater pumping by a like 

amount. 

• USBR awarded CVWD a $1 million WaterSMART Water and Energy Efficiency grant to help 

finance rebates for the removal of turf that is replaced with drought-tolerant, low water-use desert 

landscaping at golf courses (USBR, 2014). CVWD combines these funds with their own $6 million 

budgeted for turf replacement rebates at residences, businesses and homeowners associations. 

8.2 ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLIES 

The following describes the management strategies and their status associated with securing additional 

sources of water: 

8.2.1 Colorado River Supplies 

Demands on the Colorado River supplies have been reduced by voluntarily agreement between the 

USBR, Central Arizona Project, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), Denver Water, 

and Southern Nevada Water Authority under the USBR 2014 Pilot System Conservation Program (USBR, 

2014). Under this program, CVWD is offering rebates to farming customers to convert up to 667 acres of 

farmed land from flood/furrow to drip irrigation. The program began in 2016, is scheduled to operate for 

five years, and is estimated to conserve up to 5,000 acre-feet (AF).  

As part of the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA), CVWD’s Colorado River allocation through the 

Coachella Canal increased by 18,000 AFY in 2018 to 384,000 AF. CVWD’s Colorado River water supply 

will increase annually in 5,000 AF increments through 2026, when the amount under the QSA will be 

424,000 AF. The QSA also provided CVWD a transfer of SWP water from MWD in the amount of 35,000 

AFY that may be delivered at either Imperial Dam or Whitewater River and is not subject to SWP or 

Colorado River reliability.  
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8.2.2 State Water Project 

During 2017, State Water Project (SWP) allocations increased to 85 percent of SWP Table A Amounts in 

response to the wet winter of 2016-2017. SWP water allocations for 2018 were set at 35 percent of the 

SWP Table A Amounts. As a result of carryover storage from 2017 delivered in 2018, CVWD and DWA 

were able to receive almost 80 percent of their combined Table A Amount in Water Year 2017-2018 

despite below normal runoff conditions. 

The SWP faces many challenges including the on-going drought, risk of Delta levee failure, legal and 

regulatory restrictions on exports due to environmental degradation, water quality degradation, and 

climate change. In the absence of definitive measures to resolve these challenges, SWP reliability is likely 

to continue declining in the absence of the California WaterFix. CVWD and DWA are actively participating 

in the California WaterFix and other statewide programs to improve the long-term reliability of the SWP 

supply.  

8.2.3 Other Water Transfers 

As opportunities arise, CVWD and DWA make water purchases from programs such as SWP Article 21 

(interruptible water) and Turnback Pool water, Governor’s Drought Water Bank, the Yuba Accord, and the 

Rosedale-Rio Bravo transfer. During WY 2017-2018, CVWD and DWA acquired over 21,822 AF of 

supplemental water through these programs.  

8.2.4 Recycled Water 

The principal non-potable uses for recycled water in the Indio Subbasin are: 

• Golf course irrigation 

• Urban landscape irrigation 

CVWD and DWA currently delivered approximately 13,775 AF of recycled water in the western portion of 

the Indio Subbasin for golf course and other large irrigation uses during Water Year 2017-2018, an 

increase of over 3,000 AF compared to the previous water year. Treated wastewater generated in the 

western Indio Subbasin that is not recycled is percolated into the Indio Subbasin. Current recycled water 

usage in the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin is approximately 250 AF for golf course irrigation.  

8.2.5 Desalinated Semi-Perched Brackish Groundwater 

The 2002 CVWMP recommended that a desalination facility commence operation between 2010 and 

2015 with a 4,000 AFY facility to treat semi-perched brackish groundwater for irrigation purposes. The 

facility would be expanded to 11,000 AFY by 2025. 

A brackish groundwater treatment study and feasibility study was completed in 2008. Source water 

supply options for producing desalinated water includes the installation of a well field to extract semi-

perched brackish groundwater in the upper part of the aquifer (2010 CVWMP Update). 
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The 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (CVWD, 2016b) anticipates the need for desalinated 

semi-perched brackish groundwater starting in 2025. No activities were conducted during WY 2017-2018 

with regard to desalination. Additional development of this potential supply has been deferred until 

demands increase.  

 

8.3 GROUNDWATER SUPPLY SUBSTITUTION 

Groundwater supply substitution represents an effective strategy to mitigate the lowering of groundwater 

levels, reduction of groundwater in storage, and subsidence. Management strategies currently include the 

substitution of groundwater supply with recycled water and Coachella Canal water for golf and agricultural 

use and future treatment of Coachella Canal water for urban use. Several groundwater substitution 

projects were identified in the Alternative Plan. These include: 

• Conversion of existing and future golf courses in the western Indio Subbasin from groundwater to 

recycled water. 

• Conversion of existing and future golf courses in the eastern Indio Subbasin from groundwater to 

Colorado River water. 

• Conversion of existing and future golf courses in the western Indio Subbasin from groundwater to 

Colorado River water via the Mid-Valley Pipeline.  

• Conversion of agricultural irrigation from groundwater to Colorado River water, primarily in the 

Oasis area. 

• Conversion of urban use from groundwater to treated Colorado River water in the eastern Indio 

Subbasin. 

• Conversion of outdoor urban use to non-potable water including Colorado River water or recycled 

water in the eastern Indio Subbasin.  

• Table 8-1 shows the current status of golf course conversions in the Indio Subbasin. There are 

115 golf courses in the Indio Subbasin, of which 60 currently receive non-potable water from the 

Coachella Canal, recycled water, or a combination of the two sources. 
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Table 8-1 
Golf Course Conversion Status – Indio Subbasin (Golf Course Count) 

Water Source Existing 
Planned 
Future 

Not 
Planned 

Total 

Non-potable Water via CVWD WRP-7 1 2.5 0  2.5 

Non-potable Water via CVWD WRP-10 2 15 21  36 

Coachella Canal Water via CVWD Mid Valley Pipeline  6 15  21 

Coachella Canal Water via CVWD Canal Distribution System 1 30 4.5  34.5 

Non-potable Water via DWA WRP 6 2  8 

Groundwater Only   13 13 

      

Total Golf Courses 59.5 42.5 13 115 

Notes: 
1 Courses indicated as 0.5 are served with recycled water with non-potable water (blend of recycled and 

Canal water) on part of the course and Canal water on the other part.  
2 In addition to golf courses, non-potable water is served to five existing landscape irrigation customers and 

three future landscape irrigation customers are planned.  

 

8.3.1 Golf Courses Served with Coachella Canal Water 

CVWD has worked closely with golf courses in the eastern portion of the Indio Subbasin to encourage the 

use of Coachella Canal water instead of pumping groundwater.  Currently, 30 golf courses and a portion 

of another course are connected to the Coachella Canal distribution system. CVWD plans to connect four 

additional courses after 2023.  

CVWD staff continues to work closely with the connected golf courses to ensure they meet at least 80 

percent of their demand with Coachella Canal water. In Water Year (WY) 2017-2018, golf courses 

connected to the Coachella Canal distribution system met 66 percent of their total water use with 

Coachella Canal water.  

8.3.2 Mid-Valley Pipeline 

The Mid-Valley Pipeline (MVP) is a key element of "in-lieu" replenishment designed to help eliminate 

overdraft in the Indio Subbasin. This source substitution project is currently being implemented to reduce 

groundwater pumping by supplying CVWD recycled water and Colorado River water. Colorado River 

water from the Coachella Canal is supplied through the MVP to Water Reclamation Plant No. 10 (WRP-

10), where it supplements the supply of recycled water and both are delivered to non-potable water 

customers for golf course and landscape irrigation.  

Construction of the first phase of the MVP from the Coachella Canal in Indio to WRP-10 (6.6 miles in 

length) was completed in 2009. Since that time, CVWD staff have worked with local golf courses to 

connect them to the non-potable water system. Currently, 15 golf courses and five landscape irrigation 
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customers are connected either directly to the MVP or to the non-potable water system supplied by the 

MVP and WRP-10 recycled water.  

CVWD contracted with a consulting firm to prepare a non-potable water master plan to guide the 

implementation of the MVP project. A draft plan was prepared in 2016 and CVWD is preparing an update 

that is expected to be completed in 2019. The environmental analysis has been initiated and is also 

expected to be completed in 2019. Approximately 21 additional golf courses as well as three other 

landscape irrigation customers are expected to connect to the MVP non-potable water system between 

2022 and 2031. When these connections are completed, the MVP non-potable water system will deliver 

over 38,000 AFY of recycled water and Coachella Canal water, together known as "non-potable" water, 

for irrigation. Previously, an additional 15 golf courses were scheduled to be connected to the MVP 

system. Construction of these connections has been deferred pending results of the groundwater 

response to the Palm Desert GRF operations.  

In August 2018, CVWD completed an initial environmental study and mitigated negative declaration to 

install approximately 50,000 linear feet (LF) of non‐potable pipeline to connect seven golf courses to non-

potable water and increase the existing capacity serving Indian Ridge Country Club. By 2022, CVWD 

intends to connect Emerald Desert, Oasis, Woodhaven, Palm Desert Resort, and Bermuda Dunes to the 

MVP system.  

DWA is evaluating the feasibility of connecting two additional golf courses and one park to its non-potable 

water system in the future. Connection of these users to non-potable water will increase DWA’s winter 

demand and minimize future wastewater percolation.  

 

8.4 GROUNDWATER RECHARGE 

Groundwater recharge in the Indio Subbasin is a major groundwater management strategy that has been 

employed in the Coachella Valley.  

8.4.1 Whitewater River Groundwater Replenishment Facility 

CVWD initiated activities in 1918 to obtain water rights and acquire lands to begin groundwater 

replenishment activities using stream flows from the Whitewater River. Replenishment with imported 

water commenced in 1973, and the Whitewater River GRF was expanded in 1984. During WY 2017-

2018, groundwater recharge operations replenished 247,812 AF of imported water at the Whitewater 

River GRF. This was the fifth largest volume of water recharged in a 12 month period since imported 

water replenishment commenced. As of September 30, 2017, a total of 3,447,792 AF of imported water 

has been recharged at the Whitewater River GRF. 

8.4.2 Palm Desert Groundwater Replenishment Facility 

The Palm Desert GRF includes re-purposing land with existing ponds on CVWD's Palm Desert property, 

adjacent to the Steve Robbins Administration Building and WRP-10, and constructing detention basins in 

the Whitewater River Storm Water Channel between Cook Street and Fred Waring Drive, for the purpose 



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 8-8 

of replenishing the Indio Subbasin using Colorado River Water. The total project capacity is estimated to 

be 25,000 AFY and the estimated capital cost is approximately $9.8 million. Project design began in April 

2017, and Phase I of construction began in April 2018. Construction of Phase 1 will be completed in the 

first quarter of 2019. Operation of the Phase 1 facility, which will start in 2019, will replenish 10,000 AFY. 

Phase II is currently being designed and will eventually replenish an additional 15,000 AFY. 

8.4.3 Thomas E. Levy Groundwater Replenishment Facility 

Recharge operations continued at the Thomas E. Levy (TEL) GRF with an annual recharge of 30,842 AF 

in WY 2017-2018. This amount was about 20 percent less than the previous year due to a Coachella 

Canal project in the winter of 2017/2018. Since the full-scale facility commenced operation in 2009, a total 

of 322,700 AF has been recharged and groundwater elevations near the facility have increased by 97 

feet. 

8.5 WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS 

Based on historical and recent monitoring, CVWD, CWA, and IWA identified that approximately 30 

percent of their drinking water wells have chromium-6 levels above 10 micrograms per liter (μg/L). This 

level was adopted by California as the standard in 2014, but was subsequently deleted in 2017. Building 

on the success with ion exchange (IX) technology for arsenic removal and treatment, the water agencies 

evaluated the use of similar technology to reduce chromium-6 levels found in other drinking water wells. 

CVWD operates two IX facilities reducing chromium-6 levels in four wells and IWA is currently treating 

three wells to remove chromium-6. 

In October 2016, the CVWD Board of Directors approved launching a pilot study to evaluate the feasibility 

and effectiveness of using stannous chloride to reduce chromium-6 (Cr-6) levels in drinking water. CVWD 

recently completed a full-scale demonstration project using stannous chloride treatment for the water 

system serving Indio Hills, Sky Valley, and some areas in and around Desert Hot Springs. The project 

successfully reduced Cr-6 to Cr-3 using stannous chloride, an approved drinking water and food additive. 

The stannous chloride treatment option is substantially less expensive and has less impact to the 

community and the environment than other methods.  

On September 11, 2017, the State deleted the drinking water standard for Cr-6 in response to a court 

order.  The State plans to complete work needed to establish a new Cr-6 drinking water standard in the 

next two years.  Because of the aforementioned testing, CVWD is prepared to meet anticipated future Cr-

6 drinking water standards set by the State. 

As part of the Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Group, CVWD was awarded two 

grants for Proposition 84 Round 4 totaling about $500,000 for two rebate programs. The Regional Well 

Retrofit and Abandonment Program totals approximately $250,000 providing up to $35,000 per well for 

the retrofit of leaking artesian wells, or the capping and sealing of improperly abandoned wells. The 

Disadvantaged Community (DAC) Septic Rehabilitation and Demand Reduction Program totals 

approximately $250,000 providing up to $60,000 per septic system for the rehabilitation of failing septic 

systems. 
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8.6 CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION STATUS 

The recommended actions identified in the 2010 CVWMP Update, the Alternative Plan, are described in 

Table 6-2 of the Alternative Plan. A revised version of Table 6-2, with the current updated status, is 

presented as Table 8-2. 

Table 8-2 
WY 2017-2018 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan Implementation Status Update 

Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

Adopt and implement 
2009 CVWD/CVAG 
Landscape Ordinance 
or equivalent 

CVWD, water 
purveyors, 
cities, 
Riverside 
County 

Ongoing Complete 

Complete. Ordinance 
revised in 2015 to comply 
with new State 
requirements and reduce 
ETAF\ 
 

Establish urban water 
conservation baseline 

CVWD, other 
urban water 
purveyors 

Completed Complete 

Complete. Re-evaluated in 
2015 UWMPs based on 
2010 census population 
 

Achieve minimum 10 
percent reduction in 
existing golf course 
use 

CVWD, DWA 2015 In Progress 

Continue to work with Golf 
and Water Task Force to 
implement and monitor 
custom water budgets and 
to continue to implement 
grant-funded conservation 
rebates  

Achieve 14 percent 
reduction in 
agricultural water use 

CVWD 2020 In Progress 

CVWD will work with 
Agricultural Water 
Advisory Group to develop 
programs for increased 
conservation  

Achieve 20 percent 
reduction in urban use 

CVWD, other 
urban water 
purveyors 

2020 Complete 

Complete. 2015 UWMPs 
documented 37% 
reduction in 2015 from 
1999 to 2008 baseline  

WATER SUPPLY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Complete siting 
studies, environmental 
impact evaluation and 
design for CVSC drain 
water capture and 
treatment facilities 

CVWD 2013 
Deferred due to 
changes in water 
supply needs 

No action. Imported water 
status report (2015) 
indicated potential deferral 
until 2025 or later 
depending on growth 
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Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

File for water rights 
application for change 
of point of use for 
wastewater effluent 
discharges to allow 
water recycling 

CVWD, VSD, 
CWA 

2015 

CVWD’s 
wastewater 
change petition to 
reuse effluent from 
WRP-4 was 
released for public 
review in October 
2017 

CVWD continues work to 
resolve any concerns 
identified by valid protests. 

Complete construction 
of initial CVSC drain 
water capture and 
treatment facilities 

CVWD 2015 
Deferred due to 
changes in water 
supply needs 

No action. Imported water 
status report (2015) 
indicated potential deferral 
until 2025 or later 
depending on growth  

Conduct a feasibility 
study to investigate 
the potential for 
additional stormwater 
capture in the East 
Valley  

CVWD 2015 
Ongoing with 
stormwater studies 

Continue to maximize 
stormwater capture in 
facilities design 

Conduct a study to 
determine the amount 
of water lost to 
leakage or otherwise 
unaccounted in the 
first 49 miles of the 
Coachella Canal and 
evaluate the feasibility 
of corrective actions to 
capture lost water  

CVWD 2015 

No longer a priority 
due to measured 
losses below 5% 
since canal lining 

Continue to monitor 
annual system losses 

Conduct a joint 
investigation with IWA 
and CWA of 
groundwater 
development potential 
in Fargo Canyon 
Subarea of the Desert 
Hot Springs Subbasin 
to determine the 
available supply and 
suitability for use in 
meeting non-potable 
demands of 
development east of 
the San Andreas fault  

CVWD, IWA, 
CWA 

2020 
Deferred due to 
changes in water 
supply needs 

No action. Re-evaluate 
need in next WMP update 

SOURCE SUBSTITUTION PROGRAM  

Prepare a master plan 
for Mid-Valley Pipeline 
completion 

CVWD 2011 
In Progress - Draft 
plan completed in 
2016 

 Master plan and 
environmental analysis to 
be completed in 2019 
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Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

Connect four golf 
course users along the 
Mid-Valley Pipeline 
alignment to the Mid-
Valley Pipeline 

CVWD 2011 Complete 
Continue Monthly 
Progress Report to Board 

Work with existing 
East Valley golf 
courses having 
Coachella Canal water 
access to increase 
their use to 90 percent 
of demand 

CVWD 2012 

In Progress - 
revised to 80% via 
non-potable 
agreements 

Continue to report 
progress in annual Non-
Potable Water Report 

Investigate regional 
opportunities for 
Colorado River water 
treatment facilities 

CVWD, IWA, 
CWA 

2012 

Completed via 
Source of 
Supply/Treatment 
Study (SS/TS) 

No action. Budget funds in 
future CIB based on 
growth 

Develop policy 
requiring the 
installation of non-
potable water systems 
for new development 

CVWD 2012 Complete 

Continue required 
WSAs/WSVs and 
Development Design 
Manual 

Work with large 
agricultural 
groundwater pumpers 
to determine what 
obstacles exist that 
prevent them from 
using additional 
Coachella Canal water 
and encourage them 
to reduce their 
groundwater pumping 

CVWD 2012 
Deferred due to 
changes in water 
supply needs 

No action. Re-evaluate 
need in next WMP update 

Construct north and 
east extensions to the 
Mid-Valley Pipeline 
system 

CVWD 2013 

Design and 
environmental 
documentation is 
currently underway 

Finalize design and 
advertise the projects for 
construction. CVWD is 
applying for loan and grant 
funding to help implement 
these projects. 

Complete siting 
studies, environmental 
impact evaluation and 
design for Colorado 
River water treatment 
facilities 

CVWD 2013 Deferred 
No action. Re-evaluate 
schedule based on SS/TS 
and growth 



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 8-12 

Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

Complete construction 
of initial Colorado 
River water treatment 
facilities and connect 
to distribution system 

CVWD 2015 Deferred 
No action. Re-evaluate 
schedule based on SS/TS 
and growth 

Complete Oasis study 
update 

CVWD 2015 

Design completed 
in 2015; 
construction 
deferred 

Continue Quarterly 
Progress Report to Board, 
Budget funds in CIP 

Prepare a non-potable 
water distribution 
master plan Phase 3 

CVWD 2015 Complete  No action. 

Complete construction 
of Mid-Valley Pipeline 
backbone system 

CVWD 2020 

Deferred pending 
results of non-
potable master 
plan 

No action. Re-evaluate 
schedule based on master 
plan 

GROUNDWATER RECHARGE PROGRAM  

Operate and monitor 
the TEL GRF with a 
40,000 AFY goal 

CVWD 2010 
In Progress with 
lower goal of 
32,000 AFY 

Continue recharge with 
lower goal of 32,000 AFY 

Investigate 
groundwater storage 
opportunities with IID 

CVWD 2010 Complete  No action 

Transfer the unused 
portion of the 35,000 
AFY of SWP water 
available under the 
QSA to the WR GRF 

CVWD 2011 Complete 

Continue to budget 
transportation funds 
annually. Maximize 
advanced delivery 
opportunities 

Work with IWA to 
evaluate the feasibility 
of developing a 
groundwater recharge 
project that reduce 
groundwater overdraft. 
If feasible, work with 
IWA to construct the 
facility 

CVWD, IWA  2011 
Deferred pending 
evaluation of need 

No action. Continue 
evaluation 

Design and construct 
an additional pumping 
station and pipeline 
from Lake Cahuilla to 
the TELGRF if the 
existing pumping 
station and pipeline 
cannot provide 
sufficient water to 
meet the annual goal 

CVWD 2015 Deferred 
No action. Re-evaluate 
need in next WMP update 
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Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

Conduct siting studies, 
environmental impact 
evaluation and design 
for Martinez Canyon 
GRF 

CVWD 2018 
Deferred 
indefinitely due to 
monitoring results 

No action 

MONITORING AND DATA MANAGEMENT  

Continue to monitor 
the extent of land 
subsidence 

CVWD, 
USGS 

2010 
Monitoring ongoing 
- next report in first 
half of  2019 

Continue monitoring and 
evaluate results 

Provide additional 
information in the 
annual engineers' 
reports:                                                                                                                                                                                                       

CVWD, DWA 2011 

More consistency 
with DWA's reports 
achieved 

Engineer’s reports content 
will be coordinated with 
SGMA annual reporting 
requirements 

     * Annual 
precipitation and 
stream flow                 

Complete   

     * Additional 
groundwater level data 
and hydrographs      

Complete   

     * In-lieu recharge 
water deliveries from 
imported water and 
recycled water                 
that offset pumping                                 

Complete   

     * Imported water 
deliveries for direct 
use 

Complete   

Obtain DWR 
designation as 
groundwater level 
monitoring and 
reporting entity for the 
Coachella Valley 
within their respective 
service areas 

CVWD, 
DWA, water 
purveyors 

2011 
Complete via the 
CASGEM Program 

Continue to budget funds 
as needed to continue 
program participation 

Prepare a 
comprehensive 
groundwater 
monitoring plan 

CVWD, 
DWA, water 
purveyors, 
wastewater 
agencies, 
tribes 

2012 

Developed 
monitoring well grid 
with the GSA’s in 
2017 and will 
continue adding 
wells as needed. 

Continue to pursue IRWM 
grant funding, periodic 
reviews by GSAs 

Enhance the CVSC 
gauging station at 
Lincoln Street to 
provide continuous 
flow recording 

CVWD, 
USGS 

2012 Complete 
Continue using USGS 
gauge for CVSC drain flow 
reporting 



INDIO SUBBASIN ANNUAL REPORT FOR WATER YEAR 2017-2018 

 8-14 

Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

Develop centralized 
groundwater database 

CVWD, 
DWA, water 
agencies, 
tribes 

2012 

Deferred, pending 
DWR decision on 
the Alternative 
Plan. 

Continue to budget funds 
in CIB as necessary to 
maintain program 
participation 

Install gauging stations 
on the individual 
drains flowing to the 
Salton Sea 

CVWD New 
In Progress 
 

CVWD is investigating 
suitable locations for drain 
gauging stations.  

OTHER PROGRAMS  

Continue to operate a 
groundwater advisory 
committee regarding 
groundwater 
management issues in 
the East Valley 

CVWD, water 
agencies, 
pumpers, 
tribes 

2010 Complete 
Continue to budget CIB 
funds as necessary to 
continue annual meetings 

Develop a program to 
educate and work with 
well owners to 
properly control 
artesian wells 

CVWD 2011 

Complete. 
Obtained $250,000 
IWRM grant 
funding for artesian 
well sealing – up to 
$35,000/well. 

Continue program 
implementation 

Update and recalibrate 
the CVWD 
groundwater model 
based on the most 
current information 

CVWD 2012 Deferred 
No action. Complete in 
parallel with future WMP 
update 

Develop a water 
planning interface to 
the groundwater 
model 

CVWD 2012 Deferred 
No action. Add to scope of 
work for next groundwater 
model update 

Prepare a plan to 
maintain and enhance 
the existing drainage 
system to allow its 
future use for urban 
purposes 

CVWD 2012 
Complete, legal 
authority 
established 

No action 

Develop well 
construction, 
destruction and 
abandonment policies 

CVWD, 
DWA, water 
agencies, 
tribes, 
Riverside 
County 

2012 

Obtained $250,000 
grant funding – up 
to $35,000/well for 
artesian well 
retrofits (sealing, 
well destruction, 
and conversion to 
CASGEM 
monitoring well.)  

Continue to support 
County's efforts to enforce. 
Pursue additional IRWMP 
Well Retrofit Rebate 
Program grant funding as 
available. 
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Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

Add groundwater 
quality simulation 
capabilities to the 
model that will allow 
simulation of salinity 
(TDS) and nitrogen in 
the groundwater 

CVWD 2013 Deferred 
No action. Add to scope of 
work for next groundwater 
model update 

Prepare a salt/nutrient 
management plan for 
the Valley to meet 
SWRCB Recycled 
Water Policy 
requirements 

CVWD, 
DWA, water 
purveyors, 
wastewater 
agencies, 
tribes, 
agricultural 
and golf 
communities, 
and Regional 
Board 

2014 

Submitted to 
RWQCB in June 
2015, RWQCB 
acceptance 
pending 

Continue coordination with 
RWQCB to obtain 
acceptance 

Extend urban water 
and sewer service to 
trailer/RV park 
communities with 
deficient infrastructure 
and poor water quality 

CVWD 2015 

Ongoing. Formed 
Disadvantaged 
Community Task 
Force. Developing 
an implementation 
strategy that 
prioritizes 
connection needs. 
Secured IRWM 
and USDA rural 
assistance funding 
for St. Anthony's, 
Huerda, and 
Mountain View 
Estates mobile 
home parks. Short 
term arsenic 
treatment 

Continue to sponsor 
applications for USDA, 
IRWM, CDPH, and 
SWRCB funding 

Investigate the 
feasibility of installing 
nitrate treatment on 
selected high nitrate 
wells to avoid 
redistribution of 
nitrates 

CVWD 2015 

In Progress via 
CVWD's Source of 
Supply/ Treatment 
Study. Treatment 
process being re-
evaluated 

CVWD continues to 
explore new technologies 
to identify for pilot testing 
any promising processes 
that may be technically 
and economically feasible 
to implement. 
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Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

SGMA 
Bridge 

Document 
Goal 

2018 Status 2019 Planned Activities 

Undertake a 
cooperative program 
to identify and cap 
wells that are no 
longer being used for 
groundwater 
production 

CVWD, DWA 2015 

Obtained $250,000 
grant funding – up 
to $35,000/well for 
artesian well 
retrofits (sealing, 
well destruction, 
and conversion to 
CASGEM 
monitoring well.) 

Continue to support 
County's efforts to enforce. 
Pursue IRWM grant 
funding 

ENVIRONMENTAL ENHANCEMENT AND MITIGATION PROJECTS 

Develop plans for the 
creation of: 
* 25 acres of managed 
pupfish replacement 
habitat 
* 66 acres of managed 
rail replacement 
habitat 
* 44 acres of Sonoran 
cottonwood-willow 
riparian forest habitat 

CVWD 2010 

In Progress. 
Received wildlife 
agency approval of 
site, workplan 
under review by 
wildlife agencies 

Continue to work with 
wildlife agencies to 
complete review. Update 
project implementation 
schedule. Budget funds in 
CIB/CIP 

Remove tamarisk, 
restore and enhance 
mesquite and 
Coachella Valley 
round-tailed ground 
squirrel habitat on land 
CVWD owns in the 
East Indio Hills 
Conservation Area 

CVWD, 
CVCC 

Not 
Specified 

Completed 
tamarisk removal 
at WRP-7 site. 
CVCC study on 
mesquite 
restoration in 
progress 

Continue to support CVCC 
efforts to complete 
feasibility study 

Conserve 
approximately 1,200 
acres of land owned in 
the CVFTL HCP 
Whitewater Floodplain 
Preserve in perpetuity 
as part of the 
CVMSHCP Reserve 
System 

CVWD, 
CVCC 

2010 

In Progress. 
Resource agencies 
reviewing Draft 
Conservation 
Easement 
prepared by CVCC 
and CVWD 

Continue to work with 
Resource agencies to 
achieve conservation 
easement approvals 
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8.7 SUMMARY OF PROGRESS 

The Indio Subbasin GSAs continue to implement the goals and programs of the 2010 CVWMP Update. 

WY 2016-2017 saw the highest volume of water recharged in a 12-month period. Groundwater production 

remained more than 25 percent less than the historical highs in the early 2000s. The results of the on-

going basin monitoring program demonstrate the significant progress being made toward the goal of 

eliminating groundwater overdraft. Since 2009, the Indio Subbasin has gained over 650,000 AF of 

groundwater in storage.  

Groundwater level monitoring demonstrates that most of the Indio Subbasin exhibited water level gains in 

the past year except for portions of the Indio Subbasin between Palm Springs and Rancho Mirage, and 

the Desert Palm (Sun City) community. The water level decline in the Palm Springs and Rancho Mirage 

area is the residual effect of low imported replenishment water deliveries in previous years due to the 

recent drought.  

Over the past ten years, much of the Indio Subbasin experienced water level gains in the range of 2 to 

over 50 ft as a result of implementation of the TEL GRF, conversion of golf courses from groundwater to 

Coachella Canal water, and water conservation. The portion of the Indio Subbasin between Palm Springs 

and Palm Desert experienced water level declines in the range of 2 to 8 ft in this period. Eliminating this 

decline is the focus of the Mid-Valley Pipeline source substitution project and the proposed Palm Desert 

GRF.  

CVWD continues to work with the golf courses in its service area to extend the Mid-Valley Pipeline 

distribution system to serve additional courses and reduce their groundwater pumping. Increased 

availability of Colorado River water through the QSA added 18,000 AF of deliveries in 2018. CVWD 

expects to receive an additional 5,000 AF of Colorado River water through the QSA in 2019.  

Continued implementation of CVWMP programs is critical to meeting the goals of the plan. In the coming 

year, the GSAs will continue to pursue their successful water conservation efforts. CVWD began non-

potable water deliveries to one golf course in February 2018 and plans to connect five additional golf 

courses to non-potable water supplies in 2022.  

CVWD also plans to complete construction of Phase I of the Palm Desert GRF in the first quarter of 2019 

and continue with the design phase of Phase II. Anticipated recharge is 10,000 AFY.  

The GSAs continue to evaluate the effectiveness of their groundwater monitoring program and add 

additional wells to the program as the need arises. In addition, the next USGS report on land subsidence 

is expected to be published in early 2019. 
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Owner Well Name/
Number State Well No.

GSE
(Grd. Surf. 

Elev.)

Calendar 
Year Reading Date

Reading BGS
(Below Grd. 

Srf.)

Water 
Year

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2017 10/17/2017 312.86 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2017 11/8/2017 312.93 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2017 12/7/2017 313.11 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 1/18/2018 313.2 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 2/13/2018 313.46 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 3/7/2018 313.39 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 4/10/2018 313.43 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 5/8/2018 313.69 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 6/6/2018 313.71 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 8/8/2018 313.96 2018

MSWD 26A 03S03E08A01S 1508.50 2018 9/13/2018 313.99 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2017 10/24/2017 359.91 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2017 11/28/2017 351.08 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2017 12/20/2017 349.50 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 1/29/2018 340.66 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 2/21/2018 341.25 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 3/27/2018 334.33 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 4/18/2018 330.83 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 5/22/2018 329.33 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 6/25/2018 328.33 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 7/20/2018 327.58 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 8/23/2018 324.57 2018

DWA BR 03S03E10P01S 1168.00 2018 9/18/2018 321.72 2018

CVWD - 03S04E13N02S 710.00 2018 1/23/2018 193.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E13N02S 710.00 2018 5/15/2018 189.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E13N02S 710.00 2018 9/26/2018 189.20 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2017 10/19/2017 241.60 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2017 11/29/2017 242.70 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2017 12/11/2017 237.60 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 1/16/2018 234.50 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 2/13/2018 234.50 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 3/13/2018 235.80 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 4/4/2018 234.10 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 5/14/2018 233.40 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 6/12/2018 232.70 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 8/14/2018 233.10 2018

MSWD 33 03S04E14J01S 760.00 2018 9/12/2018 232.10 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2017 11/16/2017 173.16 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2017 12/20/2017 171.77 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 1/23/2018 167.66 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 2/21/2018 164.08 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 3/28/2018 160.83 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 4/19/2018 159.50 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 4/19/2018 160.35 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 5/21/2018 158.16 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 6/22/2018 157.66 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 8/16/2018 157.66 2018

DWA - 03S04E15G01S 769.00 2018 9/18/2018 152.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E17K01S 898.20 2018 1/23/2018 253.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E17K01S 898.20 2018 5/15/2018 254.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E17K01S 898.20 2018 9/26/2018 272.00 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2017 10/20/2017 203.25 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2017 11/27/2017 194.33 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2017 12/19/2017 186.75 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 1/25/2018 167.50 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 2/20/2018 213.25 2018
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Owner Well Name/
Number State Well No.

GSE
(Grd. Surf. 

Elev.)

Calendar 
Year Reading Date

Reading BGS
(Below Grd. 

Srf.)

Water 
Year

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 3/27/2018 239.50 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 4/23/2018 257.33 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 5/21/2018 270.00 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 6/21/2018 271.08 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 7/20/2018 261.75 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 8/15/2018 231.50 2018

DWA 43 03S04E19L01S 2018 9/14/2018 203.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2017 10/27/2017 131.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2017 12/4/2017 120.80 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 1/4/2018 119.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 1/30/2018 142.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 2/27/2018 168.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 3/30/2018 195.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 4/23/2018 213.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 5/25/2018 222.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 6/27/2018 218.80 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 7/27/2018 211.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 8/31/2018 163.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F01S 887.50 2018 9/28/2018 152.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2017 10/27/2017 92.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2017 12/4/2017 86.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 1/4/2018 91.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 1/30/2018 125.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 2/27/2018 156.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 3/30/2018 185.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 4/23/2018 204.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 5/25/2018 198.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 6/27/2018 205.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 7/27/2018 186.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 8/31/2018 120.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F02S 887.50 2018 9/28/2018 117.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2017 10/27/2017 174.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2017 12/4/2017 161.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 1/4/2018 156.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 1/30/2018 172.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 2/27/2018 192.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 3/23/2018 214.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 4/23/2018 230.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 5/25/2018 241.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 6/27/2018 239.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 7/27/2018 235.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 8/31/2018 197.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20F03S 887.50 2018 9/28/2018 184.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2017 10/27/2017 109.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2017 12/4/2017 97.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 1/4/2018 96.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 1/30/2018 118.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 2/28/2018 146.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 3/30/2018 172.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 4/23/2018 189.80 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 5/25/2018 198.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 6/27/2018 193.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 7/27/2018 191.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 8/31/2018 144.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J01S 839.20 2018 9/28/2018 133.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2017 10/27/2017 112.20 2018

Appendix B-2



Owner Well Name/
Number State Well No.
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Elev.)
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Year Reading Date

Reading BGS
(Below Grd. 

Srf.)

Water 
Year

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2017 12/4/2017 100.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 1/4/2018 99.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 1/30/2018 120.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 2/28/2018 147.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 3/30/2018 173.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 4/23/2018 190.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 5/25/2018 199.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 6/27/2018 194.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 7/27/2018 192.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 8/31/2018 146.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J02S 839.20 2018 9/28/2018 134.80 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2017 10/27/2017 131.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2017 12/4/2017 118.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 1/4/2018 115.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 1/30/2018 133.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 2/28/2018 156.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 3/30/2018 180.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 4/23/2018 197.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 5/25/2018 206.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 6/27/2018 203.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 7/27/2018 200.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 8/31/2018 159.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E20J03S 839.20 2018 9/28/2018 146.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E22A01S 711.80 2018 1/23/2018 110.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E22A01S 711.80 2018 5/15/2018 116.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E22A01S 711.80 2018 9/26/2018 110.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2017 10/27/2017 107.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2017 12/4/2017 98.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 1/4/2018 100.10 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 1/30/2018 130.00 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 2/27/2018 160.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 3/30/2018 191.80 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 4/23/2018 211.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 5/25/2018 216.40 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 6/27/2018 208.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 7/27/2018 204.70 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 8/31/2018 144.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29F01S 873.80 2018 9/28/2018 133.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2017 10/27/2017 153.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2017 12/4/2017 132.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 1/4/2018 123.20 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 1/30/2018 137.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 2/27/2018 158.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 3/30/2018 183.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 4/23/2018 200.90 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 5/25/2018 215.60 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 6/27/2018 212.80 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 7/27/2018 216.30 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 8/31/2018 184.50 2018

CVWD - 03S04E29R01S 777.40 2018 9/28/2018 172.70 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2017 10/21/2017 174.33 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2017 11/21/2017 162.75 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2017 12/19/2017 153.83 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 1/26/2018 167.50 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 2/20/2018 186.83 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 3/27/2018 213.16 2018
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DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 4/20/2018 230.33 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 5/22/2018 245.00 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 6/22/2018 245.00 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 8/17/2018 200.00 2018

DWA 17 03S04E30C01S 938.00 2018 9/14/2018 172.50 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2017 10/20/2017 274.08 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2017 11/21/2017 207.25 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 1/26/2018 233.58 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 2/20/2018 233.08 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 3/27/2018 240.50 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 4/20/2018 239.50 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 5/21/2018 239.00 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 6/21/2018 254.91 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 7/20/2018 257.50 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 8/22/2018 253.66 2018

DWA 42 03S04E33H01S 691.45 2018 9/18/2018 246.32 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2017 10/18/2017 299.16 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2017 11/27/2017 292.00 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2017 12/19/2017 285.75 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 1/20/2018 272.53 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 2/20/2018 256.16 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 3/26/2018 256.16 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 4/20/2018 266.08 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 5/22/2018 269.50 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 6/21/2018 269.50 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 8/14/2018 266.58 2018

DWA 30 03S04E34H01S 622.83 2018 9/11/2018 262.16 2018

DWA 35 03S04E34H02S 618.98 2018 4/20/2018 263.58 2018

DWA 35 03S04E34H02S 618.98 2018 8/15/2018 265.50 2018

DWA 35 03S04E34H02S 618.98 2018 9/11/2018 262.66 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2017 10/23/2017 307.00 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2017 11/21/2017 299.33 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2017 12/18/2017 293.83 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 1/23/2018 282.33 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 2/20/2018 276.91 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 3/26/2018 273.00 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 4/23/2018 272.25 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 5/21/2018 272.25 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 6/21/2018 274.58 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 7/20/2018 274.91 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 8/16/2018 271.75 2018

DWA 21 03S04E34R01S 610.69 2018 9/18/2018 270.16 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2017 10/18/2017 284.00 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2017 11/21/2017 272.16 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2017 12/19/2017 278.16 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 1/25/2018 266.66 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 2/20/2018 262.00 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 3/26/2018 258.88 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 4/17/2018 258.91 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 5/21/2018 257.66 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 6/26/2018 258.00 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 8/16/2018 254.75 2018

DWA 33 03S04E35J01S 551.74 2018 9/18/2018 251.72 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2017 10/18/2017 279.81 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2017 11/16/2017 282.00 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2017 12/18/2017 275.87 2018
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DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 1/25/2018 251.23 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 2/20/2018 261.10 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 3/26/2018 257.00 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 4/17/2018 256.00 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 5/21/2018 256.00 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 6/21/2018 254.00 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 8/13/2018 254.58 2018

DWA 34 03S04E35J02S 560.81 2018 9/18/2018 251.72 2018

DWA 27 03S04E35R01S 543.00 2018 4/20/2018 253.00 2018

DWA 27 03S04E35R01S 543.00 2018 8/22/2018 248.91 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2017 10/13/2017 284.50 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2017 11/21/2017 278.25 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2017 12/18/2017 273.66 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 1/26/2018 264.25 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 2/22/2018 262.25 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 3/26/2018 254.00 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 4/17/2018 253.25 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 5/22/2018 249.00 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 6/21/2018 248.58 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 7/20/2018 247.00 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 8/14/2018 246.33 2018

DWA 28 03S04E35R02S 546.85 2018 9/18/2018 244.64 2018

DWA 9 03S04E36M01S 546.82 2018 4/19/2018 250.25 2018

DWA 9 03S04E36M01S 546.82 2018 9/18/2018 243.64 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2017 10/18/2017 270.00 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2017 11/21/2017 268.91 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2017 12/18/2017 263.16 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 1/26/2018 256.83 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 2/20/2018 253.00 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 3/26/2018 249.00 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 4/19/2018 248.33 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 5/21/2018 247.66 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 6/21/2018 244.44 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 7/20/2018 245.00 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 8/16/2018 241.33 2018

DWA 38 03S04E36Q01S 516.50 2018 9/12/2018 240.58 2018

DWA 37 03S04E36Q02S 519.00 2018 4/19/2018 247.66 2018

DWA 37 03S04E36Q02S 519.00 2018 8/15/2018 243.16 2018

DWA 37 03S04E36Q02S 519.00 2018 9/12/2018 239.08 2018

CVWD - 03S05E30G01S 587.10 2018 1/23/2018 203.80 2018

CVWD - 03S05E30G01S 587.10 2018 5/15/2018 203.80 2018

CVWD - 03S05E30G01S 587.10 2018 9/26/2018 204.00 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2017 10/23/2017 298.00 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2017 11/27/2017 297.25 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2017 12/19/2017 295.33 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 1/26/2018 281.00 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 2/22/2018 281.50 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 3/26/2018 272.75 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 4/19/2018 272.66 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 5/21/2018 270.25 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 6/21/2018 269.16 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 7/20/2018 269.66 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 8/22/2018 267.08 2018

DWA 22 04S04E02B01S 564.18 2018 9/14/2018 266.00 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2017 10/20/2017 246.41 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2017 11/27/2017 245.25 2018
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DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2017 12/19/2017 243.50 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 1/26/2018 237.58 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 2/21/2018 235.75 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 3/27/2018 233.41 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 4/19/2018 230.16 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 5/21/2018 227.50 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 6/22/2018 228.33 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 7/20/2018 228.00 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 8/17/2018 223.25 2018

DWA 5 04S04E11Q01S 468.25 2018 9/14/2018 221.33 2018

DWA 18 04S04E11Q02S 469.21 2018 4/19/2018 224.66 2018

DWA 18 04S04E11Q02S 469.21 2018 9/14/2018 216.58 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2017 10/23/2017 237.41 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2017 11/27/2017 236.00 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2017 12/19/2017 233.16 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 1/26/2018 229.58 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 2/21/2018 228.50 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 3/27/2018 229.41 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 4/19/2018 223.16 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 5/21/2018 220.58 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 6/22/2018 219.33 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 7/20/2018 218.66 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 8/14/2018 216.50 2018

DWA 23 04S04E13C01S 454.11 2018 9/13/2018 215.91 2018

DWA 20 04S04E14Q01S 424.11 2018 4/20/2018 208.66 2018

DWA 20 04S04E14Q01S 424.11 2018 5/22/2018 210.66 2018

DWA 20 04S04E14Q01S 424.11 2018 9/19/2018 206.00 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2017 10/20/2017 218.00 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2017 11/27/2017 218.50 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2017 12/19/2017 195.00 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 1/26/2018 209.75 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 2/21/2018 210.00 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 3/27/2018 207.41 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 4/19/2018 206.75 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 5/21/2018 205.50 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 6/22/2018 204.25 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 7/20/2018 202.50 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 8/17/2018 202.41 2018

DWA 11 04S04E14R01S 415.60 2018 9/19/2018 201.08 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2017 10/23/2017 202.91 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2017 11/20/2017 199.60 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 2/21/2018 189.66 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 3/22/2018 196.91 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 4/19/2018 194.50 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 5/21/2018 194.08 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 6/22/2018 193.50 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 7/24/2018 197.00 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 8/22/2018 191.50 2018

DWA 24 04S04E24D01S 400.97 2018 9/13/2018 190.83 2018

DWA 32 04S04E24E01S 403.66 2018 4/19/2018 196.75 2018

DWA 32 04S04E24E01S 403.66 2018 7/2/2018 195.33 2018

DWA 32 04S04E24E01S 403.66 2018 9/18/2018 200.33 2018

DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2017 10/23/2017 183.03 2018

DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2017 11/20/2017 185.75 2018

DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2017 12/19/2017 186.50 2018

DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2018 1/26/2018 183.66 2018
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DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2018 7/20/2018 181.33 2018

DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2018 8/23/2018 181.45 2018

DWA 29 04S04E24H01S 380.97 2018 9/19/2018 179.08 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2017 10/20/2017 222.25 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2017 11/20/2017 219.00 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2017 12/19/2017 222.91 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 1/26/2018 217.08 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 2/21/2018 217.66 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 3/27/2018 215.66 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 4/19/2018 216.83 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 5/21/2018 214.91 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 6/22/2018 215.25 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 7/24/2018 216.66 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 8/22/2018 213.25 2018

DWA 39 04S04E25C01S 416.54 2018 9/13/2018 213.16 2018

DWA 40 04S04E25D02S 423.14 2018 4/19/2018 216.83 2018

DWA 40 04S04E25D02S 423.14 2018 7/2/2018 220.50 2018

DWA 40 04S04E25D02S 423.14 2018 8/15/2018 219.83 2018

DWA 40 04S04E25D02S 423.14 2018 9/13/2018 218.08 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2017 10/20/2017 236.83 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2017 11/20/2017 242.66 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2017 12/19/2017 234.25 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 1/26/2018 232.33 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 2/21/2018 233.50 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 3/27/2018 232.66 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 4/19/2018 237.25 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 5/21/2018 238.66 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 6/22/2018 239.00 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 7/20/2018 237.00 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 8/22/2018 229.66 2018

DWA 14 04S04E26A01S 433.05 2018 9/19/2018 235.66 2018

DWA 15 04S04E35K01S 2018 6/22/2018 322.00 2018

DWA 15 04S04E35K01S 2018 9/18/2018 323.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E04N01S 427.90 2018 1/25/2018 262.40 2018

CVWD - 04S05E04N01S 427.90 2018 5/16/2018 259.60 2018

CVWD - 04S05E05A01S 448.00 2018 1/25/2018 250.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E05A01S 448.00 2018 5/16/2018 244.90 2018

CVWD - 04S05E05K01S 443.70 2018 1/25/2018 244.90 2018

CVWD - 04S05E05K01S 443.70 2018 5/16/2018 238.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E08D01S 443.90 2018 1/25/2018 263.80 2018

CVWD - 04S05E08D01S 443.90 2018 5/16/2018 254.60 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2017 10/19/2017 220.16 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2017 11/17/2017 217.08 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2017 12/19/2017 220.16 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 1/26/2018 202.58 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 2/20/2018 213.00 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 3/27/2018 208.33 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 4/19/2018 220.10 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 5/21/2018 208.08 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 6/21/2018 205.50 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 8/22/2018 204.41 2018

DWA 41 04S05E08N01S 412.02 2018 9/11/2018 202.75 2018

CVWD - 04S05E08R01S 397.00 2018 1/25/2018 246.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E08R01S 397.00 2018 5/18/2018 243.80 2018

CVWD - 04S05E09B01S 395.50 2018 1/25/2018 221.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E09B01S 395.50 2018 5/18/2018 217.70 2018
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CVWD - 04S05E09F03S 396.90 2018 1/25/2018 222.60 2018

CVWD - 04S05E09F03S 396.90 2018 5/18/2018 220.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E09R01S 375.40 2018 1/25/2018 212.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E09R01S 375.40 2018 5/22/2018 217.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E15C01S 353.70 2018 1/29/2018 231.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E15C01S 353.70 2018 5/22/2018 230.60 2018

CVWD - 04S05E15G01S 356.70 2018 1/29/2018 237.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E15G01S 356.70 2018 5/22/2018 233.40 2018

CVWD - 04S05E15R02S 346.70 2018 1/29/2018 223.40 2018

CVWD - 04S05E15R02S 346.70 2018 5/22/2018 227.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E16J01S 367.80 2017 10/4/2017 247.80 2018

CVWD - 04S05E16J01S 367.80 2018 1/29/2018 239.30 2018

CVWD - 04S05E16J01S 367.80 2018 5/22/2018 232.80 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2017 10/19/2017 203.16 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2017 11/27/2017 206.08 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2017 12/19/2017 205.33 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 1/26/2018 216.25 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 2/20/2018 203.66 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 3/26/2018 198.33 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 4/19/2018 199.00 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 5/21/2018 198.50 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 6/21/2018 198.00 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 7/20/2018 198.50 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 8/14/2018 195.75 2018

DWA 31 04S05E17Q02S 367.99 2018 9/19/2018 195.40 2018

DWA 3 04S05E19D01S 394.26 2018 4/20/2018 195.83 2018

DWA 3 04S05E19D01S 394.26 2018 9/14/2018 191.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E21J02S 345.40 2018 1/29/2018 217.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E21J02S 345.40 2018 5/23/2018 216.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E22C01S 350.10 2018 1/29/2018 232.40 2018

CVWD - 04S05E22C01S 350.10 2018 5/22/2018 233.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25A01S 350.00 2017 10/5/2017 298.30 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25A01S 350.00 2018 2/7/2018 297.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25A01S 350.00 2018 6/1/2018 300.40 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25D02S 324.80 2017 10/12/2017 253.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25D02S 324.80 2018 2/7/2018 249.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25D02S 324.80 2018 6/1/2018 252.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25J01S 318.16 2017 10/6/2017 286.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25J01S 318.16 2018 2/9/2018 266.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E25J01S 318.16 2018 6/5/2018 287.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27A01S 349.00 2017 10/4/2017 252.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27A01S 349.00 2018 2/2/2018 252.40 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27A01S 349.00 2018 5/30/2018 251.90 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27E01S 313.20 2017 10/4/2017 199.90 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27E01S 313.20 2018 2/2/2018 199.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27E01S 313.20 2018 5/30/2018 198.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27E03S 2017 10/4/2017 203.10 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27E03S 2018 2/2/2018 202.80 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27E03S 2018 5/30/2018 201.90 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27K01S 296.50 2017 10/4/2017 198.60 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27K01S 296.50 2018 2/2/2018 198.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E27K01S 296.50 2018 5/30/2018 197.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E28F02S 318.30 2017 10/4/2017 196.30 2018

CVWD - 04S05E28F02S 318.30 2018 1/30/2018 190.80 2018

CVWD - 04S05E28F02S 318.30 2018 5/23/2018 191.70 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2017 10/19/2017 188.33 2018
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DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2017 11/21/2017 190.58 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2017 12/19/2017 194.20 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 1/26/2018 197.30 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 2/20/2018 197.50 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 3/27/2018 189.66 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 4/19/2018 188.50 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 5/22/2018 189.10 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 6/21/2018 188.25 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 7/20/2018 188.25 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 8/17/2018 188.00 2018

DWA 25 04S05E29A02S 334.04 2018 9/11/2018 187.16 2018

CVWD - 04S05E29F01S 2017 10/4/2017 188.10 2018

CVWD - 04S05E29F01S 2018 1/30/2018 187.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E29F01S 2018 5/23/2018 185.70 2018

DWA 26 04S05E29H01S 330.25 2018 4/19/2018 190.50 2018

DWA 26 04S05E29H01S 330.25 2018 8/29/2018 186.80 2018

DWA 26 04S05E29H01S 330.25 2018 9/1/2018 189.66 2018

CVWD - 04S05E30C01S 2017 10/4/2017 192.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E30C01S 2018 1/30/2018 189.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E30C01S 2018 5/23/2018 189.40 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2017 10/19/2017 177.25 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2017 11/21/2017 173.00 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2017 12/19/2017 177.00 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 1/26/2018 177.00 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 2/20/2018 178.00 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 3/27/2018 177.33 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 4/19/2018 177.16 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 5/21/2018 176.66 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 6/22/2018 175.66 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 7/20/2018 176.83 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 8/22/2018 176.75 2018

DWA 19 04S05E33B03S 299.31 2018 9/19/2018 175.88 2018

CVWD - 04S05E35G03S 271.80 2017 10/6/2017 204.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E35G03S 271.80 2018 2/9/2018 204.00 2018

CVWD - 04S05E35G03S 271.80 2018 6/5/2018 204.60 2018

CVWD - 04S05E35G04S 272.70 2017 10/6/2017 206.70 2018

CVWD - 04S05E35G04S 272.70 2018 2/9/2018 202.60 2018

CVWD - 04S05E35G04S 272.70 2018 6/5/2018 208.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E36M01S 251.20 2017 10/9/2017 203.20 2018

CVWD - 04S05E36M01S 251.20 2018 2/13/2018 201.50 2018

CVWD - 04S05E36M01S 251.20 2018 6/5/2018 209.20 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18P01S 231.10 2017 10/5/2017 177.50 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18P01S 231.10 2018 2/7/2018 181.70 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18P01S 231.10 2018 6/1/2018 182.40 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18Q04S 243.20 2017 10/5/2017 203.00 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18Q04S 243.20 2018 2/7/2018 202.90 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18Q04S 243.20 2018 6/1/2018 206.80 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18Q06S 228.90 2017 10/5/2017 182.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18Q06S 228.90 2018 2/7/2018 181.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18Q06S 228.90 2018 6/1/2018 183.50 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18R01S 242.50 2017 10/4/2017 198.70 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18R01S 242.50 2018 2/7/2018 197.10 2018

CVWD - 04S06E18R01S 242.50 2018 6/1/2018 198.90 2018

CVWD - 04S06E19J03S 218.90 2017 10/6/2017 206.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E19J03S 218.90 2018 2/8/2018 197.60 2018

CVWD - 04S06E19J03S 218.90 2018 6/5/2018 201.30 2018
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CVWD - 04S06E20M02S 207.30 2017 10/6/2017 177.20 2018

CVWD - 04S06E20M02S 207.30 2018 2/8/2018 172.50 2018

CVWD - 04S06E20M02S 207.30 2018 6/4/2018 176.90 2018

CVWD - 04S06E22C01S 218.70 2017 10/5/2017 215.10 2018

CVWD - 04S06E22C01S 218.70 2018 2/7/2018 214.20 2018

CVWD - 04S06E22C01S 218.70 2018 6/1/2018 214.60 2018

CVWD - 04S06E25J02S 157.90 2017 11/3/2017 164.50 2018

CVWD - 04S06E25J02S 157.90 2018 3/16/2018 163.50 2018

CVWD - 04S06E25J02S 157.90 2018 7/17/2018 162.60 2018

CVWD - 04S06E28H02S 169.20 2017 12/20/2017 166.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E28H02S 169.20 2018 2/8/2018 175.00 2018

CVWD - 04S06E28H02S 169.20 2018 7/24/2018 174.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32C01S 311.90 2017 10/12/2017 300.10 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32C01S 311.90 2018 2/27/2018 291.40 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32C01S 311.90 2018 6/8/2018 298.80 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32C02S 305.70 2017 10/12/2017 297.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32C02S 305.70 2018 2/27/2018 290.00 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32C02S 305.70 2018 6/8/2018 297.20 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32N02S 186.00 2017 10/12/2017 277.70 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32N02S 186.00 2018 2/21/2018 274.20 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32N02S 186.00 2018 6/8/2018 278.20 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32N03S 292.00 2017 10/12/2017 271.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32N03S 292.00 2018 2/21/2018 267.10 2018

CVWD - 04S06E32N03S 292.00 2018 6/8/2018 271.80 2018

CVWD - 04S06E34K01S 160.60 2018 2/9/2018 176.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E34K01S 160.60 2018 6/12/2018 179.30 2018

CVWD - 04S06E35P01S 151.60 2017 10/5/2017 193.10 2018

CVWD - 04S06E35P01S 151.60 2018 2/8/2018 190.90 2018

CVWD - 04S06E35P01S 151.60 2018 6/1/2018 192.50 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31H01S 96.90 2017 11/6/2017 160.10 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31H01S 96.90 2018 3/15/2018 155.70 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31H01S 96.90 2018 7/17/2018 165.20 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31J01S 89.60 2017 11/6/2017 155.10 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31J01S 89.60 2018 3/15/2018 149.70 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31J01S 89.60 2018 7/17/2018 159.40 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31R02S 86.10 2017 11/6/2017 170.30 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31R02S 86.10 2018 3/15/2018 159.60 2018

CVWD - 04S07E31R02S 86.10 2018 7/17/2018 172.80 2018

CVWD - 04S07E33L01S 66.00 2018 1/10/2018 121.70 2018

CVWD - 04S07E33L01S 66.00 2018 3/22/2018 122.20 2018

CVWD - 04S07E33L01S 66.00 2018 7/18/2018 126.40 2018

CVWD - 04S07E33L02S 66.00 2018 1/10/2018 119.80 2018

CVWD - 04S07E33L02S 66.00 2018 3/22/2018 119.80 2018

CVWD - 04S07E33L02S 66.00 2018 7/18/2018 123.40 2018

CVWD - 05S05E01L05S 240.10 2017 10/9/2017 206.70 2018

CVWD - 05S05E01L05S 240.10 2018 2/13/2018 204.50 2018

CVWD - 05S05E01L05S 240.10 2018 6/5/2018 205.60 2018

CVWD - 05S05E02B01S 261.90 2017 10/9/2017 201.70 2018

CVWD - 05S05E02B01S 261.90 2018 2/13/2018 199.80 2018

CVWD - 05S05E02B01S 261.90 2018 6/5/2018 200.30 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12C01S 231.40 2017 10/9/2017 177.30 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12C01S 231.40 2017 10/9/2017 189.30 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12C01S 231.40 2018 2/18/2018 187.70 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12C01S 231.40 2018 6/6/2018 190.40 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12H02S 221.80 2017 10/9/2017 204.20 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12H02S 221.80 2018 2/13/2018 202.10 2018
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CVWD - 05S05E12H02S 221.80 2018 6/6/2018 204.40 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12J01S 223.40 2017 10/9/2017 212.90 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12J01S 223.40 2018 2/13/2018 214.40 2018

CVWD - 05S05E12J01S 223.40 2018 6/6/2018 211.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E01R02S 118.20 2017 11/3/2017 180.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E01R02S 118.20 2018 3/13/2018 173.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E01R02S 118.20 2018 7/16/2018 181.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02C01S 150.90 2017 11/3/2017 193.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02C01S 150.90 2018 3/12/2018 191.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02C01S 150.90 2018 7/16/2018 198.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02G03S 144.60 2017 11/3/2017 191.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02G03S 144.60 2018 3/12/2018 188.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02G03S 144.60 2018 7/16/2018 195.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02J01S 2017 11/2/2017 193.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02J01S 2018 3/13/2018 193.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E02J01S 2018 7/17/2018 189.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E03B02S 182.50 2017 11/3/2017 211.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E03B02S 182.50 2018 3/13/2018 199.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E03B02S 182.50 2018 6/21/2018 204.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E03P01S 245.70 2017 10/18/2017 276.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E03P01S 245.70 2018 3/7/2018 270.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E03P01S 245.70 2018 6/18/2018 270.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E04D03S 271.98 2017 10/12/2017 279.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E04D03S 271.98 2017 10/12/2017 280.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E04D03S 271.98 2018 2/27/2018 275.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E04D03S 271.98 2018 6/8/2018 282.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E05Q01S 244.70 2017 10/11/2017 247.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E05Q01S 244.70 2018 2/21/2018 245.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E05Q01S 244.70 2018 6/5/2018 248.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06B03S 283.40 2017 10/11/2017 272.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06B03S 283.40 2018 2/21/2018 274.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06B03S 283.40 2018 6/8/2018 271.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06Q01S 220.30 2017 10/11/2017 210.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06Q01S 220.30 2018 2/21/2018 207.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06Q01S 220.30 2018 6/7/2018 210.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06Q02S 220.00 2017 10/11/2017 212.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06Q02S 220.00 2018 2/21/2018 209.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E06Q02S 220.00 2018 6/7/2018 215.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E07J04S 202.80 2017 10/11/2017 206.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E07J04S 202.80 2018 2/14/2018 199.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E07J04S 202.80 2018 6/7/2018 208.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08E01S 211.10 2017 10/11/2017 225.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08E01S 211.10 2018 2/14/2018 225.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08E01S 211.10 2018 6/7/2018 230.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08M03S 202.60 2017 10/11/2017 215.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08M03S 202.60 2018 2/14/2018 212.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08M03S 202.60 2018 6/7/2018 215.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08N02S 192.20 2017 10/11/2017 205.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08N02S 192.20 2018 2/14/2018 201.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E08N02S 192.20 2018 6/7/2018 205.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09A01S 242.00 2017 10/19/2017 263.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09A01S 242.00 2018 2/28/2018 257.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09A01S 242.00 2018 6/18/2018 262.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09C01S 242.90 2017 10/19/2017 261.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09C01S 242.90 2018 3/7/2018 257.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09C01S 242.90 2018 6/13/2018 257.30 2018
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CVWD - 05S06E09E01S 196.70 2017 10/23/2017 220.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09E01S 196.70 2018 3/7/2018 221.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09E01S 196.70 2018 6/13/2018 216.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09F01S 209.60 2017 10/19/2017 227.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09F01S 209.60 2018 3/7/2018 225.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09F01S 209.60 2018 6/13/2018 225.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09M01S 188.10 2017 10/18/2017 225.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09M01S 188.10 2018 3/7/2018 222.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09M01S 188.10 2018 7/18/2018 230.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09P01S 195.20 2017 10/18/2017 228.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09P01S 195.20 2018 3/6/2018 230.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E09P01S 195.20 2018 6/13/2018 225.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E10E01S 237.80 2017 10/19/2017 247.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E10E01S 237.80 2018 3/7/2018 247.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E10E01S 237.80 2018 6/18/2018 247.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E10L01S 228.90 2017 12/13/2017 273.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E10L01S 228.90 2018 3/7/2018 272.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E10L01S 228.90 2018 8/23/2018 269.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E11B01S 170.20 2017 11/3/2017 218.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E11B01S 170.20 2018 3/13/2018 214.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E11B01S 170.20 2018 6/2/2018 213.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E12N01S 178.10 2017 11/3/2017 231.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E12N01S 178.10 2018 3/12/2018 227.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E12N01S 178.10 2018 6/21/2018 231.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E12Q03S 136.40 2017 12/8/2017 204.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E12Q03S 136.40 2018 3/12/2018 205.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E12Q03S 136.40 2018 7/17/2018 207.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13D01S 169.90 2017 10/25/2017 225.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13D01S 169.90 2018 3/8/2018 221.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13D01S 169.90 2018 6/20/2018 224.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13G02S 157.90 2017 11/2/2017 219.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13G02S 157.90 2018 3/8/2018 214.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13G02S 157.90 2018 6/20/2018 217.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13R01S 147.70 2017 10/25/2017 218.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13R01S 147.70 2018 3/8/2018 212.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E13R01S 147.70 2018 7/20/2018 217.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14B02S 215.20 2017 12/20/2017 257.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14B02S 215.20 2018 3/12/2018 255.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14B02S 215.20 2018 6/21/2018 257.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G01S 206.70 2017 10/25/2017 259.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G01S 206.70 2018 3/8/2018 252.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G01S 206.70 2018 6/20/2018 257.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G03S 210.20 2017 10/11/2017 253.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G03S 210.20 2018 1/10/2018 253.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G03S 210.20 2018 3/8/2018 252.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14G03S 210.20 2018 6/20/2018 253.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P02S 170.00 2017 10/25/2017 210.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P02S 170.00 2018 3/8/2018 200.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P02S 170.00 2018 6/20/2018 209.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P03S 163.50 2017 10/11/2017 208.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P03S 163.50 2018 1/10/2018 208.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P03S 163.50 2018 3/8/2018 207.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E14P03S 163.50 2018 6/20/2018 208.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15F01S 180.00 2017 10/23/2017 196.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15F01S 180.00 2018 3/7/2018 200.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15F01S 180.00 2018 6/19/2018 199.70 2018
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CVWD - 05S06E15H01S 191.80 2017 10/25/2017 245.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15H01S 191.80 2018 3/8/2018 243.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15H01S 191.80 2018 6/20/2018 246.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15M01S 162.20 2017 10/23/2017 181.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15M01S 162.20 2018 3/7/2018 182.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15M01S 162.20 2018 6/19/2018 181.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15P01S 152.20 2017 10/23/2017 176.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15P01S 152.20 2018 3/7/2018 175.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E15P01S 152.20 2018 6/19/2018 176.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A02S 179.60 2017 10/23/2017 205.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A02S 179.60 2018 3/7/2018 199.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A02S 179.60 2018 6/19/2018 202.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A03S 182.50 2017 10/11/2017 202.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A03S 182.50 2018 1/10/2018 202.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A03S 182.50 2018 3/7/2018 202.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A03S 182.50 2018 6/19/2018 200.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A04S 2017 10/23/2017 207.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A04S 2018 3/22/2018 200.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16A04S 2018 7/25/2018 206.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16E01S 179.90 2017 10/13/2017 230.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16E01S 179.90 2018 3/6/2018 223.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16E01S 179.90 2018 6/12/2018 227.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16K03S 164.00 2017 10/13/2017 209.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16K03S 164.00 2018 3/6/2018 204.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16K03S 164.00 2018 6/12/2018 207.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16L01S 172.80 2017 10/18/2017 209.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16L01S 172.80 2018 3/6/2018 204.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16L01S 172.80 2018 6/12/2018 205.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16N02S 181.60 2017 10/13/2017 205.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16N02S 181.60 2018 3/6/2018 199.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E16N02S 181.60 2018 6/12/2018 202.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17E01S 197.50 2017 10/11/2017 214.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17E01S 197.50 2018 2/14/2018 215.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17E01S 197.50 2018 6/7/2018 213.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17G03S 186.00 2017 10/10/2017 205.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17G03S 186.00 2018 2/14/2018 201.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17G03S 186.00 2018 6/6/2018 204.40 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17L01S 187.70 2017 10/10/2017 219.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17L01S 187.70 2018 2/14/2018 216.00 2018

CVWD - 05S06E17L01S 187.70 2018 6/6/2018 216.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E18R01S 192.80 2017 10/10/2017 210.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E18R01S 192.80 2018 2/14/2018 206.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E18R01S 192.80 2018 6/6/2018 208.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E18R02S 193.40 2017 10/10/2017 213.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E18R02S 193.40 2018 2/14/2018 209.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E18R02S 193.40 2018 6/6/2018 208.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E20A02S 201.10 2017 10/13/2017 225.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E20A02S 201.10 2018 3/6/2018 220.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E20A02S 201.10 2018 6/12/2018 222.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E20F03S 200.10 2017 12/21/2017 221.70 2018

CVWD - 05S06E20F03S 200.10 2018 3/6/2018 223.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E20F03S 200.10 2018 6/12/2018 229.90 2018

CVWD - 05S06E22B02S 150.90 2017 10/25/2017 192.10 2018

CVWD - 05S06E22B02S 150.90 2018 3/12/2018 185.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E22B02S 150.90 2018 6/20/2018 190.80 2018

CVWD - 05S06E24G01S 110.90 2017 10/25/2017 183.30 2018
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CVWD - 05S06E24G01S 110.90 2018 3/8/2018 176.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E24G01S 110.90 2018 6/20/2018 182.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E24M01S 115.30 2017 10/25/2017 182.30 2018

CVWD - 05S06E24M01S 115.30 2018 3/8/2018 175.50 2018

CVWD - 05S06E24M01S 115.30 2018 6/20/2018 180.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E29C01S 335.60 2017 10/10/2017 361.20 2018

CVWD - 05S06E29C01S 335.60 2018 2/13/2018 356.60 2018

CVWD - 05S06E29C01S 335.60 2018 6/6/2018 363.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E02E01S 100.80 2018 7/18/2018 188.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E03D01S 62.20 2018 1/10/2018 119.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E03D01S 62.20 2018 3/22/2018 120.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E03D01S 62.20 2018 7/18/2018 125.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E03D02S 62.20 2018 1/10/2018 119.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E03D02S 62.20 2018 3/22/2018 119.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E03D02S 62.20 2018 7/18/2018 125.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A01S 47.90 2017 10/12/2017 107.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A01S 47.90 2018 3/22/2018 104.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A01S 47.90 2018 7/19/2018 107.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A03S 54.30 2017 10/12/2017 114.10 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A03S 54.30 2018 3/22/2018 111.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A03S 54.30 2018 7/19/2018 117.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A04S 54.30 2017 10/12/2017 110.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A04S 54.30 2017 10/12/2017 110.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A04S 54.30 2018 3/22/2018 105.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E04A04S 54.30 2018 7/19/2018 113.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E06B04S 111.40 2017 11/6/2017 160.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E06B04S 111.40 2018 3/15/2018 159.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E06B04S 111.40 2018 7/17/2018 177.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E06J01S 88.40 2017 11/3/2017 160.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E06J01S 88.40 2018 3/15/2018 157.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E06J01S 88.40 2018 7/17/2018 169.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E08Q01S 54.40 2017 12/8/2017 128.00 2018

CVWD - 05S07E08Q01S 54.40 2018 4/12/2018 126.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E08Q01S 54.40 2018 7/20/2018 127.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E09D01S 51.50 2017 11/7/2017 136.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E09D01S 51.50 2018 3/22/2018 129.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E09D01S 51.50 2018 7/19/2018 148.70 2018

IWA 8 05S07E11M03S 10.00 2018 3/14/2018 109.13 2018

IWA 8 05S07E11M03S 10.00 2018 5/14/2018 114.74 2018

IWA 8 05S07E11M03S 10.00 2018 7/12/2018 121.01 2018

IWA 8 05S07E11M03S 10.00 2018 9/20/2018 119.70 2018

IWA Y 05S07E12D02S 34.00 2018 3/14/2018 115.10 2018

IWA Y 05S07E12D02S 34.00 2018 5/14/2018 115.15 2018

IWA Y 05S07E12D02S 34.00 2018 7/12/2018 115.17 2018

IWA Y 05S07E12D02S 34.00 2018 9/20/2018 115.37 2018

IWA X 05S07E12M01S -1.00 2018 3/14/2018 101.81 2018

IWA X 05S07E12M01S -1.00 2018 5/14/2018 109.06 2018

IWA X 05S07E12M01S -1.00 2018 7/12/2018 115.55 2018

IWA X 05S07E12M01S -1.00 2018 9/20/2018 114.58 2018

IWA 7 05S07E14K02S -4.00 2018 3/14/2018 73.51 2018

IWA 7 05S07E14K02S -4.00 2018 5/14/2018 74.73 2018

IWA 7 05S07E14K02S -4.00 2018 7/12/2018 75.05 2018
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IWA 7 05S07E14K02S -4.00 2018 9/20/2018 75.08 2018

CVWD - 05S07E17E03S 82.30 2017 11/7/2017 169.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E17E03S 82.30 2018 4/12/2018 168.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E17E03S 82.30 2018 7/20/2018 182.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19A01S 89.60 2017 11/7/2017 202.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19A01S 89.60 2018 3/28/2018 183.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19A01S 89.60 2018 7/20/2018 197.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19D01S 141.20 2017 11/6/2017 211.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19D01S 141.20 2018 3/22/2018 208.20 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19D01S 141.20 2018 7/20/2018 214.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19D02S 136.40 2017 11/6/2017 214.20 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19D02S 136.40 2018 3/22/2018 206.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E19D02S 136.40 2018 7/20/2018 211.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20A02S 52.60 2017 11/6/2017 157.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20A02S 52.60 2018 3/28/2018 149.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20A02S 52.60 2018 7/24/2018 162.10 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20C01S 76.90 2017 11/7/2017 187.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20C01S 76.90 2018 3/28/2018 179.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20C01S 76.90 2018 7/24/2018 186.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20F02S 81.40 2017 11/7/2017 200.20 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20F02S 81.40 2018 3/28/2018 184.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20F02S 81.40 2018 7/24/2018 197.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20G01S 74.10 2017 11/7/2017 193.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20G01S 74.10 2018 3/28/2018 190.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20G01S 74.10 2018 7/24/2018 199.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20H01S 48.93 2017 11/8/2017 164.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20H01S 48.93 2018 3/28/2018 155.00 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20H01S 48.93 2018 7/24/2018 166.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20P04S 61.10 2017 11/6/2017 173.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20P04S 61.10 2018 3/28/2018 163.00 2018

CVWD - 05S07E20P04S 61.10 2018 7/24/2018 173.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E27B01S 16.50 2017 11/17/2017 102.10 2018

CVWD - 05S07E27B01S 16.50 2018 4/11/2018 101.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E27B01S 16.50 2018 8/15/2018 102.20 2018

CVWD - 05S07E27L01S 20.60 2017 11/17/2017 138.10 2018

CVWD - 05S07E27L01S 20.60 2018 4/11/2018 135.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E27L01S 20.60 2018 8/3/2018 149.00 2018

CVWD - 05S07E28E01S 46.30 2017 11/8/2017 137.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E28E01S 46.30 2018 4/3/2018 136.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E28E01S 46.30 2018 7/31/2018 137.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E28E03S 46.40 2017 11/8/2017 171.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E28E03S 46.40 2018 4/3/2018 169.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E28E03S 46.40 2018 7/31/2018 171.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E30A01S 76.30 2017 11/7/2017 178.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E30A01S 76.30 2018 3/22/2018 171.10 2018

CVWD - 05S07E30A01S 76.30 2018 7/25/2018 179.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E30J01S 69.50 2017 11/8/2017 173.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E30J01S 69.50 2018 4/3/2018 167.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E30J01S 69.50 2018 7/31/2018 174.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31A02S 59.60 2017 11/8/2017 181.10 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31A02S 59.60 2017 11/8/2017 182.30 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31A02S 59.60 2018 4/3/2018 177.00 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31A02S 59.60 2018 7/31/2018 185.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31P01S 46.90 2017 11/9/2017 147.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31P01S 46.90 2018 4/3/2018 149.60 2018

CVWD - 05S07E31P01S 46.90 2018 7/31/2018 150.30 2018
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CVWD - 05S07E32B01S 53.70 2017 11/8/2017 176.70 2018

CVWD - 05S07E32B01S 53.70 2018 4/3/2018 168.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E32B01S 53.70 2018 7/31/2018 180.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E32H01S 43.70 2017 11/16/2017 166.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E32H01S 43.70 2017 11/16/2017 167.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E32H01S 43.70 2018 4/4/2018 156.90 2018

CVWD - 05S07E32H01S 43.70 2018 8/3/2018 178.40 2018

CVWD - 05S07E35F04S 0.30 2017 11/21/2017 120.80 2018

CVWD - 05S07E35F04S 0.30 2018 4/12/2018 128.50 2018

CVWD - 05S07E35F04S 0.30 2018 8/3/2018 143.20 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 5 05S08E05L01S 249.00 2018 3/14/2018 160.72 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 5 05S08E05L01S 249.00 2018 5/14/2018 169.28 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 5 05S08E05L01S 249.00 2018 7/12/2018 160.66 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 5 05S08E05L01S 249.00 2018 9/20/2018 160.74 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 3 05S08E05P01S 269.00 2018 3/14/2018 134.52 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 3 05S08E05P01S 269.00 2018 5/14/2018 134.54 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 3 05S08E05P01S 269.00 2018 7/12/2018 134.48 2018

IWA CITRUS 
RANCH 3 05S08E05P01S 269.00 2018 9/20/2018 134.56 2018

IWA TERRA 
LAGO G.C. 05S08E18G01S 21.00 2018 3/14/2018 127.80 2018

IWA TERRA 
LAGO G.C. 05S08E18G01S 21.00 2018 5/14/2018 133.86 2018

IWA TERRA 
LAGO G.C. 05S08E18G01S 21.00 2018 7/12/2018 140.65 2018

IWA TERRA 
LAGO G.C. 05S08E18G01S 21.00 2018 9/20/2018 143.82 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28A01S 54.00 2017 12/21/2017 41.70 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28A01S 54.00 2018 4/6/2018 42.90 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28A01S 54.00 2018 8/3/2018 40.50 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28M01S -40.50 2017 11/17/2017 74.60 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28M01S -40.50 2018 4/11/2018 71.00 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28M01S -40.50 2018 8/3/2018 78.20 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28M02S -40.50 2017 11/17/2017 43.70 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28M02S -40.50 2018 4/11/2018 43.20 2018

CVWD - 05S08E28M02S -40.50 2018 8/3/2018 44.30 2018

CVWD - 05S08E29G01S -26.80 2017 11/17/2017 53.70 2018

CVWD - 05S08E29G01S -26.80 2018 8/16/2018 55.10 2018

CWA 10 05S08E33D01S -57.10 2017 10/19/2017 23.10 2018

CVWD - 05S08E33D01S -57.20 2017 11/17/2017 34.10 2018

CVWD - 05S08E33D01S -57.20 2018 4/11/2018 30.60 2018

CWA 10 05S08E33D01S -57.10 2018 5/18/2018 25.10 2018

CVWD - 05S08E33D01S -57.20 2018 8/3/2018 31.70 2018

CVWD - 06S06E01Q01S 53.30 2017 11/9/2017 171.90 2018

CVWD - 06S06E01Q01S 53.30 2018 4/3/2018 169.70 2018

CVWD - 06S06E01Q01S 53.30 2018 7/31/2018 172.50 2018

CVWD - 06S06E12G01S 91.20 2017 11/9/2017 209.20 2018

CVWD - 06S06E12G01S 91.20 2018 4/3/2018 206.00 2018

CVWD - 06S06E12G01S 91.20 2018 7/31/2018 209.30 2018

CVWD - 06S06E17K01S 958.40 2017 10/13/2017 215.50 2018

CVWD - 06S06E17K01S 958.40 2018 3/9/2018 321.00 2018

CVWD - 06S06E17K01S 958.40 2018 6/8/2018 301.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E02D02S -1.20 2017 11/16/2017 79.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E02D02S -1.20 2018 4/13/2018 79.50 2018

CVWD - 06S07E02D02S -1.20 2018 8/3/2018 79.70 2018

IWA LA 
HACIENDA 06S07E03H02S -1.00 2018 3/14/2018 117.52 2018
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IWA LA 
HACIENDA 06S07E03H02S -1.00 2018 5/14/2018 127.29 2018

IWA LA 
HACIENDA 06S07E03H02S -1.00 2018 7/12/2018 132.56 2018

IWA LA 
HACIENDA 06S07E03H02S -1.00 2018 9/20/2018 132.15 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2017 10/26/2017 128.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2017 12/1/2017 123.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 1/5/2018 122.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 1/31/2018 119.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 2/26/2018 115.50 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 3/29/2018 115.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 4/27/2018 115.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 5/24/2018 120.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 6/26/2018 123.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 7/26/2018 128.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 8/30/2018 130.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04H01S -22.60 2018 9/27/2018 124.40 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04N01S 36.60 2017 11/14/2017 160.90 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04N01S 36.60 2018 4/5/2018 149.40 2018

CVWD - 06S07E04N01S 36.60 2018 7/31/2018 167.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E05H01S 33.40 2017 11/17/2017 151.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E05H01S 33.40 2018 4/4/2018 147.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E05H01S 33.40 2018 8/2/2018 157.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E06B01S 40.30 2017 11/9/2017 157.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E06B01S 40.30 2018 4/3/2018 153.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E06B01S 40.30 2018 7/31/2018 159.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E06J01S 39.30 2017 11/9/2017 157.50 2018

CVWD - 06S07E06J01S 39.30 2018 4/3/2018 151.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E06J01S 39.30 2018 7/31/2018 156.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E10A02S -14.20 2017 12/7/2017 119.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E10A02S -14.20 2017 12/7/2017 120.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E10A02S -14.20 2018 4/6/2018 108.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E10A02S -14.20 2018 8/3/2018 123.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E13M02S -57.50 2017 11/16/2017 30.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E13M02S -57.50 2018 4/5/2018 30.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E13M02S -57.50 2018 8/3/2018 29.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E13M04S -61.10 2017 11/16/2017 67.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E13M04S -61.10 2018 4/5/2018 63.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E13M04S -61.10 2018 8/3/2018 71.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16A02S -5.50 2017 11/14/2017 120.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16A02S -5.50 2018 4/5/2018 117.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16A02S -5.50 2018 8/2/2018 119.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16D02S 1.00 2017 11/14/2017 112.50 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16D02S 1.00 2018 4/4/2018 108.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16D02S 1.00 2018 8/2/2018 117.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16R02S -17.80 2017 11/14/2017 101.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16R02S -17.80 2018 4/5/2018 99.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E16R02S -17.80 2018 8/2/2018 111.50 2018

CVWD - 06S07E22B02S -64.00 2017 11/15/2017 94.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E22B02S -64.00 2018 4/5/2018 78.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E22B02S -64.00 2018 8/2/2018 98.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E23F01S -54.90 2017 11/16/2017 68.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E23F01S -54.90 2018 4/6/2018 66.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E23F01S -54.90 2018 8/2/2018 70.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E26Q01S -83.80 2017 11/16/2017 33.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E26Q01S -83.80 2018 4/5/2018 32.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E26Q01S -83.80 2018 8/2/2018 42.60 2018
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CVWD - 06S07E29B01S 23.60 2017 12/7/2017 118.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E29B01S 23.60 2018 4/27/2018 117.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E29B01S 23.60 2018 8/2/2018 122.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2017 10/26/2017 104.70 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2017 12/1/2017 109.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 1/5/2018 118.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 1/31/2018 128.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 2/26/2018 118.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 3/29/2018 111.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 4/27/2018 112.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 5/24/2018 112.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 6/26/2018 118.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 7/26/2018 119.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 8/30/2018 117.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G01S 39.90 2018 9/27/2018 112.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2017 10/26/2017 102.50 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2017 12/1/2017 108.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 1/5/2018 115.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 1/31/2018 128.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 2/26/2018 116.70 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 3/29/2018 109.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 4/28/2018 110.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 5/24/2018 110.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 6/26/2018 117.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 7/26/2018 118.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 8/30/2018 115.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33G02S 39.90 2018 9/27/2018 109.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2017 10/26/2017 107.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2017 12/1/2017 108.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 1/5/2018 120.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 1/31/2018 127.50 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 2/26/2018 117.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 3/29/2018 113.50 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 4/27/2018 114.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 5/24/2018 114.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 6/26/2018 117.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 7/26/2018 118.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 8/31/2018 115.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J01S 39.10 2018 9/27/2018 114.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2017 10/26/2017 102.50 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2017 12/1/2017 107.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 1/5/2018 120.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 1/31/2018 127.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 2/26/2018 116.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 3/29/2018 112.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 4/27/2018 113.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 5/24/2018 112.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 6/26/2018 116.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 7/26/2018 117.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 8/30/2018 114.50 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E33J02S 39.10 2018 9/27/2018 113.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2017 10/26/2017 6.40 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2017 12/1/2017 5.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 1/5/2018 12.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 1/31/2018 16.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 2/26/2018 13.50 2018
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CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 3/29/2018 12.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 4/27/2018 12.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 5/24/2018 11.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 6/26/2018 12.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 7/26/2018 12.90 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 8/30/2018 12.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34A01S -77.50 2018 9/27/2018 11.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2017 10/26/2017 23.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2017 12/1/2017 23.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 1/5/2018 23.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 1/31/2018 23.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 2/26/2018 22.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 3/29/2018 22.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 4/27/2018 22.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 5/24/2018 23.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 6/21/2018 22.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 7/26/2018 22.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 8/30/2018 22.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34A02S -76.30 2018 9/27/2018 22.40 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2017 10/26/2017 58.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2017 12/1/2017 59.90 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 1/5/2018 69.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 1/31/2018 74.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 2/26/2018 69.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 3/29/2018 65.90 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 4/27/2018 65.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 5/24/2018 64.70 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 6/26/2018 67.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 7/26/2018 68.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 8/30/2018 67.20 2018

CVWD - 06S07E34D01S -15.50 2018 9/27/2018 65.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2017 10/26/2017 58.70 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2017 12/1/2017 59.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 1/5/2018 67.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 1/31/2018 70.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 2/26/2018 70.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 3/29/2018 66.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 4/27/2018 65.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 5/24/2018 63.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 6/26/2018 68.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 7/26/2018 69.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 8/30/2018 67.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34D02S -14.30 2018 9/27/2018 65.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2017 10/26/2017 69.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2017 12/1/2017 65.60 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 1/5/2018 77.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 1/31/2018 81.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 2/26/2018 79.60 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 3/29/2018 75.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 4/27/2018 72.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 5/24/2018 70.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 6/26/2018 74.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 7/26/2018 72.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 8/30/2018 71.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 06S07E34N01S -5.90 2018 9/27/2018 72.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2017 10/26/2017 92.30 2018
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CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2017 12/1/2017 89.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 1/5/2018 98.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 1/31/2018 102.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 2/26/2018 99.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 3/29/2018 97.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 4/27/2018 98.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 5/24/2018 96.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 6/26/2018 100.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 7/26/2018 94.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 8/30/2018 93.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N02S 13.20 2018 9/27/2018 106.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2017 10/26/2017 91.70 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2017 12/1/2017 88.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 1/5/2018 97.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 1/31/2018 101.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 2/26/2018 99.10 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 3/29/2018 96.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 4/27/2018 97.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 5/24/2018 95.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 6/26/2018 99.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 7/26/2018 93.30 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 8/30/2018 92.50 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34N03S 13.20 2018 9/27/2018 105.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2017 10/26/2017 9.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2017 12/1/2017 8.70 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 1/5/2018 13.80 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 1/31/2018 17.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 2/26/2018 16.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 3/29/2018 15.20 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 4/27/2018 15.00 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 5/24/2018 14.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 6/26/2018 15.40 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 7/26/2018 14.60 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 8/30/2018 13.90 2018

CVWD TEL (NEW) 06S07E34R01S -76.40 2018 9/27/2018 13.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 1/5/2018 3.80 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 1/31/2018 7.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 2/27/2018 5.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 3/29/2018 5.10 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 4/27/2018 5.00 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 5/24/2018 4.40 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 6/26/2018 4.30 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 7/26/2018 4.60 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 8/30/2018 3.50 2018

CVWD - 06S07E35L02S -84.30 2018 9/27/2018 2.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E03D01S -82.60 2017 11/17/2017 18.90 2018

CVWD - 06S08E03D01S -82.60 2018 4/11/2018 16.60 2018

CVWD - 06S08E03D01S -82.60 2018 8/2/2018 20.50 2018

CVWD - 06S08E05R02S -82.10 2017 11/28/2017 18.20 2018

CVWD - 06S08E05R02S -82.10 2018 4/11/2018 19.00 2018

CVWD - 06S08E05R02S -82.10 2018 8/3/2018 18.60 2018

CVWD - 06S08E05R03S -80.30 2017 11/28/2017 28.90 2018

CVWD - 06S08E05R03S -80.30 2018 4/11/2018 22.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E05R03S -80.30 2018 8/3/2018 29.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E12Q01S 61.30 2017 12/7/2017 176.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E12Q01S 61.30 2018 4/13/2018 184.30 2018
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CVWD - 06S08E12Q01S 61.30 2018 8/7/2018 185.50 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19C02S -94.90 2017 11/16/2017 41.00 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19C02S -94.90 2018 4/6/2018 35.60 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19C02S -94.90 2018 8/2/2018 55.40 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19D05S -87.60 2017 11/16/2017 46.20 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19D05S -87.60 2018 4/6/2018 39.00 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19D05S -87.60 2018 8/2/2018 55.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19R01S -105.70 2018 4/13/2018 27.20 2018

CVWD - 06S08E19R01S -105.70 2018 8/7/2018 41.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E20H01S -114.50 2017 11/21/2017 24.00 2018

CVWD - 06S08E20H01S -114.50 2018 4/13/2018 20.40 2018

CVWD - 06S08E20H01S -114.50 2018 8/7/2018 32.00 2018

CVWD - 06S08E22D02S -119.80 2017 11/21/2017 19.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E22D02S -119.80 2018 4/13/2018 16.10 2018

CVWD - 06S08E22D02S -119.80 2018 8/7/2018 25.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E25P04S -140.90 2017 11/21/2017 20.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E25P04S -140.90 2018 4/13/2018 14.50 2018

CVWD - 06S08E25P04S -140.90 2018 8/7/2018 12.40 2018

CVWD - 06S08E25Q01S -125.70 2017 11/21/2017 27.90 2018

CVWD - 06S08E25Q01S -125.70 2018 4/13/2018 27.10 2018

CVWD - 06S08E25Q01S -125.70 2018 8/7/2018 27.40 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2017 10/27/2017 19.90 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2017 12/1/2017 19.40 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2018 1/5/2018 18.60 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2018 1/31/2018 22.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2018 2/26/2018 15.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2018 4/27/2018 17.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2018 6/27/2018 23.00 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31L01S -116.70 2018 8/30/2018 23.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2017 10/27/2017 24.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2017 12/1/2017 19.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 1/5/2018 17.20 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 1/31/2018 15.40 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 2/26/2018 15.70 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 3/29/2018 16.20 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 4/27/2018 19.60 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 5/25/2018 20.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 6/27/2018 22.50 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 7/27/2018 23.30 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 8/30/2018 25.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E31P01S -117.40 2018 9/28/2018 25.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E35A01S -147.90 2017 12/7/2017 12.90 2018

CVWD - 06S08E35A01S -147.90 2018 4/13/2018 8.60 2018

CVWD - 06S08E35A01S -147.90 2018 8/7/2018 8.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E36M01S -152.90 2017 12/6/2017 8.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E36M01S -152.90 2018 4/20/2018 8.80 2018

CVWD - 06S08E36M01S -152.90 2018 8/15/2018 10.20 2018

CVWD - 06S09E32Q01S -102.80 2017 11/21/2017 36.90 2018

CVWD - 06S09E32Q01S -102.80 2018 4/13/2018 31.20 2018

CVWD - 06S09E32Q01S -102.80 2018 8/9/2018 38.20 2018

CVWD - 06S09E33K01S 29.40 2017 11/22/2017 169.30 2018

CVWD - 06S09E33K01S 29.40 2018 4/13/2018 164.30 2018

CVWD - 06S09E33K01S 29.40 2018 8/9/2018 178.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2017 10/27/2017 12.50 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2017 12/1/2017 11.30 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 1/5/2018 11.20 2018
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CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 1/31/2018 10.90 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 2/26/2018 10.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 3/29/2018 10.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 4/27/2018 10.30 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 5/25/2018 10.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 6/27/2018 10.50 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 7/27/2018 10.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 8/30/2018 10.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01C01S -111.60 2018 9/28/2018 10.50 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2017 10/27/2017 4.20 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2017 12/1/2017 2.30 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 1/5/2018 2.10 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 1/31/2018 3.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 2/26/2018 4.10 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 3/29/2018 5.00 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 4/27/2018 4.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 5/25/2018 6.10 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 6/27/2018 7.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 7/27/2018 7.50 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 8/30/2018 7.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E01M01S -110.10 2018 9/28/2018 6.30 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2017 10/27/2017 -6.90 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2017 12/1/2017 -4.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 1/5/2018 -2.30 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 2/2/2018 -4.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 2/26/2018 -0.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 3/30/2018 -0.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 4/27/2018 -0.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 5/25/2018 -0.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 6/27/2018 -0.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E02G02S -98.90 2018 7/27/2018 -2.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2017 10/27/2017 13.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2017 12/1/2017 13.00 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 1/5/2018 17.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 1/31/2018 20.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 2/26/2018 19.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 3/29/2018 18.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 4/27/2018 19.10 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 5/25/2018 18.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 6/26/2018 18.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 7/27/2018 18.00 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 8/30/2018 17.50 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03A01S -72.00 2018 9/27/2018 17.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2017 10/27/2017 42.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2017 12/1/2017 40.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 1/5/2018 46.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 1/31/2018 50.60 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 2/26/2018 48.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 3/29/2018 47.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 4/27/2018 48.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 5/25/2018 46.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 6/26/2018 47.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 7/27/2018 46.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 8/30/2018 43.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C01S -39.20 2018 9/27/2018 45.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2017 10/27/2017 41.30 2018
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CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2017 12/1/2017 39.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 1/5/2018 45.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 1/31/2018 49.60 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 2/26/2018 48.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 3/29/2018 46.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 4/27/2018 47.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 5/25/2018 46.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 6/26/2018 46.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 7/27/2018 45.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 8/30/2018 43.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03C02S -39.20 2018 9/27/2018 44.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2017 10/26/2017 87.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2017 12/1/2017 87.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 1/5/2018 92.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 1/31/2018 97.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 2/26/2018 94.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 3/29/2018 92.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 4/27/2018 93.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 5/24/2018 91.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 6/26/2018 91.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 7/26/2018 89.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 8/30/2018 89.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D01S 10.10 2018 9/27/2018 90.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2017 10/26/2017 88.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2017 12/1/2017 89.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 1/5/2018 94.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 1/31/2018 98.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 2/26/2018 95.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 3/28/2018 93.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 4/27/2018 94.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 5/24/2018 92.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 6/26/2018 92.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 7/26/2018 90.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 8/31/2018 89.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D02S 9.70 2018 9/27/2018 90.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2017 10/26/2017 123.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2017 12/1/2017 121.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 1/5/2018 127.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 1/31/2018 131.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 2/26/2018 130.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 3/29/2018 128.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 4/27/2018 128.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 5/24/2018 128.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 6/26/2018 128.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 7/26/2018 127.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 8/30/2018 125.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D03S 44.90 2018 9/27/2018 126.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2017 10/26/2017 108.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2017 12/1/2017 105.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 1/5/2018 113.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 1/31/2018 118.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 2/26/2018 115.10 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 3/29/2018 113.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 4/27/2018 113.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 5/24/2018 112.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 6/28/2018 112.90 2018
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(Below Grd. 

Srf.)

Water 
Year

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 7/26/2018 110.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 8/30/2018 109.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E03D04S 32.20 2018 9/27/2018 110.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2017 10/27/2017 40.90 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2017 12/1/2017 39.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 1/5/2018 45.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 1/31/2018 48.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 2/26/2018 38.30 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 3/29/2018 44.80 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 4/27/2018 45.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 5/25/2018 44.60 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 6/26/2018 46.40 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 7/27/2018 45.70 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 8/30/2018 43.10 2018

CVWD - 07S07E03G02S -46.20 2018 9/27/2018 42.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2017 10/29/2017 128.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2017 12/1/2017 125.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 1/5/2018 134.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 1/31/2018 139.60 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 2/26/2018 135.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 3/29/2018 133.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 4/27/2018 134.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 5/24/2018 133.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 6/26/2018 134.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 7/26/2018 134.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 8/31/2018 129.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A01S 52.40 2018 9/27/2018 130.70 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2017 10/26/2017 128.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2017 12/1/2017 125.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 1/5/2018 135.00 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 1/31/2018 139.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 2/26/2018 135.20 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 3/29/2018 133.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 4/27/2018 133.90 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 5/24/2018 132.40 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 6/26/2018 133.80 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 7/26/2018 134.30 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 8/30/2018 129.50 2018

CVWD TEL (OLD) 07S07E04A02S 52.30 2018 9/27/2018 130.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E02L03S -164.10 2017 11/6/2017 0.20 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E02L03S -164.10 2017 12/1/2017 1.00 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E02L03S -164.10 2017 12/6/2017 0.20 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E02L03S -164.10 2018 4/20/2018 -0.90 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E02L03S -164.10 2018 8/15/2018 2.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E07R03S -89.30 2017 12/6/2017 62.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E07R03S -89.30 2018 4/19/2018 62.00 2018

CVWD - 07S08E07R03S -89.30 2018 8/14/2018 62.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E09N01S -135.30 2017 12/6/2017 19.20 2018

CVWD - 07S08E09N01S -135.30 2017 12/6/2017 19.60 2018

CVWD - 07S08E09N01S -135.30 2018 4/20/2018 19.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E09N01S -135.30 2018 8/14/2018 19.70 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2017 10/26/2017 -6.20 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2017 12/1/2017 -1.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 1/5/2018 -4.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 1/31/2018 -1.30 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 2/26/2018 -2.30 2018
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Calendar 
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Srf.)
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CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 3/29/2018 -1.30 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 4/27/2018 -9.00 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 5/24/2018 -8.00 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 6/26/2018 -2.70 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 7/26/2018 -2.30 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 8/31/2018 -2.30 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E10P01S -168.60 2018 9/27/2018 -1.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E14N01S -175.00 2017 12/5/2017 6.20 2018

CVWD - 07S08E14N01S -175.00 2018 4/20/2018 6.40 2018

CVWD - 07S08E14N01S -175.00 2018 8/15/2018 6.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E17A04S -119.00 2017 12/6/2017 38.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E17A04S -119.00 2018 4/19/2018 39.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E17A04S -119.00 2018 8/14/2018 38.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E17G01S -81.10 2017 12/7/2017 76.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E17G01S -81.10 2018 4/19/2018 73.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E17G01S -81.10 2018 8/14/2018 74.10 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E25H01S -208.50 2017 11/29/2017 17.00 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E25H01S -208.50 2018 4/17/2018 19.20 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E25H01S -208.50 2018 8/9/2018 12.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E26H02S -188.50 2017 12/5/2017 10.20 2018

CVWD - 07S08E26H02S -188.50 2018 4/20/2018 17.10 2018

CVWD - 07S08E26H02S -188.50 2018 8/15/2018 13.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29G01S 81.10 2017 12/7/2017 245.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29G01S 81.10 2018 4/19/2018 245.60 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29G01S 81.10 2018 8/21/2018 247.10 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P01S 167.30 2017 12/12/2017 330.40 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P01S 167.30 2018 4/20/2018 329.60 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P01S 167.30 2018 8/21/2018 330.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P02S 155.00 2017 12/12/2017 315.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P02S 155.00 2018 4/20/2018 316.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P02S 155.00 2018 8/21/2018 319.40 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P03S 175.60 2017 12/12/2017 336.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P03S 175.60 2018 4/20/2018 338.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P03S 175.60 2018 8/21/2018 340.20 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P04S 162.90 2017 12/12/2017 328.30 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P04S 162.90 2018 4/20/2018 326.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E29P04S 162.90 2018 8/21/2018 329.10 2018

CVWD - 07S08E31R01S 236.20 2017 12/6/2017 288.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E31R01S 236.20 2018 4/19/2018 288.70 2018

CVWD - 07S08E31R01S 236.20 2018 8/13/2018 288.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E32A01S 88.70 2017 12/12/2017 257.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E32A01S 88.70 2018 4/20/2018 257.20 2018

CVWD - 07S08E32A01S 88.70 2018 8/21/2018 259.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E33B01S 21.80 2017 12/6/2017 202.80 2018

CVWD - 07S08E33B01S 21.80 2018 4/19/2018 201.20 2018

CVWD - 07S08E33B01S 21.80 2018 8/14/2018 203.90 2018

CVWD - 07S08E35D01S -130.90 2017 12/5/2017 45.10 2018

CVWD - 07S08E35D01S -130.90 2018 4/19/2018 43.10 2018

CVWD - 07S08E35D01S -130.90 2018 8/14/2018 44.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E36B01S -204.80 2017 11/29/2017 -1.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E36B01S -204.80 2018 4/17/2018 -1.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S08E36B01S -204.80 2018 8/9/2018 -0.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E07J01S -185.40 2017 11/22/2017 -5.00 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E07J01S -185.40 2018 4/13/2018 -3.20 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E07J01S -185.40 2018 8/9/2018 -7.30 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E08R01S -166.40 2017 11/21/2017 -1.80 2018
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CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E08R01S -166.40 2018 4/13/2018 -0.40 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E08R01S -166.40 2018 8/8/2018 -1.80 2018

CVWD - 07S09E14C01S -64.60 2017 11/28/2017 93.80 2018

CVWD - 07S09E14C01S -64.60 2018 4/13/2018 93.20 2018

CVWD - 07S09E14C01S -64.60 2018 8/8/2018 93.50 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E16M03S -191.40 2017 11/28/2017 0.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E16M03S -191.40 2017 11/28/2017 1.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E16M03S -191.40 2018 4/13/2018 2.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E16M03S -191.40 2018 8/8/2018 5.30 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E18H01S -197.90 2017 11/28/2017 -1.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E18H01S -197.90 2018 4/17/2018 -1.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E18H01S -197.90 2018 8/9/2018 -6.40 2018

CVWD - 07S09E23N01S -187.70 2017 11/28/2017 8.30 2018

CVWD - 07S09E23N01S -187.70 2018 4/17/2018 5.90 2018

CVWD - 07S09E23N01S -187.70 2018 8/8/2018 6.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E30R01S -203.20 2018 4/17/2018 -28.80 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E30R01S -203.20 2018 8/9/2018 -20.70 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E30R02S -203.10 2018 4/17/2018 -13.60 2018

CVWD ARTESIAN 07S09E30R02S -203.10 2018 8/9/2018 -15.20 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R03S -203.00 2017 10/4/2017 10.40 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R03S -203.00 2017 12/5/2017 11.60 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R03S -203.00 2018 4/17/2018 10.90 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R03S -203.00 2018 8/9/2018 10.00 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R04S -203.00 2017 10/4/2017 11.80 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R04S -203.00 2017 12/15/2017 12.40 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R04S -203.00 2018 4/17/2018 10.20 2018

CVWD - 07S09E30R04S -203.00 2018 8/9/2018 8.50 2018

CVWD - 08S08E01N01S -173.30 2017 12/5/2017 10.30 2018

CVWD - 08S08E01N01S -173.30 2018 4/19/2018 9.70 2018

CVWD - 08S08E01N01S -173.30 2018 8/13/2018 9.60 2018

CVWD - 08S08E03L01S -58.60 2017 12/5/2017 122.30 2018

CVWD - 08S08E03L01S -58.60 2018 4/19/2018 123.50 2018

CVWD - 08S08E03L01S -58.60 2018 8/13/2018 123.10 2018

CVWD - 08S08E24A01S -155.20 2017 12/5/2017 59.90 2018

CVWD - 08S08E24A01S -155.20 2018 4/18/2018 58.70 2018

CVWD - 08S08E24A01S -155.20 2018 8/10/2018 57.40 2018

CVWD - 08S08E24L01S -110.80 2017 12/5/2017 107.30 2018

CVWD - 08S08E24L01S -110.80 2018 4/18/2018 104.90 2018

CVWD - 08S08E24L01S -110.80 2018 8/10/2018 102.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07M01S -205.60 2017 12/5/2017 0.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07M01S -205.60 2018 4/18/2018 0.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07M01S -205.60 2018 8/10/2018 0.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N01S -206.30 2017 11/22/2017 4.30 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N01S -206.30 2018 4/18/2018 3.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N01S -206.30 2018 8/10/2018 2.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N02S -206.30 2017 11/22/2017 5.60 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N02S -206.30 2018 4/18/2018 4.20 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N02S -206.30 2018 8/10/2018 3.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N03S -206.90 2018 8/10/2018 -3.20 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N04S -206.90 2018 4/18/2018 -0.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E07N04S -206.90 2018 8/10/2018 -3.60 2018

CVWD - 08S09E30A01S -152.30 2017 11/29/2017 71.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E30A01S -152.30 2018 4/18/2018 72.10 2018

CVWD - 08S09E30A01S -152.30 2018 8/9/2018 69.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31Q03S 2.00 2017 11/29/2017 243.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31Q03S 2.00 2018 4/18/2018 244.10 2018
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CVWD - 08S09E31Q03S 2.00 2018 8/10/2018 255.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31Q04S 14.00 2017 11/29/2017 247.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31Q04S 14.00 2018 4/18/2018 247.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31Q04S 14.00 2018 8/10/2018 246.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31R01S -17.80 2017 11/29/2017 207.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31R01S -17.80 2018 4/18/2018 207.30 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31R01S -17.80 2018 8/10/2018 209.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31R03S -9.00 2017 11/29/2017 223.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31R03S -9.00 2018 4/18/2018 223.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E31R03S -9.00 2018 8/10/2018 222.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2017 10/26/2017 80.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2017 12/1/2017 81.20 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 1/5/2018 82.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 1/31/2018 86.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 2/26/2018 86.60 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 3/29/2018 82.60 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 4/27/2018 81.10 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 5/25/2018 80.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 6/26/2018 80.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 7/26/2018 80.10 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 8/31/2018 79.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32C01S -145.30 2018 9/27/2018 79.20 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2017 10/26/2017 77.20 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2017 12/1/2017 72.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 1/5/2018 77.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 1/31/2018 77.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 2/26/2018 77.30 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 3/29/2018 77.10 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 4/27/2018 76.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 5/25/2018 76.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 6/26/2018 76.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 7/26/2018 75.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 8/31/2018 75.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G01S -148.50 2018 9/27/2018 74.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2017 10/26/2017 79.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2017 12/1/2017 79.20 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 1/5/2018 79.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 1/31/2018 79.70 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 2/26/2018 79.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 3/29/2018 79.30 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 4/27/2018 78.80 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 5/25/2018 78.90 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 6/26/2018 78.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 7/26/2018 78.00 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 8/31/2018 78.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E32G02S -142.40 2018 9/27/2018 77.50 2018

CVWD - 08S09E33N01S -133.60 2017 11/29/2017 92.60 2018

CVWD - 08S09E33N01S -133.60 2018 4/18/2018 92.40 2018

CVWD - 08S09E33N01S -133.60 2018 8/10/2018 92.70 2018
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Stantec.com

300 North Lake Avenue, Suite 400

Pasadena, CA 91101

Tel 626 796 9141 Fax 626 568 6101
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SUBMITTAL TO THE WATER 
AUTHORITY 

AND CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF INDIO, CALIFORNIA 

May 1, 2019 

FROM: INDIO WATER AUTHORITY

SUBJECT: Resolution to adopt the 2018 Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water
Management and Stormwater Resource Plan. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the City Council/Indio Water Authority Board approve the
Joint Resolution adopting the 2018 Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water Management 
and Stormwater Resource Plan. 

SUMMARY: Indio Water Authority is a member of the Coachella Valley Regional Water
Management Group (CVRWMG), which developed the first Coachella Valley Integrated Regional 
Water Management (IRWM) Plan pursuant to Senate Bill 1672 of the State of California. The 
original plan was adopted in 2010 and updated in 2014. Passage of Proposition 1, Water 
Quality, Supply and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 (Assembly Bill 1471) requires that 
the IRWM Plan be updated to be eligible for funding through the Proposition 1 IRWM Grant 
Program. As such, CVRWMG members prepared updates to the 2014 IRWM Plan through 
a stakeholder process that incorporated the 2016 IRWM Plan Standards and 2015 Stormwater 
Grant Guidelines; the process was funded in part by a $211,982 State grant. It is recommended 
that the City Council/lWA Board approve the attached resolution adopting the 18 Plan. 

Cost associated with this action: 

FINANCIAL Current F.Y. general fund cost:

DAT A Future FY. cost:

Source of funds: n/a 

Account number: n/a 

Ade un e Ojo 
Principal Management Analyst 

$ 0 

$ 0 

$ 0 

In current year budget: 

Budget adjustment: 

For fiscal year: 

Current account balance: 

Balance remaining if approved: 

Legal Review: Department Head Review: Financial Review: 

�� Gary e is 
General Counsel Interim General Manager 

=6cM\� 
Brian M. Kinder 
Manager of Finance and 
Customer Service 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S/CITY MANAGER'S
RECOMMENDATION:

APPROVE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S/CITY MANAGER'S
SIGNAT�A# 
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Garden Fellowship  
Initial Study - Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
 

City of Indio 
1 

 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The Final Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration identifies the mitigation measures 
that will be implemented to reduce the impacts associated with Garden Fellowship 
Project. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was amended in 1989 to add 
Section 21081.6, which requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting 
program for assessing and ensuring compliance with any required mitigation measures 
applied to proposed development.  As stated in Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources 
Code:  

 
... the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  

 
Section 21081.6 also provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring 
programs and indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be 
enforced during project implementation, shall be defined as part of adopting a mitigated 
negative declaration. 
 
The mitigation monitoring table lists those mitigation measures included as conditions of 
approval for the project. To ensure that the mitigation measures are properly 
implemented, a monitoring program has been devised which identifies the timing and 
responsibility for monitoring each measure.  The City of Indio as the lead agency will be 
primarily responsible for monitoring and reporting the implementation of the mitigation 
measures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Desert Crossroads Project  
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
 

City of Indio 
2 

 
 

Garden Fellowship Project-Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

for Monitoring  
Monitoring Action 

Implementation 
Schedule 

Verification of 
Completion 

Check 
Box 

Date 

Cultural Resources 

       

MM 
CR-2 

Further recommendations 
regarding the final treatment of 
Site 33-028201 will be 
formulated and presented on 
the basis of the results of the 
testing and evaluation 
program. 
treatment, the area of 
discovery will be protected from 
disturbance while qualified 
paleontologists and appropriate 
officials, in consultation with a 
recognized museum repository 
(e.g., the San Diego Natural 
History Museum or the 
University of California 
Museum of Paleontology), 
determine an appropriate 
treatment plan.   
 

Project 
Archaeologist, 
Planning 
Department 
 

Report of Phase 2 
survey results 
delivered to City 
Planning 
Department  

Prior to ground 
disturbing 
activities. 
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City of Indio 

Community Development Department 

100 Civic Center Mall 

Indio CA 92202 

(760) 391-4120 

(760) 391-4027 

                                                                                                       

 

Environmental Initial Study 

 
Project Title:  Garden Fellowship 

 

Case No:  Environmental Assessment 

   Project Master Plan (PMP 18-04-61) 

   Design Review (DR 18-04-433) 

   Conditional Use Permit (CUP 15-04-1035) 

    

 

Lead Agency  City of Indio 

Name and Address: Community Development Department 

 100 Civic Center Mall 

 P.O. Drawer 1788 

 Indio, CA 92202 

 

Property Owner/ The Garden Fellowship, LLC c/o Dave McCoy  

Developer: 79-733 Country Club Drive, Suite 200, Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203 

  

Applicant: The Garden Fellowship, LLC c/o Dave McCoy 

 79-733 Country Club Drive, Suite 200, Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203 

 

Engineer: MSA Consulting, Inc.  

 34200 Bob Hope Drive, Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 (760) 320-9811 

 

Contact Person Leila Namvar, Assistant Planner  

and Phone Number: Community Development Department 

 760-391-4120 

 

Project Location: Southwest Corner of Young’s Way & Jefferson Street, Indio  

 APN’s: 691-060-003, 691-030-004  

 

Existing Zoning:  Existing – Equestrian Estates District (EE) 

 Proposed – Project Master Plan (PMP) 

 

General Plan  Existing – Equestrian Estates (EE)  

Designations:   Proposed – Project Master Plan (PMP) 
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Project Description:  

 

The proposed Garden Fellowship project is approximately 18.5 acres of disturbed land situated at the 

southwest corner of Young’s Way and Jefferson Street. The property can be identified as Assessor’s Parcel 

Numbers (APNs) 691-060-003 and 691-060-004 within Section 5, Township 5 South, Range 7 East, San 

Bernardino Base and Meridian. The project site has historically operated as a tree nursery with designated 

areas for tree production, vehicle and equipment staging, material stockpiling, processing, and one mobile 

home structure. No permanent buildings, paving, or hardscape improvements are present on-site. The 

property perimeter is visually distinguished by a combination of fencing and rows of ornamental trees 

with heights varying between 20 and 30 feet. A 6-foot chain-link fence with a green fabric and dense tree 

lines visually screen the Jefferson Street frontage.  

 

North of the project, properties include agriculture and isolated single-family residences, separated from 

the project site by the Youngs Way right-of-way. The east side of Jefferson Street is developed with 

contiguous single-family residences. West of the project, parcels are utilized for tree production with 

similar conditions to those found on the proposed site. South of the project, the east half remains 

undeveloped, while the west half includes equestrian facilities and a single-family residence. Rows of 

tamarisk trees planted along the shared property line create a dense visual screen between this parcel and 

the west half of the project. From the project site, visibility of the Indio Hills to the northwest, north, and 

northeast is largely obstructed by existing tree lines on-site and on neighboring properties.  

 

The project site falls within the influence area of the Bermuda Dunes Airport (Compatibility Zone E) and 

is therefore subject to review by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission. Zone E is the least 

restrictive of the zoning areas and provides no maximum densities or intensities. Proposed land uses within 

this zone that do not require a General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, or Specific Plan Amendment, 

and do not have unusual height or height variances are eligible for administrative review and approval by 

the ALUC Director. The Riverside County ALUC issued a finding of Consistency with the 2004 Bermuda 

Dunes Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan on April 26, 2018.  

  

The project proposes to develop the entire site into a multi-building church campus with a total of four 

buildings (A-D), an outdoor amphitheater, rolling lawns, event space, and parking facilities. The first 

building (Building A), referred to as the Packing House will serve as the structure for primary worship. 

This 19,264 square foot building will have an auditorium with a maximum of 1,800 seats, and a 1,207 sf. 

stage with additional space for storage, restrooms, dressing rooms and office space. Building B is the 

children’s “Garden Kids” and is northeast of the main worship building. This 11,804 sf. building is 

intended for younger children from infants to 4th grade. There are 22 rooms, two- large group rooms, a 

1,037 sf. indoor playground, restrooms and storage space. Building C is a proposed 2-story building 

labeled as “POD”. This multi-purpose building includes staff offices, open work space, a 1,760 sf. 

café/bookstore, a fellowship hall, and space for youth ministries.  

 

The projects land use is designed as Equestrian Estates (EE) by the City’s General Plan and Zoning. 

Churches and places of worship are an allowed use under this zoning with a Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP). Entitlements for the project include a CUP, Design Review (DR) for the architecture and 

landscaping components, and a Project Master Plan (PMP) to guide the site design, permitted land uses, 

and phased construction.  
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Development of the project is proposed in three phases. The north half of the parking lot, maintenance 

building (Building D), retention, and the worship building (Building A) will be developed in the first 

phase. The northeast and south-central portion of the project property will be developed in the second 

phase. These areas include the “Garden Kids” building (Building B), the northeast parking area, and the 

emergency access drive aisle and a portion of the southern parking area. The remaining parking area, west 

of Phase 2, “POD” multi-use building (Building C), amphitheater, lawns and event lawn will be developed 

as part of Phase 3.  

 

The western portion of the project property is primarily allocated for parking. The parking lot will provide 

853 spaces (16 designated ADA parking spaces) for guests, and landscaped around the perimeter and 

throughout, to provide shade for guests. A dual-purpose garden and retention area sits in the center of the 

parking area, in addition to a 1,554 square foot maintenance building nestled in the northwest corner of 

the property. The project will include 4 access points, with the main entry on Youngs Way, and an 

emergency access on Jefferson Street.  

 

Off-site street improvements will include curb and gutter, sidewalk, and fully landscaped parkways on 

Youngs Way to the north and Jefferson Street to the east. The architecture of the proposed structures, is 

complimented with neutral and warm color palettes and is intended to contribute to the modern rustic 

ambiance of the property.  

 

General Plan Land Use and Zoning 

 

The current General Plan land use and Zoning designation for the property is Equestrian Estates  

 

Other public agencies whose approval is required: 

  

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

• Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) 

• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at 

least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following 

pages. 

 

    Aesthetics       Agriculture Resources  
 

     Air Quality 
 

    Biological Resources 
 

     Cultural Resources  
 

     Geology /Soils 

     Greenhouse Gases 
    Hazards & Hazardous                      

Materials 

     Hydrology/Water 

Quality 

     Land Use / Planning     Mineral Resources      Noise 

     Population / Housing     Public Services       Recreation  

    Transportation/Traffic 
     Tribal Cultural Resources  

 

    Utilities / Service 

Systems 

    Mandatory Findings of  

          Significance 
  

   

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 

 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 

made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 
 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 
 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 

significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 

been addressed by mitigation  measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 

effects that remain to be addressed. 
 

 
 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 

or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 

or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 

or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 

Signature                                                                                             

 

 

Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 

question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 

show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls 

outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on 

project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 

receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 

operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 

mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is 

substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 

Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" 

to a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and 

briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from 

Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced) 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 

an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 

15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 

legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures 

based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 

the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 

project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources 

for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared 

or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 

statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 

agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 

environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 

 



 
 

 
Potentially 
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Impact 

 
 Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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No 

Impact 
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I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project: 

 a)  Have a substantial adverse effect  

 on a scenic vista?           

 
Discussion: 

The perception and uniqueness of scenic vistas and overall visual character can vary according to 

particular location and composition of its surrounding context. The subjective value of these views is 

generally affected by the presence and intensity of neighboring man–made improvements, such as 

residential structures, overhead utilities, and landscaping, often in relation to the aesthetic quality offered 

by a natural background that may include open space, mountain ranges, or other natural landmark features. 

The proximity and massing of structures, landscaping and other visual barriers interacts with the visibility 

of surrounding environments to restrict or enhance the value of local characteristic views. The evaluation 

of scenic vistas takes into consideration the physical compatibility of proposed projects in relation to land 

uses, transportation corridors, or other vantage points, where the enjoyment of unique vistas may exist, 

such as residential areas or scenic roads. 

 

The project site of approximately 18.5 acres has historically operated as a tree nursery with designated 

areas for tree production, vehicle and equipment staging, material stockpiling, processing, and one mobile 

home structure. No permanent buildings, paving, or hardscape improvements are present on-site. The 

property perimeter is visually distinguished by a combination of fencing and rows of ornamental trees 

with heights varying between 20 and 30 feet. A 6-foot chain-link fence with a green fabric and dense tree 

lines visually screen the Jefferson Street frontage.  

 

North of the project, properties include agriculture and isolated single-family residences, separated from 

the project site by the Youngs Way right-of-way. The east side of Jefferson Street is developed with 

contiguous single-family residences. West of the project, parcels are utilized for tree production with 

similar conditions to those found on-site. Relative to the property south of the project, the majority remains 

undeveloped, while a portion includes equestrian facilities and a single-family residence. Rows of 

tamarisk trees planted along the shared property line create a dense visual screen between this parcel and 

the west half of the project. From the project site, visibility of the Indio Hills to the northwest, north, and 

northeast is largely obstructed by existing tree lines on-site and on neighboring properties. Similar 

obstructions reduce the visibility of the Santa Rosa Mountains to the south and the San Jacinto Mountains 

to the southwest. 

   

The project proposes to develop the entire site into a multi-building church campus with a total of four 

buildings, including a primary worship building, a multi-purpose building (youth center, administration 

building, and café), a classroom building, a maintenance building, an amphitheater, playgrounds, lawns, 

event spaces, and parking facilities. Off-site street improvements will include curb and gutter, sidewalk, 

and fully landscaped parkways on Youngs Way to the north and Jefferson Street to the east. The 

architectural and landscape design themes that will guide the visual appearance of the project will be 

governed by the Garden Fellowship Project Master Plan (PMP). The PMP is intended to guide future 

development of land within the PMP boundary, including the permitted land uses, design guidelines, 

setbacks, building heights, and other relevant regulations. The PMP is intended to ensure quality 

development consistent with the goals, objectives and policies of the City of Indio General Plan. The 

project site plan situates the proposed primary buildings on the east portion of the property, while the west 

portion is occupied by the proposed parking lot and a maintenance building.  
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The arrangement of the three primary buildings creates a central plaza area that will be designed and 

landscaped to provide a high quality setting for visitor gatherings. An on-site pedestrian circulation plan 

will establish safe passages within the church campus facilities with connectivity to the adjoining streets. 

    

The proposed buildings will have an architecturally unified theme with features intended to establish an 

attractive presence and provide a desirable environment for guests. The architectural design of the 

proposed worship building, multi-purpose building, classroom building, and maintenance buildings will 

share various aesthetic elements to create a cohesive look across the PMP area. Building elevations will 

be detailed and articulated with projections and recesses to avoid any undesired large, plain surfaces. The 

shared design elements include low pitch metal roofs with metal and wood panel siding.  

 

Coordinated accent features, such as contrasting paint finishes, metal awnings, corrugated materials, and 

cable railing will contribute to the character of each building. Of the three primary buildings, the worship 

structure will have a maximum height of 45 feet, the multi-purpose building will have a maximum height 

of 43.5 feet, and the classroom building will have a maximum height of 25 feet. An important visual 

element of the project will be a landmark sign located on the east side of the project. This sign will have 

an estimated height of 36 feet with features complimenting the building architecture. Upkeep and 

maintenance of the proposed structures, landscape features, and amenities will be done per the PMP, thus 

ensuring a sustained condition and quality. 

 

Abundant landscaping is an important component of the PMP implementation. The proposed ornamental 

landscaping will rely on desert plant materials that comply with the water conservation requirement of 

Indio Water Authority. The project perimeter, site entries, areas surrounding buildings, and other project 

landmarks will be enhanced with a harmonious selection of ground cover, shrubs, and trees to enhance 

the setting. The proposed landscaping dynamics will partially screen or conceal the proposed buildings 

from public view, resulting in a frontage that is occupied by attractive and well-maintained landscaping 

instead of buildings in direct view. These aspects of the project will make it more compatible with the 

surrounding residential and undeveloped setting. Pertaining to a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

or a degraded visual character, less than significant impacts are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
  
       b)  Substantially damage scenic resources,  

 including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

 outcroppings, and historic buildings  

 within a state scenic highway?          

Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the site is operating as a palm tree nursery without any permanent buildings or 

natural landmarks. Accordingly, the existing trees on-site are purposefully planted in designated 

production areas and along the property perimeter. The site lacks any natural landmarks, historic buildings, 

or rock outcroppings. The site is absent of any mature trees or unique plant growth. The purpose of the 

State Scenic Highway Program is to preserve and protect scenic State highway corridors from change that 

would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. State highways can be officially 

designated as Scenic Highways or be determined to be eligible for designation.  
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The status of a state scenic highway changes from eligible to “officially designated” when a local 

jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor protection program and the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) approves the designation as a Scenic Highway. Based on the Caltrans Scenic Highway Mapping 

System web site, the project is not located adjacent to or near any state or county, eligible or designated 

scenic highway. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. At project buildout, the proposed street 

frontages will be distinguished by pedestrian sidewalks and coordinated landscaping, resulting in a 

positive aesthetic quality to the streetscape. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual  

  character or quality of the site and  

  its surroundings?            

 
Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the existing visual character of the site is distinguished by the palm trees, shrubs, 

and other ornamental plantings visible from the surroundings. The proposed development, guided by the 

PMP, will convert these conditions to an attractive church campus with multiple buildings, coordinated 

signage, and an abundance of landscaping features designed to enhance the on-site scenery and establish 

an attractive streetscape. The primary buildings will have a minimum setback of approximately 70 feet 

from the north and south property boundaries, and approximately 180 feet from the Jefferson Street right-

of-way.  

 

The proposed project street fronts will be occupied by a dynamic landscaping design, which will reduce 

the visibility of the proposed structures. All forms of landscaping will be subject to maintenance as part 

of the PMP to ensure a sustained quality appearance. As such, the project is not expected to degrade the 

existing visual character of the site and its surroundings. Project design, including architecture and 

landscape architecture, will be subject to City review and approval, thus ensuring that aesthetic 

considerations are addressed in the design. Less than significant impacts are anticipated to result from 

project implementation. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 d)  Create a new source of substantial light or 

  glare which would adversely affect day or  

  nighttime views in the area?           

 
Discussion: 

The current use of the project as a tree nursery lacks any considerable lighting improvements and therefore 

is not considered an existing source of glare or light. Local streets surrounding the project are absent of 

illuminated traffic signals and street light posts.  
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Existing single-family residential properties in the project vicinity include wall-mounted, downward-

oriented light fixtures in the respective patios, side, and front yards of these homes. This form of lighting 

is generally low-intensity and installed in such a manner that does not project toward the street. As such, 

the only detectable sources of day-time glare and night-time lighting can be attributed to vehicular traffic 

along Jefferson Street and Youngs Way. 

 

The proposed development is expected to maintain a low-intensity nighttime light ambient condition 

designed to be compatible with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Requirements and the surrounding residential 

uses. The City requirements are established in an effort to minimize light pollution and trespassing. 

According to the architectural drawings, the project will incorporate wall-mounted, downward-oriented 

light fixtures with the proper shielding to prevent light spillage and to minimize undesirable light into the 

night sky. These light fixtures will be installed at approximately mid-height of the buildings to regulate 

the illumination coverage. Accent lights will be installed as part of the landscaping design.   

 

For safety purposes, light fixtures will also be installed in the parking lot areas, along proposed interior 

sidewalks, and at certain landmark features of the campus. However, no rotating, laser, flashing, blinking, 

or other potentially disruptive illumination will be utilized. Since all proposed buildings are surrounded 

by different levels of landscaping densities, visibility of the buildings and on-site lighting from outside 

perspectives will be considerably reduced. Moreover, no existing tree lines or hedges on adjacent parcels 

will be disturbed. Pertaining to glare and reflectivity, the proposed structures will have a mixture of 

exterior construction materials and finishes that do not have highly reflective properties or other surface 

conditions that would cause substantial daytime or nighttime glare. Less than significant impacts are 

anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES -- Would the project: 
 a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique  

  Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide  

  Importance (Farmland), as shown on  

  the maps prepared pursuant to the  

  Farmland Mapping and Monitoring  

  Program of the California Resources  

  Agency, to non-agricultural use?          

 
Discussion:  

The property as stated by the City’s General Plan is designated for Equestrian Estates land use. The 18.5 

acre project is proposed to be developed as a church campus. The project site was once a date tree farm 

however it no longer functions in this capacity. The Equestrian Estates designation is intended for the 

development of large lot estates and ranchettes, however, places of worship are conditionally permitted 

within this zone. 
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According to the 2016 California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) data the property 

is designated as both Prime Farmland and Other Land. The property’s western half is designated as Prime 

Farmland and the eastern half is designated as Other. Both designations are found throughout the City of 

Indio, and according to the City General Plan 2020 the loss of agricultural land was specifically anticipated 

as part of the General Plan 2020 Environmental Impact Report.  

 

The FMMP states that Prime Farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical features able 

to sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture 

supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural 

production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.  

 

Other Land is not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low density rural 

developments, brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing, confined 

livestock, poultry, or aquaculture facilities, strip mines, borrow pits, and water bodies smaller than 40 

acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 

acres is mapped as Other Land.   

 

The land has not been subject to any agricultural use for the last several years and any agricultural uses 

would be largely incompatible with the surrounding residential uses located immediately adjacent to the 

site. In regards to conversion of a farmland to a non-agricultural use, less than significant impacts are 

anticipated from the proposed project.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b) Conflict with existing zoning for  

  agricultural use, or a Williamson 

  Act contract?             
 

Discussion: 

The Project site is not zoned for agricultural use or classified as farm land. According to the Williamson 

Act Land Conservation Act Map 2015-2016, no portion of land within a one-mile radius is recognized as 

being under a Williamson Act Contract. The proposed Project will not impact or remove land from the 

City or County’s agricultural zoning or agricultural preserve. No impacts are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 

c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 

rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 

Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 

(as defined by Public Resources Code section 

4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 

Production (as defined by Government Code 

section 51104(g))?                                   
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Discussion: 

The proposed project will occur in an existing urban desert setting zoned as Equestrian Estates. 

Surrounding land uses consist of vacant and single family residential land uses. No forest land, timberland 

or Timberland Production zoning occurs on the project site or in the surrounding area. Forest land is not 

characteristic of the Coachella Valley desert environment. No impacts are anticipated.  

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 

of forest land to non-forest use?                         
 

Discussion: 

The proposed Project will occur in an existing urban desert setting. No forest land occurs on the Project 

site or in the surrounding area because forest vegetation is not characteristic of the Coachella Valley desert 

environment. No impacts are expected. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 
 

e) Involve other changes in the existing 

environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, 

to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 

land to non-forest use?                                 
 

Discussion: 

As previously described, the project site and vicinity are designated by the City of Indio General Plan and 

Zoning maps as Equestrian Estates. The proposed Project will not result in conversion of any farmland or 

forest land because no farmland or forest land is situated within or adjacent to the project. No impacts are 

anticipated.  

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
III. AIR QUALITY:  Would the project: 
 

 a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation  

  of the applicable air quality plan?          

 
Discussion: 

The following analysis and findings rely on The Garden Fellowship Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA) 

prepared for the project by Urban Crossroads on April 6, 2018. The purpose of this AQIA was to evaluate 

the potential impacts to air quality associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in 

comparison to thresholds established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 
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According to the AQIA, the project site and the Coachella Valley are located in the northern region of the 

Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB), within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD). The SSAB (also referred to herein as “the Basin”) is aligned in a north-west-southwest 

orientation stretching from Banning Pass to the Mexican border.  The regional climate, as well as the 

temperature, wind, humidity, precipitation, and amount of sunshine significantly influence the air quality 

in the Basin. The climate of the Coachella Valley is a continental, desert-type climate, with hot summers, 

mild winters, and very little annual rainfall.  Precipitation is less than six inches annually and occurs 

mostly in the winter months from active frontal systems and in the late summer months from 

thunderstorms.  Almost all of the annual rainfall comes from the fringes of mid-latitude storms from late 

November to early April with summers often being completely dry.  Temperatures exceed 100 degrees 

Fahrenheit (°F), on the average, for four months each year, with daily highs near 110 °F during July and 

August.  Summer nights are cooler with minimum temperatures in the mid-70s.  During the winter season, 

daytime highs are quite mild, but the dry air is conducive to nocturnal radiational cooling, with early 

morning lows around 40 °F.  

 

The Coachella Valley and adjacent areas are exposed to frequent gusty winds. The flat terrain of the valley 

and strong temperature differentials, created by intense solar heating, produce moderate winds and deep 

thermal convection. Wind speeds exceeding 31 miles per hour (mph) occur most frequently in April and 

May. On an annual basis, strong winds (greater than 31 mph) are observed 0.6 percent of the time and 

speeds of less than 6.8 mph account for more than one-half of the observed winds. Prevailing winds are 

from the northwest through southwest, with secondary flows from the southeast.  The strongest and most 

persistent winds typically occur immediately to the east of Banning Pass, which is noted as a wind power 

generation resource area. Aside from this locale, the wind conditions in the remainder of the Coachella 

Valley are geographically distinct. Stronger winds tend to occur closer to the foothills.  Less frequently, 

widespread gusty winds occur over all areas of the Valley.    

 

Existing air quality is measured at established SCAQMD air quality monitoring stations. Monitored air 

quality is evaluated and in the context of ambient air quality standards. These standards are the levels of 

air quality that are considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and 

welfare. The determination of whether a region’s air quality is healthful or unhealthful is determined by 

comparing contaminant levels in ambient air samples to the state and federal standards.  The air quality in 

a region is considered to be in attainment by the state if the measured ambient air pollutant levels for 

Ozone (O3), CO, SO2, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are not equaled or exceeded at any time in any consecutive 

three-year period; and the federal standards (other than O3, PM10, PM2.5, and those based on annual 

averages or arithmetic mean) are not exceeded more than once per year.  The O3 standard is attained when 

the fourth highest eight-hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the 

standard.  For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when 99 percent of the daily concentrations, 

averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. 

 

Relative to the project site, the nearest long-term air quality monitoring site for O3, PM10, and PM2.5 is 

the SCAQMD Coachella Valley 2 monitoring station, located approximately 4.5 miles southwest of the 

project site in Indio (SRA 30). The nearest long-term air quality monitoring site for CO and NO2 is the 

SCAQMD Coachella Valley 1 monitoring station, located approximately 16.5 miles northwest of the 

Project site in Palm Springs (SRA 30). It should be noted that the Coachella Valley 1 monitoring station 

was utilized in lieu of the Coachella Valley 2 monitoring station only in instances where data was not 

available from the Coachella Valley 2 site. 
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Currently, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (CAAQS) are exceeded in most parts of the SSAB. In regard to the NAAQS, the Project region 

within the SSAB is in nonattainment for ozone (8-hour) and PM10. For the CAAQS, the Project region 

within the SSAB is in nonattainment for ozone (1-hour and 8-hour) and PM10. In response, the SCAQMD 

has adopted a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) to meet the state and federal ambient air 

quality standards. AQMPs are updated regularly in order to more effectively reduce emissions, 

accommodate growth, and to minimize any negative fiscal impacts of air pollution control on the 

economy. 

 

The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes permitting requirements for stationary sources, 

inspects emission sources, and enforces such measures through educational programs or fines, when 

necessary. The SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary, mobile, and 

indirect sources. In March of 2017, SCAQMD released the most current Final Air Quality Management 

Plan (2016 AQMP), which is a regional blueprint for achieving the federal air quality standards. The 2016 

AQMP includes both stationary and mobile source strategies to ensure that the approaching attainment 

deadlines are met and public health is protected to the maximum extent feasible. As with every AQMP, a 

comprehensive analysis of emissions, meteorology, atmospheric chemistry, regional growth projections, 

and the impact of existing control measures is updated with the latest data and methods. Land use 

designation considerations are an important component of the AQMP development. The 2016 AQMP 

provides local guidance for the State Implementation Plans (SIP), which establishes the framework for 

the air quality basins to achieve attainment of the state and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS). 

 

The proposed Project has been evaluated for consistency with the local air quality management plans, 

which links local planning and individual Projects to the regional plans developed to meet the ambient air 

quality standards. The assessment takes into consideration whether the Project forms part of the expected 

conditions identified in local plans (General Plan) and whether the Project adheres to the City’s air quality 

goals, policies, and local development assumptions factored into the regional Air Quality Management 

Plan. As previously discussed, the undeveloped Project property has a City General Plan land use 

designation of Equestrian Estates but will be developed according to the Garden Fellowship PDP, which 

is intended to ensure that development of the proposed church campus is consistent with the goals, 

objectives and policies of the City of Indio General Plan.  

 

As such, the project will not require a General Plan Amendment or other land use policy revision that 

would induce a direct or indirect increase in permanent population growth above the level projected in the 

General Plan and the adopted 2016 AQMP. As such, the Project will be consistent with the City’s land 

use plan and zoning designations and therefore considered consistent with the air quality related plans and 

attainment efforts included in the 2016 AQMP, the PM10 CVSIP and other relevant regional plans. 

Therefore, the project will not interfere with the ability of the region to comply with federal and state 

ambient air quality standards. 

 

Based on the quantitative air emissions findings resulting from the AQIA, provided in the subsequent sub-

section of this Initial Study, the Project’s short-term and long-term operations would not result in or cause 

violations to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, California Ambient Air Quality Standards, or 

the attainment efforts included in the 2016 AQMP, the PM10 CVSIP and other relevant regional plans. 
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Project operational-source emissions would not result in or cause a significant localized air quality impact 

or result in a significant CO “hotspot”. Therefore, the project will not interfere with the ability of the 

region to comply with federal and state ambient air quality standards. Less than significant impacts are 

anticipated relative to conflict with or obstruction of implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

following the implementation of standard conditions. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute  

  substantially to an existing or projected air  

  quality violation?            

 
Discussion: 

An impact is potentially significant if concentration of emissions exceeds the State or Federal Ambient 

Air Quality Standards. The two primary pollutants of concern in the Coachella Valley, including the City 

of Indio, are ozone (O3) and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) due to the previously described 

nonattainment status. 

  

Ozone (O3) is a highly reactive and unstable gas that is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

and nitrogen oxides (NOX) undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. Ozone 

concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and 

warm temperature conditions are favorable to the formation of this pollutant. Although also produced 

within the Coachella Valley, most ozone pollutants affecting the Valley are transported by coastal air mass 

from the Los Angeles and Riverside/San Bernardino air basins, thereby contributing to occasionally high 

local ozone concentrations. 

 

PM10 (Particulate Matter less than 10 microns) is an air pollutant consisting of solid or liquid particles of 

soot, dust, smoke, fumes, and aerosols. The size of the particles (10 microns or smaller, about 0.0004 

inches or less) allows them to easily enter the lungs where they may be deposited, resulting in adverse 

health effects.  PM10 also causes visibility reduction and is a criteria air pollutant. PM2.5 (Particulate 

Matter less than 2.5 microns) is a similar air pollutant consisting of particles which are 2.5 microns or 

smaller (which is often referred to as fine particles). These particles are formed in the atmosphere from 

primary gaseous emissions that include sulfates formed from SO2 release from power plants and industrial 

facilities and nitrates that are formed from NOX release from power plants, automobiles and other types 

of combustion sources.  The chemical composition of fine particles highly depends on location, time of 

year, and weather conditions.  PM2.5 is a criteria air pollutant. 

 

To assist lead agencies in determining the significance of air quality impacts, SCAQMD has established 

suggested short-term construction-related and long-term operational impact significance thresholds for 

direct and indirect impacts on air quality. Significance thresholds are recommended therein for both local 

and regional air quality impacts associated with short-term project construction and long-term operations. 
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Table III-1 displays the established construction and operational daily significance thresholds, which are 

recommended for use by lead agencies in considering potential impacts on air quality. Project effects 

would be considered significant if the emissions exceed these thresholds. Project effects would also be 

considered potentially significant if emissions affected sensitive receptors such as schools or nursing 

homes, or if the Project conflicted with the regional AQMP and/or local air quality plans. 
 

 Table III-1 

SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds: 

Emission 
Source 

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Construction or 
Operation 

(Pounds/Day) 
550 75 100 150 150 55 

Source: Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook, Chapter 5. 
Prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hndbk.html 

 

SCAQMD has also established the Final Localized Significance Threshold (LTS) Methodology to identify 

potential impacts that could contribute or cause localized exceedances of the federal and/or state ambient 

air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). LSTs were developed in response to environmental justice and 

health concerns raised by the public regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local 

communities. The purpose of analyzing LSTs is to determine whether a project may generate significant 

adverse localized air quality impacts in relation to the nearest exposed sensitive receptors, such as schools, 

churches, residences, hospitals, day care facilities, and elderly care facilities. It is worth noting that the 

methodology is guidance and voluntary for projects that are less than or equal to 5 acres. It is 

recommended that proposed projects larger than five acres perform project-specific air quality modeling, 

which has been done as part of the AQIS and the results of which are included in Tables III-3 and III-4.  

 

LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance 

of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard at the nearest residence or 

sensitive receptor. The SCAQMD states that lead agencies can use the LSTs as another indicator of 

significance in its air quality impact analyses. In the case of CO and NO2, if ambient levels are below the 

standards, a project is considered to have a significant impact if project emissions result in an exceedance 

of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels already exceed a state or federal standard, then project 

emissions are considered significant if they increase ambient concentrations by a measurable amount. This 

would apply to PM10 and PM2.5; both of which are non-attainment pollutants and have thresholds that 

have an allowable measurable change of 10.4 µg/m3 for construction sources and 2.5 µg/m3 for 

operational source emissions. 

 

For this project, the appropriate Source Receptor Area (SRA) for the LST is the Coachella Valley 

monitoring station (SRA 30). LSTs apply to carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate 

matter ≤ 10 microns (PM10), and particulate matter ≤ 2.5 microns (PM2.5). The SCAQMD produced 

look-up tables for projects less than or equal to 5 acres in size. Based on the AQIA, the project is expected 

to actively disturb approximately 3.5 acres per day during the site preparation phase and 4 acres per day 

during the grading phase of construction. As such, the SCAQMD look-up tables are utilized to determine 

the appropriate thresholds for a 3.5-acre disturbance and 4 acre disturbance using linear regression per 

SCAQMD recommendations.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/hndbk.html
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The SCAQMD recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered when determining the 

Project’s potential to cause an individual and cumulatively significant impact. Some people are especially 

sensitive to air pollution and are given special consideration when evaluating air quality impacts from 

projects. These groups of people include children, the elderly, individuals with pre-existing respiratory or 

cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage in frequent exercise. Structures that house these 

persons or places where they gather to exercise are defined as “sensitive receptors”; they are also known 

to be locations where an individual can remain for 24 hours. 

 

 It should be noted that LSTs are based on the exposure durations established by the CAAQS and NAAQS 

emissions of CO are quantified based on a 1-hour and 8-hour exposure duration, emissions of NO2 are 

quantified based on a 1-hour exposure duration, and emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 are quantified based 

on a 24-hour exposure duration. Because it is possible for an individual to remain in a location for shorter 

durations (1-hour and 8-hours), it would be appropriate to base the proximity of the potentially affected 

sensitive receptor on the exposure duration in which each criteria pollutant is measured to determine 

localized significance thresholds. For the purposes of this analysis, a potentially affected sensitive receptor 

is defined as a location where an individual can remain for shorter durations (1 hour or 8 hours). 

 

Using these criteria, the nearest sensitive receptor is the residential structure, located approximately 

170.75 feet (52.04 meters) north of the Project site and will be utilized to determine the LSTs for emissions 

of CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. As a conservative measure, the SCAQMD’s screening look-up tables are 

utilized in determining impacts. As previously noted, a 52.04-meter receptor distance is utilized to 

determine the LSTs for emissions of CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. 

 

The  data  provided  in  Table  III-2  shows  that  during construction, none  of  the  analyzed  criteria  

pollutants  would  exceed  the  calculated  local  emissions  thresholds  at  the  nearest  sensitive receptors. 

According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a proposed 

project, if the project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods 

queuing and idling at the site (e.g., transfer facilities and warehouse buildings). The proposed project does 

not include such uses, and thus, due to the lack of significant stationary source emissions, no long-term 

localized significance threshold analysis is needed.   
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Table III-2 

Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) 

 Associated with Construction of the Proposed Project 
On-Site Preparation 

Emissions 
Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 71.60 23.73 10.99 6.83 

SCAQMD Localized 
Threshold 

285 2,648 35 9 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

NO NO NO NO 

On-Site Grading Emissions Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 71.22 35.72 6.70 4.12 

SCAQMD Localized 
Threshold 

305 2,870 39 10 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

NO NO NO NO 

 

On October 14, 2016, the SCAQMD in conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association (CAPCOA) and other California air districts, released the latest version of the California 

Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. CalEEMod was subsequently updated in 2017 

as version 2016.3.2. The purpose of this model is to calculate construction-source and operational-source 

criteria pollutant (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, SOx, and CO) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from 

direct and indirect sources; and quantify applicable air quality and GHG reductions achieved from 

mitigation measures. Accordingly, the latest version of CalEEMod™ has been used for this Project to 

determine construction and operational air quality emissions based on the most current project information 

available at the time of preparation. The Garden Fellowship AQIA implemented this modeling platform 

as part of the methodology. 

 

The SCAQMD requires any emission reductions resulting from existing rules or ordinances to be included 

as part of the unmitigated project emissions. Those measures that are legally mandated and therefore 

required of all developments by applicable ordinances, rules, and regulations are not considered 

mitigation. Once the unmitigated project emissions have been determined, additional mitigation measures 

may be applied to reduce any potentially significant air quality impacts to the maximum extent feasible 

and identify the net project emissions. 

 

Title 15, Chapter 152 of the Indio Municipal Code outlines the minimum requirements for construction 

activities to reduce man-made fugitive dust and corresponding PM10 emissions. The City will require the 

preparation of a Fugitive Dust Control Plan identifying the fugitive dust sources at the site and the work 

practices and control measures proposed to meet the City of Indio minimum performance. These standards 

are consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403 and 403.1, as identified in the Coachella Valley Fugitive Dust 

Control Handbook published by SCAQMD. Fugitive dust control measures that are required to comply 

with the City Municipal Code are generally not considered mitigation by the SCAQMD.  Similarly, 

compliance with applicable SCAQMD Rules and Regulations is not considered mitigation by the 

SCAQMD.    
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Based on the AQIA findings and as shown in Table III-3 and Table III-4, construction related emissions 

resulting from site preparation, grading, utilities/building construction, paving, architectural coating, and 

construction workers commuting would not exceed the applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds of 

significance for any criteria pollutants, including localized emissions. Thus a less than significant impact 

would occur for Project-related construction-source emissions and no mitigation is required. 
 

Table III-3 

Short Term Air Pollutant Emissions 

Associated With Construction of the Proposed Project (Unmitigated) 

(Pounds/Day) 

Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2018 6.16 71.68 36.63 0.08 11.19 6.88 

2019 30.88 47.68 27.90 0.08 4.16 2.37 

Maximum Daily Emissions 30.88 71.68 36.63 0.08 11.19 6.88 

SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded No No No No No No 

  

 

 

Table III-4 

Long Term Operational Air Pollutant Emissions 

Associated With Development of the Project (Unmitigated) 

(Pounds/Day) 

Operational Activities – 
Summer Scenario 

ROG/VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source 1.39 8.70E-04 0.09 1.00E-05 3.40E-04 3.40E-04 

Energy Source 0.05 0.48 0.40 2.89E-03 0.04 0.04 

Mobile Source 5.74 26.24 62.80 0.19 14.26 3.96 

Total Maximum Daily 
Emissions 

7.19 26.72 63.30 0.19 14.30 4.00 

SCAQMD Regional 
Threshold 

75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

No No No No No No 

Operational Activities – 
Winter Scenario 

ROG/VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area Source 1.39 8.70E-04 0.09 1.00E-05 3.40E-04 3.40E-04 

Energy Source 0.05 0.48 0.40 2.89E-03 0.04 0.04 

Mobile Source 5.47 26.66 60.23 0.18 14.27 3.96 

Total Maximum Daily 
Emissions 

6.91 27.14 60.73 0.18 14.30 4.00 

SCAQMD Regional 
Threshold 

75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

No No No No No No 
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As shown in Table III-4, the Project’s operational emissions would not exceed the numerical thresholds 

of significance established by the SCAQMD. The AQIA found that the Project would not result in 

potentially adverse CO concentrations or “hot spots.” Further, detailed modeling of Project-specific 

carbon monoxide (CO) “hot spots” was not needed to reach this conclusion.  An adverse CO concentration, 

known as a “hot spot”, would occur if an exceedance of the state one-hour standard of 20 ppm or the eight-

hour standard of 9 ppm were to occur. At the time of the 1993 Handbook, the SCAB was designated 

nonattainment under the California AAQS and National AAQS for CO. It has long been recognized that 

CO hotspots are caused by vehicular emissions, primarily when idling at congested intersections.  

 

In response, vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly stringent in the last twenty years. 

Currently, the allowable CO emissions standard in California is a maximum of 3.4 grams/mile for 

passenger cars (there are requirements for certain vehicles that are more stringent). With the turnover of 

older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and implementation of increasingly sophisticated and 

efficient emissions control technologies, CO concentration in the SCAB is now designated as attainment. 

The proposed Project would not produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO “hot spot” in 

relation to the established threshold considerations. Therefore, CO “hot spots” are not an environmental 

impact of concern for the proposed Project. Localized air quality impacts related to mobile-source 

emissions would therefore be less than significant. Pertaining to Project-related operational-source 

emissions, less than significant impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net  

  increase of any criteria pollutant for which  

  the project region is non-attainment under  

  an applicable federal or state ambient air  

  quality standard (including releasing  

  emissions which exceed quantitative  

  thresholds for ozone precursors)?          

 
Discussion: 

The Riverside County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin is designated by the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) as a “Severe-15” ozone nonattainment area for the 1997 8-hour federal ozone 

standard (0.080 ppm) and the more stringent 2008 standard (0.075 ppm). Violations of the ambient air 

quality standards for ozone in the Coachella Valley are primarily due to pollutant transport from the 

neighboring SCAB. Ozone is formed on sunny days from ozone precursors in the lower atmosphere that 

are emitted upwind of the Coachella Valley, in the coastal and central Los Angeles County areas of the 

SCAB. Pollutant transport through the Banning Pass, from the SCAB to the Salton Sea Air Basin, is the 

primary cause of the high ozone concentrations experienced in the Coachella Valley in the late afternoon 

and early evening. The attainment date for the 1997 8-hour ozone standard is June 15, 2019.   

 

Based on reference publications by SCAMQD, Ozone is a pungent, colorless toxic gas produced in the 

troposphere by the photochemical process.  Photochemical oxidant is created by complex atmospheric 

reactions involving NOx and reactive organic gases (ROG) in the presence of ultraviolet energy from 

sunlight. In the Coachella Valley, motor vehicles are the major source of the two ozone precursors, 
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reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). Ozone is formed through chemical reactions 

of ROG, NOx, and oxygen in the presence of sunlight. The reactions that form ozone begin at sunrise and 

require sunlight to proceed.  Peak ozone concentrations in the SCAB tend to occur near the source of 

precursors in the afternoon hours during the summer and early fall, when the solar radiation exposure of 

the air mass is the greatest. Ozone and ozone precursors are then transported downwind (from Central Los 

Angeles, through Riverside and Rubidoux, Banning, and then through the San Gorgonio Pass, into the 

Coachella Valley) as the photochemical reactions continue to occur. In the Coachella Valley, peak ozone 

concentrations occur in the late afternoon and early evening hours. The attainment date for the 2008 8-

hour ozone standard is July 20, 2027. The 2016 AQMP is addressing the Clean Air Act planning 

requirements for ozone in the SCAB and the Coachella Valley portion of the SSAB. 

 

As demonstrated in tables III-3 and III-4, project-related short-term construction and long-term 

operational emissions are not expected to exceed the daily thresholds of significance established by 

SCAQMD for ozone precursors, such as NOx and ROG/VOC. By complying with the adopted thresholds, 

the proposed development is also complying with the overall attainment strategies reflected in the 2016 

AQMP. 

 

Furthermore, the Coachella Valley is currently designated as a serious nonattainment area for PM10 

(particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less). In the Coachella Valley, there 

are two primary sources of PM10: natural sources consisting of sea salts, volcanic ash, and pollens, and 

man-made or anthropogenic sources. Man-made sources originate from direct emissions, such as 

industrial facilities, fugitive dust sources (e.g., construction sites) and paved and unpaved road dust. The 

U.S. EPA-approved 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan (2002 CVSIP) includes an 

attainment strategy for meeting the PM10 standards. Some of the existing measures include the 

requirement of detailed dust control plans from builders that specify the use of more aggressive and 

frequent watering, soil stabilization, wind screens, and phased development to minimize fugitive dust. 

Appropriate air quality measures to prevent fugitive dust are required by the City’s Fugitive Dust Control 

policies, which is consistent with SCAQMD Rules 403 and 403.1 that apply to the Coachella Valley 

strategy for reducing fugitive dust emissions.  

 

Relative to the PM10 emissions threshold, construction activities associated with the project will be 

required to adhere to the City’s Fugitive Dust and Erosion Control policies and ordinance to minimize 

potential temporary construction related emissions. An approved Fugitive Dust (PM10) Control Plan will 

be required prior to issuance of a grading permit. Implementation of the Fugitive Dust Control Plan is 

required to occur under the supervision of an individual with training on Dust Control in the Coachella 

Valley (Rule 403 and 403.1). The plan will include methods to prevent sediment track-out onto public 

roads, prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding a 20-percent opacity, and prevent visible dust 

emissions from extending more than 100 feet (vertically or horizontally from the origin of a source) or 

crossing any property line. The most widely used measures include proper construction phasing, proper 

maintenance/cleaning of construction equipment, soil stabilization, installation of track-out prevention 

devices, and wind fencing. The permanent site condition will not have unpaved or non-stabilized ground 

surfaces that could emit fugitive dust during the life of the project.  
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Since Project-related emissions would be consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan, the Coachella 

Valley PM10 SIP, and all SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, long-term operational air 

quality impacts associated with the Project should not be considered cumulatively considerable. Less than 

significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 d)  Expose sensitive receptors to  

  substantial pollutant concentrations?           

 
Discussion: 

Certain members of the population are especially sensitive to air pollution and are given special 

consideration when evaluating air quality impacts from projects. These groups of people include children, 

the elderly, individuals with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who 

engage in frequent exercise.  Structures that house these persons or places where they gather to exercise 

are defined as “sensitive receptors”; they are also known to be locations where an individual can remain 

for 24 hours. 

 

During construction, the project is expected to produce temporary and localized emissions, which based 

on the Air Quality Study’s modeling results would not exceed the SCAQMD mass thresholds of 

significance. As previously discussed, the project applicant is required to comply with Title 15, Chapter 

152 of the Indio Municipal Code by preparing a project-specific dust control plan. The plan will outline 

required activities and best management practices for preventing or reducing temporary emissions from 

reaching any substantial concentrations. Examples of best available dust control measures include 

constructing a temporary fence with wind screen to prevent propagation of emissions, utilizing properly 

maintained equipment, maintaining stabilized soil, and constructing track-out prevention devices at 

construction access points. These standard practices are consistent with the SCAQMD Rule 403 and 403.1 

as identified in the Coachella Valley Fugitive Dust Control Handbook. Fugitive dust control measures that 

are required to comply with the City Municipal Code are generally not considered mitigation by the 

SCAQMD.  Similarly, compliance with applicable SCAQMD Rules and Regulations is not considered 

mitigation by the SCAQMD.   

 

The Garden Fellowship AQIA concludes that project’s short-term emissions would not exceed the 

localized significant thresholds established by SCAQMD.  The proposed Project would not result in a 

significant CO “hotspot” as a result of Project related traffic during ongoing operations. Less than 

significant impacts are expected. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a  

  substantial number of people?          

Discussion: 

Objectionable odors can be associated with toxic or non-toxic emissions.  While offensive odors seldom 

cause physical harm, they can be unpleasant and lead to considerable annoyance and distress among the 
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public. Certain facilities and operations tend to produce offensive odors, including wastewater treatment 

plants, sanitary landfills, composting/green waste facilities, recycling facilities, petroleum refineries, 

chemical manufacturing plants, painting/coating operations, rendering plants, and food packaging 

facilities. Some land uses, and populations are considered more likely to experience concern over odors, 

including residences, retirement homes, schools, playgrounds, child-care centers, and athletic facilities, 

among others. The proposed development is not located near any facility known for generate objectionable 

odors.  

 

Construction activities for the project (within the permitted hours) are anticipated to generate short-term 

odor emissions due to the use of construction equipment, materials management and asphalt application. 

Such odors would only be detectable in localized areas and would quickly disperse below detectable levels 

as distance from the construction site increases.  

 

Activities in the church campus are not expected to generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people. The Garden Fellowship AQIA included an analysis of potential odor impacts. The 

assessment points out that the project does not propose any uses or activities that would result in 

potentially significant operational-source odor impacts. Potential sources of operational odors generated 

by the Project would include disposal of miscellaneous refuse, but such disposal will only take place 

within designated wall enclosures. Moreover, SCAQMD Rule 402 acts to prevent occurrences of odor 

nuisances. Consistent with City requirements, all project-generated refuse would be stored in covered 

containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with solid waste regulations. Potential 

operational-source odor impacts are therefore considered less-than-significant. Established requirements 

addressing construction equipment operations, and construction material use, storage, and disposal 

requirements act to minimize odor impacts that may result from construction activities. Moreover, 

construction-source odor emissions would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would 

not result in persistent impacts that would affect substantial numbers of people. Potential construction-

source odor impacts are therefore considered less-than-significant. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures:  None 
 
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 
 
 a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either  

  directly or through habitat modifications,  

  on any species identified as a candidate,  

  sensitive, or special status species in local  

  or regional plans, policies, or regulations,  

  or by the California Department of Fish  

  and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?        

 
Discussion:  

In February 2018, James W. Cornett Ecological Consultants conducted a project-specific General and 

Focused Biological Resource Assessment. The assessment covered the entire 18.5–acre site and extended 

approximately 150 yards beyond the site boundaries. The biological survey and analyses were designed 

to ascertain the impacts of the proposed development on the potential resources of the project site and 
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immediate vicinity, as mandated by CEQA and required by the City of Indio. The project site has been 

utilized as a landscaping nursery and has been extensively disturbed; portions of the property remain 

occupied by palms, with areas cleared for parking and equipment storage.   

 

The specific objectives of the biological survey are listed below: 

• Determine the vascular plans and vertebrate animal species that occur on, and immediately to the 

project site.  

• Ascertain the presence of plant or animal species given special status by government agencies; 

emphasis is on the sensitive species or communities not covered under the Coachella Valley 

Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) 

• Ascertain the existence of other significant biotic elements, corridors or communities.  

• Consider the sites location as it relates to Conservation Areas designated in the CVMSHCP.  

• If necessary and where appropriate, recommend measures to mitigate significant adverse impacts 

of the project yon any non-plan-covered sensitive species and habitats determined to occur within 

the project boundaries.  

 

Survey methodology included literature review to determine resources that are known to exist within the 

general area to determine the possible occurrence of sensitive species. The review included a search in the 

California Natural Diversity Database check was conducted and yielded no known occurrences of special-

status species within or adjacent to the project site. Daylight field surveys were conducted on January 26, 

27, 208 and February 4, 6, and 8, 2018. Evening surveys were conducted on the evenings of January 27th 

and February 6, 2018.  

 

Plant and animal surveys were conducted simultaneously, 20 live animal traps designed for large and 

small mammals that are captured unharmed were set for 24-periods on January 27th and February 6, 2018. 

To determine if wildlife corridors were present, attention was given to observing and identifying animal 

tracts. In addition, soil sifting and smoothing was done on un-vegetated locations so that tracks would be 

prominent and identifiable. Three Bioquip Lights Traps were used for attracting and live capturing flying 

insects.  

 

Surveys were conducted by walking parallel transects at approximately 10 yards apart through the project 

site. This survey pattern has been approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for determining the 

presence or absence of the burrowing owl, the most intensive survey effort recommend for any sensitive 

species that might possibly occur within the project area. Transects were not walked across private 

properties to the north, west, and east of the project site.  

 

The project site lies approximately 56 feet above sea level. Soils are slightly alkaline and consist of fine 

sand and silt. The project specific biological assessment indicates there are no naturally occurring springs, 

permanent aquatic habitats or drainages on the project site. No blue line streams, as depicted in the U.S. 

Geological Survey (USGS) maps for the project site nor are there any botanical indicators of such 

corridors.  

 

Intensive field surveys revealed no native plant communities within or immediately adjacent to the project 

site. There were numerous exotic weed species which per the project’s biological report, are an indication 

of the sites human disturbance and activities within the project area.  
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The Coachella Valley milk vetch was not found on the project site or its immediate surroundings and the 

site is considered marginal habitat for this species. No records were found indicating sensitive plant 

species are known within or near the project area and field surveys revealed no evidence of the presence 

of sensitive plant species. Additionally, the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

(CVMSHCP) covers and protects sensitive plant species known to occur in the immediate region. 

Mitigation for these species is provided under the plan through the payment of fees.    

 

The site was surveyed for special status and sensitive species and no evidence was found of breeding 

migratory birds, including the burrowing owl. The burrowing owl is protected in the U.S. by Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918. It is not typically found in areas of high disturbance with regular human 

activity and where predatory animals are present, such as domestic cats and dogs. Moreover, the entire 

site is surrounded by trees and tamarisk thickets, burrowing owls require unobstructed surroundings to 

detect aerial predators. The project’s biological report concludes that the site is unsuitable habitat and no 

additional or future owl surveys are needed.    

 

The project site lies within the CVMSHCP fee area but does not lie within a Conservation Area of the 

CVMSHCP. Additionally, there are no Conservation Areas that abut the project area and is therefore, not 

subject to CVMSHCP requirements regarding lands adjoining Conservation Areas. As a standard 

condition of all new development within the Coachella Valley, the project will pay the relevant 

CVMSHCP Development Impact Fee.   

 

The findings of the biological report conclude that due to the projects extensive disturbance and human 

activities, no significant adverse impacts to biological resources in the region are expected as a result of 

the proposed project.  Therefore, no impacts are expected to species identified as a candidate, sensitive, 

or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).   

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 

 
 

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any  

  riparian habitat or other sensitive natural  

  community identified in local or regional  

  plans, policies, regulations or by the  

  California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

  or US Fish and Wildlife Service?          

 
Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the site has been disturbed for a number of years and is currently utilized as a 

nursery. Per the project specific biological report, the property does not contain nor is adjacent to any 

riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and 

regulations or by the CDFW or USFW. No blue-line stream exists within the project property as depicted 

on the USGS maps or National Hydrography Dataset.   No impact to riparian habitat or sensitive natural 

community is expected.   
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Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on  

  federally protected wetlands as defined  

  by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act  

  (including, but not limited to, marsh,  

  vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct  

  removal, filling, hydrological interruption,  

  or other means?            
 

Discussion: 

According to the project specific biological report, the project site does not contain nor is it adjacent to 

federally protected wetlands, marshes or other drainage features. Therefore, the project will not result in 

in the direct removal, filing or hydrological interruption. The project will include on-site retention 

facilities to prevent the direct discharge and hydro-modification impacts of runoff into the local municipal 

separate storm sewer system and any downstream receiving waters. No impacts are expected to federally 

protected wetlands. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 

 
 
 d)  Interfere substantially with the  

  movement of any native resident or  

  migratory fish or wildlife species or with  

  established native resident or migratory  

  wildlife corridors, or impede the use of  

  native wildlife nursery sites?           

 
Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the project’s biological report found no evidence of migratory wildlife corridors 

or native wildlife nursery sites on the project site, or adjacent property. The project site has been utilized 

as a landscaping nursery and has been extensively disturbed; portions of the property remain occupied by 

palms, with areas cleared for parking and equipment storage.  In addition, evidence of vehicle activity 

associated with the routine excavation of palms was widespread. The presence of numerous large trees, 

domestic cats and dogs and regular human activity by both foot and vehicle does not support the movement 

of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species and no impacts are expected.   

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  Conflict with any local policies or  

  ordinances protecting biological resources,  

  such as a tree preservation policy or  ordinance?        
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Discussion: 

The proposed project is consistent with the Goals and Policies set forth in the City of Indio General Plan 

Environmental Resource Element. Prior to the grading of the project site, a portion of the exiting palms 

will be reused for select areas of the project site. Those not used will be sold and any remaining unsold 

palms will be hauled off to an approved green waste facility.  The proposed project will provide 

landscaping improvements in a manner consistent with local development standards. There are no 

applicable tree preservation policies or ordinances in the City of Indio and no impacts are expected.     

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 f)  Conflict with the provisions of an  

 adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,  

 Natural Community Conservation Plan,  

 or other approved local, regional, or state  

 habitat conservation plan?           

  
 Discussion: 

The project lies within the boundary of the CVMSHCP which outlines policies for conservation of habitats 

and natural communities and is implemented by the City of Indio. The project site is not located within a 

Conservation Area under this plan and there are no known significant biological resources on the project 

site. The CVMSHCP implements a habitat mitigation fee for new development to support the acquisition 

of conservation lands. The proposed project will comply with all required plan provisions and pay the 

required mitigation fee in conformance with the CVMSHCP and City Ordinance. No impacts to local, 

state or regional conservation plans are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 
 

 a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in  

  the significance of a historical resource  

 as defined in Section 15064.5?          

 
Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the project site has been heavily disturbed and utilized as nursery site for palms. 

Much of the property remains occupied by palms, with portions of the site cleared for parking and 

equipment storage. A manufactured home and associated structures are located near the southern boundary 

of the project site. A project specific Historical/Archaeological report was completed in March 2018 by 

CRM Tech. As part of their research a historical/archaeological resources record search and field survey 

was completed.  

The records search was conducted on January 31, 2018 with the Eastern Information Center (EIC), and 

University of California, Riverside. Published literature in local and regional history, USGS maps, and 

aerial photographs from 1972 thru 2017 were also used as part of their research. 
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Records Search Results 

The records search at the EIC did not find any previous studies pertaining to the project area or any known 

cultural resources on or adjacent to the property. Outside of the project boundaries but within a one-mile 

radius, EIC records show at least 39 previous studies covering various tracts of land and linear features. 

In all, more than half of the land within the scope of the records search has been surveyed, which resulted 

in the identification of 10 historical/archaeological sites within the one-mile radius.  Eight of these known 

sites were of prehistoric, i.e., Native American in origin, including possible habitation sites and scattered 

ceramic lithic artifacts. The nearest was located roughly 0.3 miles south of the project. The other two sites 

dated to the historic period and represented a refuse scatter and structural foundation. None of these sites 

were found in the immediate vicinity of the project area. In Addition to these, EIC records identify several 

other prehistoric sites just outside of the one-mile radius, to the south and east of the project location, 

ranging from small scatters of ceramic sherds and lithic debitage to large areas of habitation areas, 

including sites with human cremations.   

 

Historical Search Results 

Historical sources consulted by CRM Tech suggest that the project area remain unsettled an undeveloped 

throughout the historic period. In the 1850s, when the U.S. government conducted the first official land 

survey in the Coachella Valley, the surveyors recorded no man-made features or any kind within or 

adjacent to the project area. The only evidence of human activities noted in the vicinity at that time was 

an Indian trail running northwest-southeast to the northeast of the property. A century later, a few ranches, 

roads, and other development appeared in the project vicinity and a foot trail was known to traverse the 

project area in a northwest-southeast direction. Jefferson Street had been extended to the project vicinity 

by the 1950’s. However, no buildings or other evidence of settlement or land development activities were 

found within or adjacent to the project area during the 1940s-1950s. By 1972 a development attempt was 

made on the eastern portion of the property as indicated by the presence of a partial windbreak of domestic 

trees. Between 1972 and 1996, the project area was developed under its presence use of a landscaping 

nursery, with rows of palm trees planted throughout the property. Per the project’s cultural report, no 

major changes in land use within the project area have been observed.  

 

Field Survey Results 

According to the project’s cultural report, the field survey produced negative results for any cultural 

resources, and no buildings, structures, objects, sites, features, or artifact deposits more than 50 years of 

age were encountered within the project boundaries. As previously mentioned in this section, the project 

site has been heavily disturbed by past operations of the existing nursery, CRM Tech finds that due to this 

disturbance, no intact archaeological deposits are likely to survive on the ground surface. The 

manufactured home and associated structures currently present on the site are modern in age. Scattered 

refuse found at various locations in the project area appear to be of modern origin, and neither the refuse 

nor the existing structures are of any historical/archaeological interest.    

      

Therefore, the project site is not expected to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

historical resource as defined by CEQA §15064.5 (b) and less than significant impacts are expected.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
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 b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in  

  the significance of an archaeological  

 resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?         

 
Discussion: 

As previously mentioned the project site has been previously disturbed, however; the site is assigned a 

high sensitivity for subsurface cultural remains of prehistoric origin.  Background research conducted for 

this study by CRM Tech; indicate that the project area lies in close proximity to the shoreline of Holocene 

Lake Cahuilla during its last high stand in the late 17th century. This is a widely recognized indicator of 

heightened prehistoric archaeological sensitivity in the Coachella Valley. In prior studies, a large number 

of significant prehistoric sites have been recorded along the former lakeshore, including many sites with 

subsurface components. The projects historical and cultural report finds that in light of these past 

discovers, the possibility of buried prehistoric cultural deposits cannot be overlooked despite their 

manifestation on heavily disturbed ground surface. Therefore, the presence of a qualified archaeologist is 

required during all earth moving operations, including grubbing, grading, excavations, and trenching of 

the property.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated following the recommended mitigation 

measure. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

Mitigation Measures: 
 
CUL-1: The presence of a qualified Archaeologist shall be required during all project related ground 

disturbing activities that penetrate into native soils. In the event that potentially significant archaeological 

materials are discovered, all work must be halted in the vicinity of the archaeological discovery until a 

qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find, and its potential eligibility for listing in the 

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHC). The monitor should be prepared to quickly recover 

any artifacts as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays. If a substantial cultural deposit is 

encountered, however, the monitor must have the power to temporarily halt or divert construction 

activities in that area to allow for controlled removal. The following shall also be included as part of this 

mitigation measure: 

• Collected artifacts should be cleaned, identified, catalogued, analyzed, and prepared for curation 

at an appropriate repository with permanent retrievable storage that would allow for additional 

research in the future. 

 

• Site records should be prepared to document all archaeological findings during the monitoring 

program and submitted to the California Historical Resources Information System. 

 

• A report on the methods and results of the monitoring program, including an itemized inventory 

of recovered artifacts and a detailed artifact analysis, should be prepared upon completion of the 

fieldwork. The report should include an interpretation of the cultural activities represented by the 

archaeological remains and a discussion of the significance of all recovered cultural material. 

 

• The submittal of the report to the City of Indio and the curation of the artifacts will signify 

completion of the monitoring program and the mitigation of impacts to cultural resources. 
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CUL-2: On-site monitoring shall be coordinated with the nearest Native American groups who may wish 

to participate, such as the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians and the Augustine Band of Cahuilla 

Indians. 
 
 c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a  

  unique paleontological resource or  

  site or unique geologic feature?          
 

Discussion: 

Paleontological resources represent the remains of historic life that are exclusive of human remains, and 

include fossils and sedimentary rock formations.  A project specific Paleontological report was prepared 

by CRM Tech (March 2018), to assess the property for impacts to these resources. A records search, 

literature review and field survey were performed.  

 

CRM Tech consulted the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County (NHMLAC) and the San 

Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) for a records search of the property. The museums record searches 

identified no previously discovered paleontological localities near the project property. However, several 

paleontological localities have been reported near the project within a one-mile radius. According to the 

NHMLAC, the project area lies upon younger Quaternary alluvial fan deposits derived from Indio Hills 

to north and northeast. Younger Quaternary deposits do not typically contain significant vertebrate fossils 

in the uppermost layers, but they may be underlain by sedimentary deposits that could contain significant 

vertebrate fossils. Shallow excavations in the surface deposit of younger Quaternary alluvium are unlikely 

to uncover significant vertebrate fossils, but deeper excavations extending into the older deposits at well 

encounter significant fossil vertebrate remains.  

 

The SBCM identifies the project area on recent alluvial wash deposits overlying Quaternary lake 

sediments from ancient Lake Cahuilla. The Lake Cahuilla beds have previously yielded fossil remains 

representing diverse freshwater diatoms, land plants, sponges, ostracods, mollusks, fish and small 

terrestrial vertebrates. Therefore, Lake Cahuilla beds are considered to have a high potential to contain 

significant nonrenewable fossil resources.  

 

The County of Riverside mapped the project area as being in both the active Blowsand Area and the 

northwestern edge of the Area of Potential Liquefaction. Since liquefaction is based on the clays deposited 

by ancient Lake Cahuilla, the project may have interfingering blow sands and lakebed clays at some 

unknown depth.   

 

During the field survey, freshwater shells and shell fragments were observed on the ground surface 

throughout the project area. No fish or other vertebrate remains were present. As mentioned throughout 

this discussion, the site has been heavily disturbed by past and present operations, including ground 

clearing in the eastern portion of the property.  
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The report concludes that as a result of the records search, literature research, and field survey, the impacts 

to significant paleontological resources appears to be low in the extensively disturbed soils but moderate 

in the undisturbed subsurface sediments, especially for Holocene-age invertebrate fossils. Therefore, 

CRM Tech recommends a mitigation plan to prevent potential impacts on Paleontological resources. Less 

than significant impacts are expected following the recommended mitigation measures.  

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

Mitigation Measures: 

 

CUL– 3: The presence of a qualified Paleontologist shall be required during all project related ground 

disturbing activities reaching beyond the depth of five-feet below the current ground surface. A licensed 

paleontologist may be the same person as the archaeologist specified above in MM CUL-1 if he/she 

possesses the qualifications to serve in both capacities.  The monitor should be prepared to quickly salvage 

fossils, if they are unearthed, to avoid construction delays, but must have the power to temporarily halt or 

divert construction equipment to allow for removal of abundant or large specimens. The following shall 

also be included as part of this mitigation measure: 

• Samples of sediments should be collected and processed to recover small fossil remains. 

• Recovered specimens should be identified and curated at a repository with permanent retrievable 

storage that would for further research in the future.  

• A report of findings, including an itemized inventory of recovered specimens and a discussion of 

their significance when appropriate, should be prepared upon completion of the research 

procedures outlined above. The approval of the report and the inventory by the City of Indio would 

signify completion of this mitigation plan.  

 

 

 d)  Disturb any human remains, including  

 those interred outside of formal cemeteries?         

Discussion: 

The project site is not expected to affect any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries.  Pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.5 require that in the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location 

other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site, or any 

nearby area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent remains, until the County Coroner has examined the 

remains. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American or has reason to believe that they 

are those of Native American, the coroner shall contact by telephone within 24-hours of the Native 

American Heritage Commission. Pursuant to the mentioned California Health and Safety Code, proper 

actions shall take place in the event of a discovery or recognition of any human remains during project 

construction activities and less than significant impacts are expected. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: 
 
 a)  Expose people or structures to potential  

       substantial adverse effects, including the risk  

       of loss, injury, or death involving:   

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault,  

 as delineated on the most recent  

 Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning  

 Map issued by the State Geologist for the  

 area or based on other substantial evidence  

 of a known fault?            

 
Discussion: 

The low valley floor and surrounding mountain ranges that define the Coachella Valley are primarily 

attributed to the multiple faults, most notably the San Andreas Fault Line, that traverse through the area. 

Although these faults created the unique topography, they also create hazards caused by seismic shaking, 

which the City of Indio accounts for during their planning process. The Alquist-Priolo (AP) Earthquake 

Fault Zone Act was passed into law after the 6.6 magnitude San Fernando Earthquake, in 1971. The 

establishment of the AP Earthquake Fault Zone is intended to ensure public safety by prohibiting the siting 

of most structures for human occupancy across traces of active faults that constitute a potential hazard to 

structures from surface faulting or fault creep. The project site is not located within a State or County 

designated fault zone, as delineated by the California Division of Mines and Geology. According to this 

source, the closest known potentially active faults are located approximately 1.50 miles to the northeast, 

the Coachella and Southern segments of the San Andreas Fault System.  

 

On March 7th, 2018, Petra Geosciences, Inc. provided a Geotechnical Report that assessed the subsurface 

geologic and soil conditions within the project property. Their analysis included a site reconnaissance and 

subsurface exploration, review of the existing geotechnical reports for this site and within the general area, 

as well as a review of published and unpublished literature and geologic maps pertaining to geologic 

hazards which may have an impact on the proposed construction. During their investigation, Petra 

Geosciences concluded that no active or potentially active faults are known to traverse the site, and the 

site does not lie within an AP Earthquake Fault Hazard Zone.  

 

After consulting both the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Map and Petra’s Geoscience’s Report, it 

can be concluded that the project site is not located within the AP Earthquake Fault Zone; therefore, no 

impacts from rupture are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
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ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?          
  
 Discussion: 

The entire Coachella Valley is susceptible to strong seismic ground shaking due to the multiple fault lines 

that define the region. Consequently, this makes seismic ground shaking a prominent geologic hazard to 

structural development throughout the City and Valley. According to the City’s General Plan, Indio’s 

proximity to the San Andreas Fault System places the majority of its area, including the project site, within 

the V or “high” shaking intensity category. 
 
In addition to Indio’s General Plan, the Geotechnical Report provided by Petra Geosciences, Inc. 

recognized the project site’s location as being in a seismically active area of Southern California due to 

the San Andreas Fault. This Fault has historically produced moderate to severe earthquakes in the entire 

Southern California region. Moreover, the project site will likely be subjected to very strong seismically 

related ground shaking over the anticipated life span of the project.   

 

To mitigate the hazardous effects of seismic ground shaking, remedial grading and construction in 

accordance with the most current California Building Code (CBC) guidelines and seismic design 

coefficients shall be implemented at the project site. This will work to reduce impacts associated with 

seismic ground shaking to the greatest extent possible. All grading, improvement and structural plans will 

be reviewed and approved by the City. The project shall also follow the seismic design parameters and 

recommendations found in the project specific Geotechnical Report. Less than significant impacts are 

anticipated. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 iii) Seismic-related ground failure,  

 including liquefaction?           

Discussion: 

According to Indio’s General Plan, liquefaction occurs when strong seismic shaking causes the ground to 

lose strength and “liquefy.” For liquefaction to occur there must be a relatively long duration of ground 

shaking, loose unconsolidated, cohesion less soils, and groundwater levels within 50 feet of the ground’s 

surface. During the event of an earthquake, the buildup of shallow groundwater pressure saturates the 

soils, causing the soil to act like a liquid. The effects of liquefaction can be damaging to structures that 

reside on these soils. 

 

The General Plan’s Geologic Hazards Map (Figure 5.6-2) identifies areas in the City that are susceptible 

to liquefaction due to the presence of shallow groundwater. After consulting this map, it was concluded 

that the project site is not located in an area susceptible to liquefaction.   

 

The Geotechnical Report established that the project site has a moderate liquefaction potential. During the 

site assessment, Petra Geosciences found medium-dense to dense materials across the majority of the site, 

however, they did not encounter groundwater during their exploratory borings, which were drilled to a 

maximum depth of 51.5 feet below ground surface (bgs).  
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The closest water well listed by the California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) Water Data 

Library estimated the groundwater depths to vary between approximately 100 and 140 feet, according to 

the Report. Overall, the Geotechnical Report concluded that liquefaction potential is considered low at the 

project site due to the prominence of dense underlying materials and deep groundwater.  

 

Per the City’s General Plan and the project specific Geotechnical Report, seismically related ground 

failure, such as liquefaction, is not likely to occur on the project site; therefore, less than significant 

impacts are anticipated. 
 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
  

iv) Landslides?            
 

Discussion: 

The project site and much of the surrounding area are predominantly level. There are no natural slopes 

and other geologic conditions that would render the area susceptible to unstable slopes and landslides. 

Based on the City of Indio’s General Plan Public Health and Safety Element, areas with natural 

susceptibility to landslides occur in the Indio Hills, situated in a northern portion of the City. Furthermore, 

Indio’s General Plan Slope Map (Figure 5.6-3) displays the project site within an area of the City with a 

0 to 15 percent slope designation.  

 

The project specific geologic assessment of the project site also concluded that the site, and surrounding 

areas, exhibit very flat topography that is not prone to landslides. Therefore, no impacts from landslides 

are anticipated at the project site.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the  

  loss of topsoil?            

 
Discussion: 

Soil erosion is a major concern for many cities in the Coachella Valley, including Indio, due to the periodic 

high winds from the northwest. According to Indio’s General Plan, the geologic type found on the project 

site includes dune sand deposits, which consist predominantly of very loose, fine-grained sand, and are 

typically subject to the reworking or transport by wind. If these soils are not adequately stabilized they 

may damage land, buildings, vehicles, traffic signs, drainage culverts, and public utilities, which lower 

property values (Indio General Plan, 1994). The City of Indio recognizes the susceptibility of their city to 

windborne erosion in the Blowsand Hazard Map (Figure 5.2-1), where a majority of the City is designated 

in either an “active blowsand zone” or “blowsand hazard zone.” The project site, specifically, lies within 

an “active blowsand zone.” The City of Indio has adopted a series of policies and implementation 

measures designed to achieve the goal of reducing levels of fugitive dust. The approximate 18.50-acre 

project will comply with the City’s implementation measures to ensure less than significant impacts from 

soil erosion occur at the project site.  

 



 
 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 

Page 38  

One implementation measure includes the application of a Local Air Quality Management Plan 

(LAQMP), otherwise known as a Fugitive Dust Control Plan (PM10). The LAQMP will be implemented 

in accordance to the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) regulations pertaining 

to soil erosion and fugitive dust. The Plan will detail all of the site-specific mitigation measures that will 

be implemented to minimize airborne dust, before, during and after grading and construction activities. 

This plan will be reviewed and approved by the City of Indio to ensure that performance standards are 

met (see discussion in Section III, Air Quality for further information). 

 

In addition to the Local Air Quality Management Plan, the project shall comply with the requirements of 

the California General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 

Disturbance Activities (General Permit), issued by the State Water Resources Control Board under the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Compliance with the General Permit requires 

the development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which outlines measures to 

minimize soil erosion and sedimentation (further discussed in Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality).  

 

The property is currently characterized by scattered date palm trees, cleared land, and dispersed 

agricultural equipment, due to its prior use as a date palm tree nursery. Additionally, the ground coverage 

on the property is currently unprotected, therefore susceptible to erosion. Per the Geotechnical Report, 

organic materials were found on the project site due to the project’s prior use. The development of the 

proposed 18.50-acre project will include clearing, grubbing, and grading activities, which will be 

performed according to an engineered grading plan approved by the City. Per the project specific 

Geotechnical Report, all existing weeds, grasses, brush, shrubs, trees and similar vegetation existing 

within areas to be graded should be stripped and removed from the site.  

 

All soft, loose, dry, saturated, spongy, organic-rich material shall be overexcavated to competent ground 

as determined by the Geotechnical Report. Any cavities or excavations created upon removal of existing 

trees (root ball), root balls remaining from former tree sites, or any unknown subsurface structure(s) should 

be cleared of loose soil, shaped to provide access for backfilling and compaction equipment and then 

backfilled with properly compacted fill. The Garden Fellowship project proposes a church facility 

including a parking lot, landscaped outdoor recreational areas, water features, amphitheater and three 

buildings (worship, children’s classrooms, and youth/administration/café). The parking lot, buildings, and 

pedestrian features intend to be paved, therefore creating an impervious surface. The open space pervious 

areas will be designed and landscaped to avoid soil erosion caused by water and wind. The construction 

of the project site includes both pervious and impervious ground cover improvements, including 

landscaping, which will prevent soil erosion or the loss of topsoil in any substantial manner.  

 

With the implementation of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), the LAQMP, and the 

recommendations outlined within the project specific Geotechnical Report, less than significant impacts 

involving erosion at the project site are anticipated. 

 

 

 c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is  

            unstable, or that would become unstable as a  

            result of the project, and potentially result in  

            on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,  

            subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?                                                                       
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      Discussion: 

The project proposes a church campus on an approximately 18.50-acre site in the City of Indio. The project 

site is currently occupied by a tree nursery and characterized by scattered date trees and cleared disturbed 

land. The project site has been analyzed for the likelihood of potential geologic hazards including 

liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, landslides and soil collapse.  

 

Per the City’s General Plan and the project specific Geotechnical Report, seismically related ground 

failure, like liquefaction, is considered low at the project site due to the deep groundwater (see section a. 

iii. in this Geotechnical Section). No impacts of liquefaction are anticipated. 

 

Other than liquefaction which was previously discussed in this document, different types of ground 

failures can occur as a consequence of severe ground shaking. These ground failures may include 

landslides, subsidence, ground lurching, and lateral spreading. The probability of each type of ground 

failure occurring depends on the severity of the earthquake, distance from faults, topography, subsoils and 

groundwater conditions, in addition to other factors. The project’s Geotechnical Report concluded that 

based on the site conditions, proposed grading and flat topography across the site, landsliding, ground 

subsidence, ground lurching and lateral spreading are considered unlikely.  

 

Collapsible soils, as stated in the Riverside County General Plan, typically occur in recently deposited, 

Holocene (less than 10,000 years old) soils that were deposited in an arid or semi-arid environment. Soils 

prone to collapse are commonly associated with man-made fill, wind-laid sands and silts, and alluvial fan 

and mudflow sediments deposited during flash floods. When saturated, collapsible soils undergo a 

rearrangement of their grains, and the water removes the cohesive materials, an increase in surface water 

infiltration, such as from irrigation or a rise in groundwater table, combined with the weight of a building 

or structure, can initiate settlement and cause foundations and walls to crack.  

 

Per the project specific Geotech Report, the existing loose surficial soils including undocumented fill and 

the upper alluvium are considered unsuitable for support of proposed fills, structures, flatwork, pavement 

or other improvements and should be removed to underlying competent alluvial deposit materials. 

Clearing and grubbing will occur on the project site in order to remove the existing vegetation from the 

previous land uses. All existing low-density, compressible surficial soils in areas to receive compacted fill 

or to support the proposed building pads should be removed to underlying competent soils as approved 

by the project geotechnical consultant. Petra Geosciences anticipates the removals of these soils to be on 

the order of one to three feet below existing grades across the majority of the site. Implementation of this 

recommendation will ensure the impacts of collapsible soils are less than significant. 

 

Per the City of Indio’s General Plan, the Riverside County General Plan, and the project specific 

Geotechnical Report, the project site is not anticipated to result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral 

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or soil collapse. Less than significant impacts are expected as a result 

of project implementation.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
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 d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in  

  Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code  

  (1994), creating substantial risks to life or  

  property.            
  
 Discussion: 

The Riverside County General Plan’s Safety Element states that expansive soils have a significant amount 

of clay particles that can give up water (shrink) or take on water (swell). The change in volume exerts 

stress on buildings and other loads placed on these soils and can potentially cause damage to the structures. 

To ensure the structural integrity of the project, mitigation measures shall be implemented if expansive 

soils are found onsite. These measures may include the reinforcement of the existing foundation or through 

the excavation and removal of the expansive soils in the affected area. 

 

Petra Geosciences tested for the presence of expansive soils on the property. Through their laboratory 

testing of the soils, they determined that the soil expansion potential at the project site is considered “very 

low to medium.” The project specific Geotechnical Report recommended that the soils imported onto the 

project site used during grading and other developmental aspects be non-expansive.  

 

Per the City of Indio’s General Plan, the Riverside County General Plan, and the project specific 

Geotechnical Report prepared by Petra Geosciences, the project site is not anticipated to result in on- or 

off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or soil collapse, impacts are impacts are 

expected to be less than significant following the implementation of recommendations outlined in the 

project specific Geotechnical report. 

  

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  Have soils incapable of adequately  

  supporting the use of septic tanks or  

  alternative waste water disposal systems  

  where sewers are not available for the  

  disposal of waste water?           
 

Discussion: 

Sewer service is provided in the vicinity by the Coachella Valley Water District.  The project will connect 

to the public sewer system and no septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems are proposed. 

No impacts are anticipated.  

 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS --Would the project:  
 

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment?                    

 
Discussion: 

The following analysis and findings rely on The Garden Fellowship Greenhouse Gas Analysis (GHGA) 

report completed by Urban Crossroads on April 6, 2018. Greenhouse gases (GHG) are a group of gases 

that trap solar energy in the Earth’s atmosphere, preventing it from becoming too cold and uninhabitable. 

Common greenhouse gases in the Earth’s atmosphere include: water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), 

methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone, and to a lesser extent chlorofluorocarbon. Carbon dioxide is 

the main GHG thought to contribute to climate change. Carbon dioxide reflects solar radiation back to 

Earth, thereby trapping solar energy and heat within the lower atmosphere. Human activities (such as 

burning carbon-based fossil fuels) create water vapor and CO2 as byproducts, thereby impacting the levels 

of GHG in the atmosphere. 

 

Global Climate Change (GCC) is defined as the change in average meteorological conditions on the earth 

with respect to temperature, precipitation, and storms. GCC is currently one of the most controversial 

environmental issues in the United States, and much debate exists within the scientific community about 

whether GCC is occurring naturally or as a result of human activity.  Some data suggests that GCC has 

occurred in the past over the course of thousands or millions of years.  These historical changes to the 

earth’s climate have occurred naturally without human influence, as in the case of an ice age.  However, 

many scientists believe that the climate shift taking place since the industrial revolution (1900) is occurring 

at a quicker rate and magnitude than in the past. Scientific evidence suggests that GCC is the result of 

increased concentrations of greenhouse gases in the earth’s atmosphere, including carbon dioxide, 

methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases.  Many scientists believe that this increased rate of climate 

change is the result of greenhouse gases resulting from human activity and industrialization over the past 

200 years.  

 

To address the long-term adverse impacts associated with global climate change, California’s Global 

Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) requires California Air Resource Board (CARB) to reduce 

statewide emissions of greenhouse gases to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2016, Governor Jerry Brown signed 

Senate Bill 32 (SB32) that requires California to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 

by 2030. With the passage of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32) 

in California, environmental documents for projects pursuant to CEQA are required to analyze greenhouse 

gases and assess the potential significance and impacts of GHG emissions. 

 

An individual project like the proposed development evaluated in this GHGA cannot generate enough 

greenhouse gas emissions to affect a discernible change in global climate.  However, the proposed project 

may participate in the potential for GCC by its incremental contribution of greenhouse gases combined 

with the cumulative increase of all other sources of greenhouse gases, which when taken together 

constitute potential influences on GCC.   

 

The GHGA was prepared to evaluate project-related construction and operational emissions and determine 

the level of greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts as a result of constructing and operating the proposed project. 

Similar to The Garden Fellowship Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA), the GHGA uses the CAPCOA 
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California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 to calculate the construction-source 

and operational-source criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from direct and indirect project sources. 

GHG emissions were calculated for construction, area, mobile, energy, waste, water source categories. 

CalEEMod was also used to quantify the applicable GHG reductions achieved from mitigation measures.  

 

The basis for calculating GHG emissions is a proposed project setting consisting of a church campus with 

a 1,800-seat worship center (of which 1,344 are fixed seats and 456 are portable seats) with separate 

accommodations for teens / children, along with ancillary uses such as an amphitheater, café, church 

office, maintenance, etc. For purposes of the GHG analysis, the project was modeled using an estimated 

total building area of 55,236 square feet, as provided by the project applicant.  

 

Construction activities associated with the project would result in emissions of CO2 and CH4 in amounts 

which will not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. The emissions quantities are provided in the Air Quality 

section of this Initial Study. For construction-phase project emissions, GHGs are quantified and amortized 

over the life of the Project. To amortize the emissions over the life of the project, SCAQMD recommends 

calculating the total greenhouse gas emissions for the construction activities, dividing it by a 30-year 

project life then adding that number to the annual operational phase GHG emissions. As such, construction 

emissions were amortized over a 30-year period and added to the annual operational phase GHG 

emissions.   

 

Operational activities associated with the proposed Project will result in emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O 

from area, energy, mobile, solid waste, and water supply, treatment, and distribution. A brief description 

of each source is provided below: 

 

Area Source – Landscape maintenance equipment would generate emissions from fuel combustion and 

evaporation of unburned fuel. Equipment in this category would include lawnmowers, shedders/grinders, 

blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain the landscaping of the project.   

 

Energy Source – GHGs are emitted from buildings as a result of activities for which electricity and natural 

gas are typically used as energy sources. Combustion of any type of fuel emits CO2 and other GHGs 

directly into the atmosphere; these emissions are considered direct emissions associated with a building.  

GHGs are also emitted during the generation of electricity from fossil fuels; these emissions are considered 

to be indirect emissions.   

 

Mobile Source – GHG emissions will also result from mobile sources associated with the Project. These 

mobile source emissions will result from the typical daily operation of motor vehicles by visitors, 

employees, and customers.  Project mobile source air quality impacts are dependent on both overall daily 

vehicle trip generation and the effect of the project on peak hour traffic volumes and traffic operations in 

the local vicinity.  The project-related operational impacts are derived primarily from vehicle trips 

generated.  Trip characteristics available from The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 

(Urban Crossroads, Inc. 2018) were utilized in this analysis. 

 

Per the TIA, the project is expected to generate a net total of approximately 3,098 trip-ends per day (actual 

vehicles) on a typical Sunday with 1,413 AM peak hour trips and 763 MD peak hour trips. (36). It should 

be noted that weekday and Saturday trip characteristics are based on CalEEMod defaults. This greenhouse 

gas study relies on the net Project trips (as opposed to the passenger car equivalents) to accurately account 
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for the effect of individual truck emissions associated with the Project. Trip characteristics based on 

CalEEMod defaults were used in the analysis. Vehicles traveling on paved roads would be a source of 

fugitive emissions due to the generation of road dust inclusive of tire wear particulates. The emissions 

estimates for travel on paved roads were calculated using the CalEEMod model.   

 

Solid Waste – Worship center land uses will result in the generation and disposal of solid waste. A large 

percentage of this waste will be diverted from landfills by a variety of means, such as reducing the amount 

of waste generated, recycling, and/or composting. The remainder of the waste not diverted will be disposed 

of at a landfill. GHG emissions from landfills are associated with the anaerobic breakdown of material. 

GHG emissions associated with the disposal of solid waste associated with the proposed project were 

calculated by the CalEEMod™ model using default parameters.   

 

Water Supply, Treatment and Distribution – Indirect GHG emissions result from the production of 

electricity used to convey, treat and distribute water and wastewater. The amount of electricity required 

to convey, treat and distribute water depends on the volume of water as well as the sources of the water.  

 

The City of Indio has not adopted its own numeric threshold of significance for determining impacts with 

respect to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. A screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year to 

determine if additional analysis is required is an acceptable approach for small projects. This approach is 

a widely accepted screening threshold used by numerous cities in the South Coast Air Basin and is based 

on the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff’s proposed GHG screening 

threshold for stationary source emissions for non-industrial projects, as described in the SCAQMD’s 

Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans (“SCAQMD Interim 

GHG Threshold”). The SCAQMD Interim GHG Threshold identifies a screening threshold to determine 

whether additional analysis is required. 
 

Table VII-1 

Total Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Emission Source 
Emissions (metric tons per year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O Total CO2E 

Annual Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized Over 30 Years 

40.93 0.01 0.00 41.12 

Area 0.02 6.00E-5 0.00 0.02 

Energy 487.81  0.01 3.61E-03  489.15 

Mobile Sources 877.73 0.05 0.00 879.00 

 Waste 63.92 3.78 0.00 158.35 

Water Usage 30.84 0.06 1.47E-03 32.70 

Total CO2E (All Sources) 1,600.34 

SCAQMD Threshold 3,000 

Significant? NO 

 

As shown in VII-1, the project will result in approximately 721.34 MTCO2e per year from construction, 

area, energy, stationary, waste, and water usage. In addition, the project has the potential to result in an 
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additional 879.00 MTCO2e per year from mobile sources if the assumption is made that all of the vehicle 

trips to and from the project are “new” trips resulting from the development of the project. As such, the 

project has the potential to generate a total of approximately 1,600.34 MTCO2e per year. As such, 

discussed above, the project would not exceed the applicable threshold of significance. Thus, the project 

would not have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG 

emissions.   
 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 

b)   Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

  the emissions of greenhouse gases?                          
 

Discussion: 

AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions by approximately 28.5% when compared to GHG 

emissions produced under a Business as Usual scenario.  CARB identified reduction measures to achieve 

this goal as set forth in the CARB Scoping Plan. Thus, projects that are consistent with the CARB Scoping 

Plan are also consistent with the 28.5% reduction below business as usual required by AB 32.  

 

The Project would generate GHG emissions from a variety of sources which would all emit Carbon 

Dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4) and N2O. GHGs could also be indirectly generated by incremental 

electricity consumption and waste generation from the project. As stated previously, the CARB Scoping 

Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the goals of AB 32. The 

CARB Scoping Plan recommendations serve as statewide measures to reduce GHG emissions levels. The 

Project would be consistent with the applicable measures established in the Scoping Plan.   

 

Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) requires the state to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 40% below 1990 

levels by 2030, a reduction target that was first introduced in Executive Order B-30-15. The new 

legislation builds upon the AB 32 goal of 1990 levels by 2020 and provides an intermediate goal to 

achieving S-3-05, which sets a statewide greenhouse gas reduction target of 80% below 1990 levels by 

2050. 

 

According to research conducted by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and supported by the 

CARB, California, under its existing and proposed GHG reduction policies, is on track to meet the 2020 

reduction targets under AB 32 and could achieve the 2030 goals under SB 32. The Project reduces its 

GHG emissions to the maximum extent feasible as discussed in this document. Additionally, the project 

applicant would not actively interfere with any future City-mandated, state-mandated, or federally-

mandated retrofit obligations enacted or promulgated to legally require development City-wide, state-

wide, or nation-wide to assist in meeting state- adopted greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets, 

including that established under Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, or SB 32. 

 

The Project does not interfere with the state’s implementation of (i) Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32’s 

target of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 or (ii) Executive Order 

S-3-05’s target of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 because it does 

not interfere with the state’s implementation of GHG reduction plans described in the CARB’s Updated 

Scoping Plan, including the state providing for 12,000 MW of renewable distributed generation by 2020, 
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the California Building Commission mandating net zero energy homes in the building code after 2020, or 

existing building retrofits under AB 758. Therefore, the project’s impacts on greenhouse gas emissions in 

the 2030 and 2050 horizon years are less than significant. 

 

  Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS --Would the project: 
 
 a)  Create a significant hazard to the public  

  or the environment through the routine  

  transport, use, or disposal of hazardous  

  materials?             
 

Discussion: 

The project proposes the development of a church facility with parking, education centers, worship center, 

recreation areas, and amphitheater, on the southwest corner of Young’s Way and Jefferson Street in Indio. 

The approximately 18.50-acre project is not expected to involve the use of any hazardous materials aside 

from common household detergents and other cleaning products. 

 

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR Title 40, Part 261) categorizes hazardous materials as substances 

that are toxic, ignitable or flammable, reactive, and/or corrosive. These substances have the capacity of 

causing harm or a health hazard during normal exposure or an accidental release or mishap. Hazardous 

wastes require special handling and disposal to reduce their potential to damage public health and the 

environment. Individual circumstances, including the substance type and quantity used, and the nature of 

the activities and operations, affect the likely occurrence and severity of consequences from a hazardous 

situation. Existing federal, state and local laws regulate the use and management of hazardous or 

potentially hazardous materials.   

 

Development of the proposed project would involve the temporary management and use of potentially 

hazardous substances for construction and related equipment. Some of these materials would be 

transported to the site periodically by vehicle and would be stored temporarily during construction. The 

risk of these hazardous materials is greatly decreased when handled properly by trained individuals per 

the manufacturer’s instructions and industry standards. The proper management of potentially hazardous 

materials will be regulated in part by the Best Management Practices (BMPs) and measures of a required 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project. The most pertinent BMPs, identified by 

the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), are Material Delivery and Storage (WM-1); 

Material Use (WM-2); and Spill Prevention and Control (WM-4). These measures outline the required 

steps for preventing impacts due to hazardous materials to humans and the environment during 

construction. With such standard measures in place, less than significant impacts are anticipated during 

construction. 

 

Church developments and classroom facilities do not typically involve the routine transport, use or 

disposal of hazardous materials in quantities or a manner that would pose a threat to the project and 

surroundings. The development and operation of the proposed café also involves the use and storage of 

small quantities of potentially hazardous materials in the form of cleaning solvents and common 

household detergents. These hazardous materials are regulated by stringent federal and state laws 
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mandating the proper transport, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with 

product labeling. However, the use and storage of these substances is not considered to present a health 

risk when used in accordance with manufacturer specifications and with compliance to applicable 

regulations.  Potentially hazardous materials that pose a significant hazard to public health and safety or 

the environment are not anticipated to be present in sufficient quantities due to project implementation. 

Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or  

  the environment through reasonably  

  foreseeable upset and accident conditions  

  involving the release of hazardous materials  

  into the environment?           
 

Discussion: 

As noted previously, hazardous materials are not typically present in large quantities for church 

developments. The development and operation of the proposed church facilities and café would involve 

the use and storage of small quantities of potentially hazardous materials in the form of cleaning solvents 

and common household detergents. These hazardous materials are regulated by stringent federal and state 

laws mandating the proper transport, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with 

product labeling. However, the use and storage of these substances is not considered to present a health 

risk when used in accordance with manufacturer specifications and with compliance to applicable 

regulations. Therefore, accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials are unlikely. 

The project is required to follow industry regulations related to use and storage of landscaping related 

chemicals. Less than significant impacts are expected to result from project implementation. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle  

  hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 

  substances, or waste within one-quarter  

  mile of an existing or proposed school?         

Discussion: 

Shadow Hills High School is located within one-quarter mile south of the project site at 39225 Jefferson 

Street, approximately 725 feet south. However, the nature of this project does not involve the use of 

hazardous substances other than common household cleaners and solvents. Moreover, the handling and 

disposal of the materials will be regulated to industry standards to ensure the safety of the project and the 

surrounding areas.  

 

During construction of the project the temporary use of hazardous substances including paints, solvents 

etc. are expected. As discussed in the Air Quality Section, Hydrology Section, and section a) of this 

Hazardous Materials Section within this environmental document, best management practices (BMPs) 

will be implemented in order to ensure that the products do not leave the project site and cause harm to 

the surrounding environment. The proper management of potentially hazardous materials will be regulated 
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in part by the Best Management Practices (BMPs) and measures of a required Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the project. The most pertinent BMPs, identified by the California 

Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), are Material Delivery and Storage (WM-1); Material Use 

(WM-2); and Spill Prevention and Control (WM-4). These measures outline the required steps for 

preventing impacts due to hazardous materials to humans and the environment during construction. With 

such standard measures in place, the project’s impacts involving surrounding areas are anticipated to be 

less than significant during construction and project implementation. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 d)  Be located on a site which is included on  

  a list of hazardous materials sites compiled  

  pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5  

  and, as a result, would it create a significant  

  hazard to the public or the environment?         

Discussion: 

In order to comply with Government Code 65962.5 and its subsections, record searches on the project 

property were performed within multiple database platforms. The resources consulted included 

GeoTracker, EnviroStor and the EPA Enforcement and Compliance History Online (ECHO).  

 

GeoTracker is a database maintained by the State of California Water Resources Control Board that 

provides online access to environmental data. It serves as the management system for tracking regulatory 

data on sites that can potentially impact groundwater, particularly those requiring groundwater cleanup 

and permitted facilities, such as operating underground storage tanks and land disposal sites. 

 

The EnviroStor database identifies sites where contamination is present or where further investigation 

may be required. Maintained by the State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 

the database includes the identification of formerly contaminated properties that have been released for 

reuse; properties where environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent inappropriate land 

uses; and risk characterization information that is used to assess potential impacts to public health and the 

environment at contaminated sites. 

 

Moreover, the ECHO database focuses on inspection, violation, and enforcement data for the Clean Air 

Act (CAA), Clean Water Act (CWA) and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and also 

includes Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) data. 

 

In January 2018, a search was performed on all three database platforms. The search results did not 

identify any records of Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup Sites or Permitted 

Underground Storage Tanks on or in connection with the project property. The EnviroStor and ECHO 

databases did, however, identify properties within 1 miles of the project site. The results of the database 

searches are described below:  

 

When consulting the EnviroStor database, two School Investigation Sites were listed within a quarter mile 

south of the project property. These sites, Shadow Hills High School, and Desert Ridge Academy Middle 
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School, were registered by the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC), but do not require further 

action as of June 19, 2002 and February 11, 2004, respectively; therefore, are not expected to impact the 

project site. 

 

The ECHO database identified three facilities within a mile of the project property. The first site includes 

Calarcio Landscape, at Galindo Court. This registered facility, approximately 0.75 miles south of the 

project property, is listed in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as a small quantity 

generator (SQG). The second facility is Shadow Hills (housing development), at Jefferson and 40th Street. 

This facility, also approximately 0.75 miles south of the proposed project, is registered in the Clean Air 

Act (CAA) as an operating minor facility. Finally, Fiesta Ford, located at 78990 Varner Road, 

approximately 1 mile southwest of the project property. This site is also listed in the RCRA as a small 

quantity generator. The three listed facilities do not currently hold any violations.    

 

The GeoTracker registry did not list a site within a mile of the project property. The closest registered 

facility to the site was G&M Oil Co., located at 78415 Varner Road in Palm Desert, approximately 1.50 

miles southwest of the project property. The site is registered as a Permitted Underground Storage Tank 

by the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health, however, due to its distance to the project 

site, no impacts are anticipated.  

 

As a result of the database searches, the facilities registered in the GeoTracker, EnviroStor or ECHO 

databases are not expected to affect the project site due to their distance from the project, and their absence 

of violations. Additionally, the project site was not listed in any of the registries; therefore, no impacts are 

expected.  

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  For a project located within an airport  

  land use plan or, where such a plan  

  has not been adopted, within two miles  

  of a public airport or public use airport,  

  would the project result in a safety hazard  

  for people residing or working in the  

project area?             

Discussion: 

The project site is located in the influence area of the Bermuda Dunes Airport (Compatibility Zone E). 

This private airport is located approximately 1.25 miles south of the proposed project site. Therefore, the 

project is subject to review by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). 

 

Compatibility Zone E is the least restrictive of the zoning areas and provides no maximum densities or 

intensities but does restrict heights to a maximum of 150 feet. Proposed land uses within this zone that do 

not require a General Plan Amendment, Change of Zone, or Specific Plan Amendment, and do not have 

unusual height or height variances are eligible for administrative review and approval by the ALUC 

Director. On April 26, 2018, the Riverside County ALUC Director issued the proposed project a finding 

of Consistency with the 2004 Bermuda Dunes Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.  The project shall 
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ensure any outdoor lighting is shielded or hooded to prevent either spillage of lumens or reflection into 

the sky. Moreover, the following shall also be prohibited; the steady or flashing lights of red, white, green, 

or amber colors that might be associated with airport operations, surfaces which might reflect sunlight 

towards an aircraft.  Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft and any use 

that would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract a large concentration of birds. With the 

design requirements described above, less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

  

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures:  None 
 
 f)  For a project within the vicinity of a  

  private airstrip, would the project result  

  in a safety hazard for people residing or  

  working in the project area?           
 

Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the project will incorporate the required safety elements necessary to comply 

with the Bermuda Dunes Airport Compatibility Zone E. Ground obstructions, building location, building 

heights, use type, intensity and lighting have been reviewed and found to be Consistent by the Riverside 

County ALUC. Less than significant impacts are anticipated as a result of project implementation.   

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 g)  Impair implementation of or physically  

  interfere with an adopted emergency  

  response plan or emergency evacuation  

  plan?              
 

Discussion: 

The City of Indio has four fire stations within their city boundaries; the closest station is the Sun City 

Shadow Hills Fire Station No.4, located at 81025 Avenue 40, approximately 1.7 driving miles southeast 

of the project. The proposed project site design shall be reviewed by the Indio Fire Department for 

compliance with project specific emergency access, water pressure and similar requirements as a routine 

aspect of Indio’s design review process. The project site is not expected to impair or physically interfere 

with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, during construction or operation. 

Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 h)  Expose people or structures to a significant  

  risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland  

  fires, including where wildlands are adjacent  

  to urbanized areas or where residences are  

  intermixed with wildlands?           
 

Discussion: 
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The project is in a developed area that is not adjacent to or intermixed with wildlands.  Therefore, no 

impact from wildland fires would be expected to occur. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 
Mitigation Measures: None 
 

 
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project: 
 
 a)  Violate any water quality standards or  

  waste discharge requirements?          

Discussion: 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 establishes regulations pertaining to the discharge of pollutants to 

waters of the U.S. from point sources. Subsequent amendments to the CWA in 1987 established a 

framework for regulating non-point source stormwater discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES). Presently in the State of California, the State Water Resources Control 

Board (SWRCB) and nine California Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer the 

regulation and protection of water quality pursuant to the NPDES. Their regulations encompass storm 

water discharges from construction sites, municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), and major 

industrial facilities. The proposed Project is located within the Whitewater River Watershed in the 

Colorado River Region (Region 7). The City Indio is a Permittee of the Whitewater River Watershed 

MS4. Within Region 7, the approved Water Quality Control Plan, prepared by SWRCB, provides 

guidelines for protecting the beneficial uses of state waters within the Region with efforts to preserve and 

protect their condition and quality.  Receiving waters in the Coachella Valley relevant to the Project 

include the Coachella Valley Storm Water Channel.  

 

As previously discussed, the project property has historically operated as a tree nursery composed of 

ornamental tree production areas of various sizes; staging for vehicles and maintenance equipment; 

stockpiles areas for mulch, soil, and organic material; vacant areas; and one mobile home structure. The 

site is absent of any natural or engineered drainage features. The project proposes to develop the entire 

site into a church complex with various facilities, including a primary worship building, a multi-purpose 

building (youth center, administration building, and café), a classroom building, a maintenance building, 

an amphitheater, playgrounds, lawns, event spaces, and parking facilities. The project also includes the 

necessary street improvements on portions of Youngs Way to the north and Jefferson Street to the east.  

 

The proposed Project involves a development footprint of approximately 19 acres. The size and nature of 

the proposed development prompts compliance with the existing regulations pertaining to water quality 

standards and waste discharge requirements. As a result, the project proponent must comply with the 

State’s most current Construction General Permit (CGP), Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended by 

2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-006-DWQ. Compliance with the CGP involves the development and 

implementation of a project-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) designed to reduce 

potential adverse impacts to surface water quality during the period of construction. The required plan 

will identify the limits of disturbance during each phase of construction with specific locations where 

activities will require implementation of stormwater best management practices (BMPs). Stormwater 

BMPs refer to a schedule of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and other 

management practices to prevent, eliminate, or reduce the pollution of waters of the receiving waters. 
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BMPs also include treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control plant site runoff 

spillage or leaks. Consistent with Section XIV of the CGP, the SWPPP will also specify the necessary 

recordkeeping, relevant good site housekeeping requirements, proper waste management, proper material 

handling and storage within the allowable construction limits.  

 

Based on the Project location and setting, the compliant SWPPP is expected to identify temporary 

sediment track-out prevention devices at each construction entrance/exit point adjacent to the public 

roadways (Jefferson Street and Youngs Way). This type of BMP will provide temporary stabilization to 

prevent sediment track-out and fugitive dust emissions. Linear sediment barriers are warranted along 

portions of or the entire construction perimeter to prevent soil and sedimentation erosion impacts. As 

construction progresses, any on-site proposed storm drain inlets that become operational will require 

temporary protection to prevent sediment or pollutants from entering the on-site storm drain system.  

 

During construction, the Project will also be required to comply with South Coast Air Quality 

Management District’s (SCAQMD) Rule 403 and 403.1, which prompt the obligation to prepare and 

implement a Fugitive Dust (PM10) Control Plan. Implementation of the Fugitive Dust Control Plan 

primarily pertains to air quality, but also supports water quality protection through the requirement of soil 

stabilization measures to prevent sediment erosion and track-out. The concurrent implementation of the 

required SWPPP and Dust Control Plan plans will prevent the potential construction-related impacts to 

water quality at the site and its surroundings, therefore resulting in less than significant impacts. 

 

As a standard condition, the Project proponent is required to comply with the Storm Water Management 

and Discharge Controls established in Chapter 55 of the Indio Code of Ordinances by preparing and 

implementing a Project-Specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). This document must comply 

with the most current standards of the Whitewater River Region Water Quality Management Plan for 

Urban Runoff and the Whitewater River Watershed MS4 Permit. The Project-Specific WQMP will apply 

to the entire project footprint with a strategy of site design, source controls and treatment controls with a 

required operation and maintenance program designed to address post-construction runoff quantity and 

quality. A Preliminary Grading Plan, Preliminary Hydrology Report, and a Project-Specific Preliminary 

Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) have been prepared for this project. These engineering 

documents identify the necessary site design features and improvements for establishing proper flood 

control and storm water management. As such, they are referenced in various discussions pertaining to 

hydrology, water quality, and other sections of this Initial Study.  

 

The project is required to provide improvements and facilities to capture and retain the post-construction 

runoff volume resulting from the controlling 100-year storm event. According to the Preliminary 

Hydrology Report and WQMP, the project has a total hydrologic area of approximately 19 acres, which 

is divided into six on-site drainage management areas. Within each drainage management area, at least 

one proposed surface retention basin will accept and infiltrate the required capture volume for purposes 

of water quality management and to properly handle the runoff volume resulting from the controlling 100-

year storm event. The total retention capacity of the six basins is approximately 179,705 cubic feet, which 

is sufficient to address the total required storage of 91,051 cubic feet. As a standard condition, the proposed 

storm drain facilities will be subject to review and approval by the City of Indio to ensure that all local 

engineering design standards are met. By adhering to the established regulations noted above, the project 

is not expected to contribute storm water volumes or pollutants to the local MS4 or any receiving water 
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in a manner that would degrade the local beneficial uses or contribute to any local water quality 

impairment.  

 

Moreover, the project’s landscape design will comply with the Indio Water Authority Landscape and 

Water Conservation Guidelines, which establishes practical water efficient standards for landscape and 

irrigation design of new and rehabilitated landscapes. This design will help reduce the potential for 

contamination of groundwater for the reason that water waste will be reduced. Drought tolerant 

landscaping and water conserving irrigation practices shall be implemented in residential design. Any 

future development shall abide by all applicable state codes and the City’s Water Efficient Landscape 

Ordinance. Pertaining to water quality and waste discharge, less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies  

  or interfere substantially with groundwater  

  recharge such that there would be a net  

  deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of  

  the local groundwater table level (e.g., the  

  production rate of pre-existing nearby wells  

  would drop to a level which would not  

  support existing land uses or planned uses  

  for which permits have been granted)?         

 
Discussion: 

Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) is the primary domestic water supplier for the project area and 

the northwest part of Indio. The project area and City of Indio are underlain by the Whitewater River 

subbasin, which forms part of the Coachella Valley groundwater basin as the primary source of domestic 

water supply. The Whitewater River subbasin underlies a major portion of the Coachella Valley floor and 

is shared and managed by various districts, including CVWD and Indio Water Authority (IWA).  CVWD 

has established active water conservation, water reuse, and groundwater recharge planning efforts to 

ensure adequate water availability and system capacity to meet the growing needs of the City. These 

planning efforts include: residential and commercial landscape and irrigation upgrade rebates, water 

audits, water conservation kits, washing machine and toilet rebates, water waster mobile app and hotline, 

budget-tiered rate structure, water conservation workshops, and water misuse program. 

 

Local groundwater resources are managed under the 2015 adopted CVWD Urban Water Management 

Plan (2015 UWMP) Final Report, dated July 1, 2016. The 2015 UWMP serves as a planning tool that 

documents actions in support of long-term water resources planning and ensures adequate water supplies 

are available to meet the existing and future urban water demands. Page 6-6 of the 2015 UWMP indicates 

that the Coachella Valley groundwater basin historically has been in a state of overdraft. An overdraft 

condition occurs when the outflows (demands) exceed the inflows (supplies) to the groundwater basin 

over a period of time. To address this condition, the water management strategies have combined water 

conservation measures with groundwater replenishment facilities to stabilize the groundwater levels and 

eliminate the overdraft. Artificial replenishment, or recharge, is recognized by the water districts as one 

of the most effective methods available for preserving local groundwater supplies, reversing aquifer 
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overdraft and meeting demand by domestic consumers. According to the CVWD web site on Ground 

Replenishment and Imported Water, the CVWD and DWA groundwater replenishment program has 

percolated 650 billion gallons of water back into the aquifer to date. Local replenishment efforts have also 

been coupled with a reduction in demand through improved water efficiency use in homes, yards, gardens, 

and businesses.  

 

The proposed project complies with the local and regional groundwater recharge strategies by 

implementing on-site storm water retention, infiltration and low impact development improvements as 

part of the site design. To manage storm water, the entire project and adjacent street tributary areas have 

been divided into six drainage areas (sub-watersheds) ranging from approximately 1.11 to 3.54 acres in 

size. Within each drainage area, a retention basin has been designed and sized to retain the required capture 

volume for purposes of water quality management and the storm volume resulting from the controlling 

100-year storm event. The retention basins are integrated into the open space portions of the site plan. The 

total retention basin capacity provided by the project is approximately 179,705 cubic feet, which is 

sufficient to address the total required storage of 91,051 cubic feet. As such, the entire volume of storm 

water runoff generated on-site up to the 100-year event will be percolated on-site, contributing to 

groundwater recharge. This information is provided in the Project-Specific Water Quality Management 

Plan (WQMP), which is required to comply with the most current standards of the Whitewater River 

Region Water Quality Management Plan for Urban Runoff and the Whitewater River Watershed MS4 

Permit and is subject to review and approval by the City prior to issuance of a grading permit. Furthermore, 

the project will implement water conservation measures in accordance with the regulations established by 

CVWD and the City of Indio. The project will conserve water through measures that may include efficient 

plumbing and appliances, efficient irrigation systems, and drought-tolerant planting materials. Therefore, 

the project is not expected to interfere with groundwater recharge conditions and impacts on groundwater 

supplies and recharge are expected to be less than significant. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None  

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage  

  pattern of the site or area, including through  

  the alteration of the course of a stream or  

  river, in a manner which would result in  

  substantial erosion or siltation on- or  

  off-site?             

Discussion: 

A majority of the project has previously been cleared, disturbed and occupied as a tree nursery. Unpaved 

portions of the project property have historically been designated for tree production, vehicle and 

equipment staging, material stockpiling, and other processing activities. As such, the existing project 

setting is absent of any defined natural drainage pattern or course, such as a stream or river that could be 

affected through an alteration, increase in runoff, erosion or siltation, on- or off-site.  

 

The proposed development will result in the conversion of undeveloped (pervious) land to a 

predominantly impervious condition in the form of buildings, hardscape, and asphalt surfaces. This 

modification would typically result in a site-specific increase in the rate and amount of surface runoff. To 
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prevent drainage conditions (patterns, quantities, or velocities) that can potentially result in adverse 

erosion and sedimentation impacts, the project will incorporate engineered storm drain facilities based in 

part on the findings of a required project-specific hydrology study and Project-Specific Water Quality 

Management Plan. The site design, grading and storm drain improvement plans will dictate the specific 

conveyance mechanism (surface and piped flows) necessary to properly handle storm water runoff.  

 

As previously described, runoff from throughout the project’s impervious areas (buildings, hardscape and 

paving) will be conveyed primarily via surface flows to storm drain inlets connected to six surface 

retention basins, where the storm water will be infiltrated. As mandated by the City, the proposed retention 

facilities may be equipped with dewatering devices designed to promote pre-treatment and infiltration at 

the necessary rates to prevent vector issues. The proposed retention system is designed to have a sufficient 

capacity to retain and infiltrate the entire volume resulting from the controlling 100-year storm event. As 

a result of these improvements, the project will not result in storm runoff discharge conditions that would 

result in substantial erosion or siltation. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

Mitigation Measures:  None 
 
 d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage  

  pattern of the site or area, including  

  through the alteration of the course of  

  a stream or river, or substantially increase  

  the rate or amount of surface runoff in a  

  manner which would result in flooding on-  

  or off-site?             

 
Discussion: 

As previously described, the project property does not contain nor is located near any streams, rivers or 

other natural drainage courses. The proposed site design incorporates flood control improvements 

necessary to address the City of Indio’s drainage requirements. As such, the project is designed to provide 

the proper capture and conveyance, of stormwater flows resulting from the 100-year storm event for the 

project and existing off-site tributary areas.  Retention areas with de-watering facilities will be the primary 

method of ensuring that the design volume is captured and infiltrated without incurring flooded conditions. 

Less than significant impacts are anticipated.  

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  Create or contribute runoff water which  

  would exceed the capacity of existing or  

  planned stormwater drainage systems or  

  provide substantial additional sources of  

  polluted runoff?            
 

 

Discussion: 
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The project is located with the City of Indio’s MS4, which by definition comprised of a system of roads 

with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, and storm 

drains designed to collect and convey stormwater. The Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel is the 

primary drainage course within the City’s MS4, comprised of an approximately 500-foot-wide earthen 

channel traversing the north-central part of the City, approximately 3 miles east the project. The 

engineered channel is operated by Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) and is designed to accept 

stormwater runoff from the City of Indio and from other jurisdictions at their respective frontages 

upstream and downstream. 

 

In the current undeveloped condition, the project property has partial vegetation coverage and is graded 

to retain on-site runoff. The on-site earthen basins are also designed to accept off-site street flows from 

tributary frontage portions of Monroe Street to the west and Avenue 52 to the south via an existing under-

sidewalk drain. The proposed Project will introduce permanent impervious surfaces to the undeveloped 

(pervious) land in the form of residential structures, hardscape, and paved streets. To prevent changes to 

local MS4 capacities (patterns, quantities, or velocities), the Project will implement a storm drain design 

with flood control facilities sized to handle the Project-specific conditions and to continue accepting 

tributary off-site street flows from Monroe Street and Avenue 52. As previously described, runoff captured 

from each drainage management area from the project will be conveyed primarily via street surfaces to a 

corresponding water quality treatment device and subsequently a retention area. These facilities will be 

designed to properly handle the runoff quantities resulting from the controlling 100-year event. In doing 

so, the project is not expected to result in impacts to the local storm drain facilities that form part of the 

MS4. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 
 f)  Otherwise substantially degrade 

             water quality?                                  

 
Discussion: 

 
Based on the current Preliminary Hydrology Report, the proposed development is divided into six 

drainage management areas (A, B, C, D, E, and F) covering the entire property and a portion of Youngs 

Way to the north. As proposed, storm runoff from each drainage area will be conveyed along impervious 

surfaces to a corresponding retention basin sized to handle the required capture volume for purposes of 

water quality management and the storm volume resulting from the controlling 100-year storm event. The 

total retention basin capacity provided by the project is approximately 179,705 cubic feet, which is 

sufficient to address the total required storage of 91,051 cubic feet and to prevent runoff discharge into 

the MS4. Each retention basin will be required to drawdown or percolate the design volume within 48 

hours using the native soil or with the help of dewatering devices. 

 

As a standard requirement, the Project proponent will be required to develop and implement a Project-

Specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to comply with the most current standards of the 

Whitewater River Region Water Quality Management Plan for Urban Runoff and the Whitewater River 

Watershed MS4 Permit. The Project-Specific WQMP will identify a strategy of site design, source 
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controls, and treatment controls with a maintenance and monitoring program that, throughout the life of 

the Project will address post-construction runoff quality and quantity.  

 

Through this required compliance, the Project will prevent impacts to the local receiving waters and avoid 

violations to the established water quality standards and waste discharge requirements. As a standard 

condition for new development Projects, the WQMP must be submitted and approved prior to the first 

discretionary Project approval or permit. The WQMP will identify the required maintenance practices 

necessary to ensure that the water quality facilities remain effective during the life of the Project. These 

include a maintenance covenant, inspection and maintenance program, with regular monitoring for all 

proposed measures and devices. Less than significant impacts relative to the substantial degradation of 

water quality are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood  

  hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood  

  Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate  

  Map or other flood hazard delineation map?        
 

Discussion: 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) evaluates potential flood hazards for the City and 

the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) by FEMA serve as the basis for identifying those potential 

hazards and determining the need for and availability of federal flood insurance.  

 

Based on current FIRM panel 06065C1620G, effective since August 28, 2008, the project is located in 

Zone X, which applies to areas of the areas of 0.2% annual chance flood; areas of 1% annual chance flood 

with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile. The project and its 

surroundings are not located within a Special Flood Hazard Area or a regulatory floodway subject to 

inundation by the 100-year flood event. 

 

As such, the proposed development would not considerably alter the existing flood zone characteristics 

identified in the FEMA maps and would not place any residential structures within a designated 100-year 

flood hazard area or other known flood hazard condition. As discussed previously, stormwater runoff 

generated by the project will be managed by an engineered storm drainage system sized to handle the 

controlling storm event without incurring flooding impacts to the proposed homes. The proposed 

improvement plans, which will be subject to agency review and approval, ensure that the proposed grading 

and drainage conditions are acceptable to the City standards. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area  

  structures which would impede or redirect  

  flood flows?             
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Discussion: 

As noted above, the proposed development is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area (FIRM No. 

06065C1620G). Therefore, no proposed structures or facilities would be developed in a manner that would 

impede or redirect 100-year flood flows. No impacts are anticipated pertaining to this topic. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

 i)  Expose people or structures to a significant 

  risk of loss, injury or death involving 

  flooding, including flooding as a result 

            of the failure of a levee or dam?          
  
  Discussion: 

The Project is not located within close proximity to an existing dam or levee. Based on FEMA FIRM No. 

06065C1620G, the nearest levee to the project is located approximately 0.64 miles to the north. The 

current flood maps published by FEMA do not identify the site as being subject flooding related to this 

existing levee structure. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.  

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 

  mudflow?                                           

 
  Discussion: 

The Project site is not located near a body of water that would pose potential seiche or tsunami impacts; 

therefore, no impacts are expected pertaining to this topic. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 

 a)  Physically divide an established  

  community?             
 

Discussion: 

The project site is approximately 18.5 acres of disturbed and partially vacant land at the southwest corner 

of Jefferson Street and Young’s Way. The project site’s existing zoning and General Plan Land Use is 

Equestrian Estate (E-E). The project proposes to develop the entire site into a multi-building church 

campus with a total of four buildings (A-D), an outdoor amphitheater, rolling lawns, event space, and 

parking facilities. Churches or places of worship are an allowed use in this zone with a Conditional Use 

Permit. The project site is located in an existing equestrian estate residential community in the City and is 

surrounded by estate residential properties to the north, south, east and west. Therefore, project 

implementation would not physically divide an established community. No impacts are anticipated. 
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Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Conflict with any applicable land use  

  plan, policy, or regulation of an agency  

  with jurisdiction over the project  

  (including, but not limited to the general  

  plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 

   or zoning ordinance) adopted for the  

  purpose of avoiding or mitigating an  

  environmental effect?          

Discussion: 

As discussed throughout this Initial Study, the project site has a zoning and General Plan Land Use 

designation of Equestrian Estates (EE).  This designation is intended to provide for the development of 

large lot estates and ranchettes and encourages a rural countryside atmosphere, while taking advantage of 

the rural environment and outdoor recreation potential. The project proposes the development of a church 

facility with an amphitheater, an open, event and rolling lawn, a packing house for worship, a classroom 

building for children, a youth/administration/café building, a structure for maintenance and 853 space 

parking lot.  Church facilities are permitted in the EE zoning with the acceptance of a Conditional Use 

Permit by the City.  

 

Development of the project is proposed in three phases. The north half of the parking lot, maintenance 

building (Building D), retention, and the worship building (Building A) will be developed in the first 

phase. The northeast and south-central portion of the project property will be developed in the second 

phase. These areas include the “Garden Kids” building (Building B), the northeast parking area, and the 

emergency access drive aisle and a portion of the southern parking area. The remaining parking area, west 

of Phase 2, “POD” multi-use building (Building C), amphitheater, lawns and event lawn will be developed 

as part of Phase 3. The Project Master Plan prepared for the project as part of the entitlements will contain 

all of the components for design concepts, guidelines and standards to implement the City of Indio General 

Plan and zoning code.  

 

As previously discussed, the project site has been heavily disturbed and utilized as a nursery site for palms. 

Much of the property remains occupied by palms, with portions of the site cleared for parking and 

equipment storage. The project is surrounded by single family development, other nursery sites, and 

vacant desert land. The project’s operation and physical characteristics would not conflict with any of the 

City’s land use, zoning or other regulatory policies and the projects location would continue to be 

compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the City’s General Plan.  The Riverside County ALUC 

reviewed the proposed project and found it to be Consistent with the 2004 Bermuda Dunes Airport Land 

Use Compatibility Plan.   No Impacts are expected as a result of project implementation.  

   

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
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 c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat  

  conservation plan or natural community  

conservation plan?            

 

Discussion: 

The proposed project does not lie within a conservation area as designated by the Coachella Valley Multi-

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP). As a standard condition, all new development will pay 

the most current mitigation fee for the implementation of the CVMSHCP that supports the acquisition of 

conservation lands. The plan establishes a simple and uniform mechanism for mitigating the effects of 

development through the payment of Local Development Mitigation Fee (LDMF). The project will 

comply with the existing CVMSHCP Mitigation Fee Ordinance which is based on the project’s total 

acreage. Therefore, no impacts are expected.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

 a)  Result in the loss of availability of a  

  known mineral resource that would  

  be of value to the region and the  

  residents of the state?                                               
 

Discussion: 

In accordance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), mineral land classification maps 

and reports have been developed to assist in the protection and development of mineral resources. The 

project site is located in the Mineral Zone MRZ-1 as shown by the Mineral Land Classification Map. 

MRZ-1 designations indicate areas where adequate geologic information suggests that no significant 

mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. Moreover, 

the nature of the project does not involve the extraction of mineral deposits. The approximately 18.5 acre 

project proposes three buildings, an open air amphitheater, recreation areas and other facilities for the 

purpose of worship. Construction of the proposed facilities would rely on existing local and regional 

aggregate resources from permitted facilities. The project is not expected to result in a considerable 

extraction and/or loss of known mineral resources that are considered important to the Coachella Valley 

Region or residents of California. No impacts are expected related to the loss of availability of known 

mineral resources.  

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
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 b)  Result in the loss of availability of a  

  locally-important mineral resource  

  recovery site delineated on a local  

  general plan, specific plan or other  

  land use plan?             
 

Discussion: 

According to the City of Indio General Plan (Volume II), a study of the mineral deposits of both state-

wide and regional significance was conducted in the Palm Springs region by the California Division of 

Mines and Geology.  

 

The study concluded that the entire region within the current City limits of Indio and the Indio Ranchos 

Annexation areas have no significant aggregate deposits or little likelihood exists in these areas for their 

presence.  

 

According to the Mineral Resource Zones Map in the City General Plan, the project site is located in a 

Mineral Resource Zone 1 (MRZ-1), where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral 

deposits are present (Figure 4.7-1). Areas acknowledged as having significant mineral deposits are located 

on the north and northeast portions of the City, approximately 1 mile from the project site.  

 

Conclusively, the Indio General Plan indicates that no significant mineral deposits are found on the project 

site and it is not located within a locally important mineral resource recovery site; therefore no impacts 

are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 
 
XII. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 

 a)  Exposure of persons to or generation  

  of noise levels in excess of standards  

  established in the local general plan  

  or noise ordinance, or applicable  

  standards of other agencies?           
 

Discussion: 

According to industry standards, local governments have little direct control of transportation noise at the 

source. State and methods local governments have to mitigate transportation noise is through land use 

planning that reduces vehicles trips and physical interventions that reduce the impact of the noise on the 

community. Although, noise barriers and setbacks have historically been common methods of protecting 

noise-sensitive land uses from excessive transportation-related noise in many communities. Recent 

attempts to emphasize pedestrian-friendly design and mixed-use development have led to consideration 

of alternative strategies for dealing with transportation-related noise sources. These alternative strategies 

include land use planning to reduce and slow (or calm) vehicle trips, and incorporation of noise-attenuating 

features into the architectural design of projects. 
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Noise has been simply defined as "unwanted sound."  Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with 

normal activities, when it causes actual physical harm or when it has adverse effects on health.  Noise is 

measured on a logarithmic scale of sound pressure level known as a decibel (dB).  A-weighted decibels 

(dBA) approximate the subjective response of the human ear to broad frequency noise source by 

discriminating against very low and very high frequencies of the audible spectrum.  They are adjusted to 

reflect only those frequencies which are audible to the human ear.  

 

Noise levels in the City’s General Plan are quantified on the basis of the Community Noise Equivalent 

Level (CNEL), which is a measurement scale that sets appropriate levels of noise based on land use types. 

CNEL is a 24-hour weighted scale that considers the more sensitive time periods in the evenings and at 

night, and weighs them accordingly. Sensitive receptors, such as residences and schools, have a lower 

acceptable CNEL level than commercial or business park noise levels.  

In particular, exterior noise levels at residential locations/areas should not exceed an exterior CNEL of 65 

dBA or interior CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. 

 

Noise transmission is affected by a variety of factors, such as temperature, wind speed and direction, as 

well as the type of ground surface. Soft ground surfaces tend to reduce sound levels better than hard 

surfaces. This reduction of sound intensity caused by surfaces, walls, vegetation or other material is called 

attenuation. Effective noise barriers, such as walls or berms, can help reduce noise levels. These types of 

barriers can provide relief from traffic noise. Vegetation, on the other hand, is less effective for reducing 

noise levels.  

 

The following best management practices are integrated into the Project as standard conditions and are 

intended to minimize the temporary, construction-related noise impacts: 

• All internal combustion equipment operating at Project site shall be fitted with properly operating 

mufflers and air intake silencers consistent with manufacturers’ standards. 

• All stationary construction equipment (e.g. generators and compressors) shall be located as far 

away from existing homes and other sensitive receptors as possible. 

• Equipment staging shall be located in the areas that create the greatest distance practicable between 

construction-related noise sources and sensitive receptors. 

• Haul truck deliveries and exports shall be limited to the same hours specified for the operation of 

construction equipment and shall utilize routes that limit exposure to sensitive receptors. 

• Construction activities shall be limited to the least sensitive times of the day, Monday through 

Friday, and generally between 7AM and 5PM, excepting emergencies and other special 

circumstances (described subsequently in this discussion.) 

• Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas shall be located as far as practicable from homes and other 

noise sensitive receptors during construction activities. 

 

Since the range of intensities that the human ear can detect is so large, the scale frequently used to measure 

intensity is a scale based on multiples of 10, the logarithmic scale.  The scale for measuring intensity is 

the decibel scale.  Each interval of 10 decibels indicates a sound energy ten times greater than before, 

which is perceived by the human ear as being roughly twice as loud. The most common sounds vary 

between 40 dBA (very quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud).  Normal conversation at three feet is roughly at 60 

dBA, while loud jet engine noises equate to 110 dBA at approximately 100 feet, which can cause serious 

discomfort.  
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Another important aspect of noise is the duration of the sound and the way it is described and distributed 

in time. Environmental noise descriptors are generally based on averages, rather than instantaneous, noise 

levels.  

 

Some land uses are more tolerant of noise than others.  For example, schools, hospitals, churches and 

residences are more sensitive to noise intrusion than are commercial or industrial developments and related 

activities. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) encourages State and Local government to 

regulate land development in such a way that noise-sensitive land uses are either prohibited from being 

located adjacent to a highway, or that the developments are planned, designed, and constructed in such a 

way that noise impacts are minimized.  

 

The State of California’s noise insulation standards are codified in the California Code of Regulations, 

Title 24, Building Standards Administrative Code, Part 2, and the California Building Code.  These noise 

standards are applied to new construction in California for controlling interior noise levels resulting from 

exterior noise sources.  For new residential buildings, schools, and hospitals, the acceptable interior noise 

limit for new construction is 45 dBA CNEL. 

 

Specifically, the Public Health and Safety Element, Section 5.1 Noise of the General Plan, identifies noise 

criteria of the City of Indio. The noise criteria identified in the City of Indio Public Health and Safety 

Element (Figure 5.1-1) are guidelines to evaluate the land use compatibility of transportation-related noise.   

 

The City of Indio addresses two separate types of noise sources through the CEQA process: mobile and 

stationary. The mobile or transportation related noise impacts are controlled using the 24-hour Community 

Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) to assess land use compatibility for community noise exposure. The 

CNEL noise metric allows the total noise exposure of an area resulting from many individual noise events 

over a long period of time to be summed and expressed as a single value and mapped as a series of contour 

lines around the noise source. In the case of highway noise, CNEL values typically reflect the noise 

exposure over the peak activity period or over a year, as is often the case with airport contours.  The City 

of Indio noise standards designates a maximum of 65 CNEL as acceptable in outside activity areas and 45 

CNEL as acceptable in interior living areas for residential areas. 

 

Potential noise impacts are commonly divided into two groups: temporary and long term.  Temporary 

impacts are usually associated with noise generated by construction activities.  Long-term impacts are 

further divided into impacts on surrounding land uses generated by the proposed project and those impacts 

that occur at the proposed project site. Off-site impacts from on-site activities, short-term and long-term, 

are measured against the Noise Ordinance criteria. Activities for the proposed project will be required to 

meet the noise ordinance standards along with any noise generating activities associated with the operation 

of the project. 

 

The peak levels of construction noise may cause annoyance to residents in the project vicinity during the 

construction activities. Construction activities will be limited by the Indio Noise Ordinance to the less-

sensitive daytime hours, when residents are more likely to be away from home. Prior to issuance of any 

grading or building permits, specifications shall be prepared that identify contract requirements regarding 

the attenuation of noise from construction vehicles and activities. 
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Short-Term Construction Noise 

 

Noise originating from the construction of the Project, will be limited to the hours of operation established 

under a jurisdiction’s Municipal Code. Section 95C.08 of the City of Indio Municipal Code indicates that 

construction activity is limited to the following permitted hours: 

 
Pacific Standard Time: 

Monday through Friday – 7:00 a.m. through 6:00 p.m. 

Saturday – 8:00 a.m. through 6:00 p.m. 

Sunday – 9:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. 

Government Holidays – 9:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. 

 Pacific Daylight Time: 

Monday through Friday – 6:00 a.m. through 6:00 p.m. 

Saturday – 7:00 a.m. through 6:00 p.m. 

Sunday – 9:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. 

Government Holidays –  9:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. 

 

Noise generated by the Project construction equipment will include a combination of trucks, power tools, 

concrete mixers, and portable generators.  The mix and operation of construction equipment is expected 

to occur during site preparation, grading, utilities/building construction, paving, and architectural coating.   

 

During construction of Phase 3, buildings A, B and C will have access to and from the parking area as 

well as the open lawn area, Amphitheater, and the numerous walkways that are proposed throughout 

project. Building D, the maintenance building, will be isolated from the open lawn area, Amphitheater, 

and buildings A-C. The noise that will be increased by the buildout of the buildings will be temporary and 

intermittent. Project noise can be minimally reduced by trees and shrubs located near the northern and 

southern boundaries.  

 

Traffic generated by the proposed Project will be the primary factor that influences noise levels in 

surrounding off-site areas. However, these impacts are expected to be less than significant.  

 

Interior noise level is the difference between the predicted exterior noise level at the building facade and 

the noise reduction of the structure.  Industry standards indicate that typical building construction will 

provide a Noise Reduction (NR) of approximately 12 dBA with "windows open" and a minimum 25 dBA 

noise reduction with "windows closed."  However, sound leaks, cracks and openings within the window 

assembly can greatly diminish its effectiveness in reducing noise.  

 

Based on the limited frequency of use and acceptable level of traffic increase, along with interior noise 

attenuation measures provided in standard construction practices, the proposed Project is not expected to 

exceed the City of Indio noise level standards. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 

 

 b)   Exposure of persons to or generation of  

  excessive groundborne vibration or  

  groundborne noise levels?           
 

Discussion: 

Groundborne vibration, also referred to as earthborne vibration, can be described as perceptible rumbling, 

movement, shaking or rattling of structures and items within a structure. Groundborne vibration can 

generate a heightened disturbance in residential areas. These vibrations can disturb residential structures 
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and household items while creating difficulty for residential activities such as reading or other tasks. 

Although groundborne vibration is sometimes perceptible in an outdoor environment, disturbance is 

primarily experienced inside a building. Groundborne vibration can be measured in terms of amplitude 

and frequency or vibration decibels (VdB). Trains, buses, large trucks and construction activities that 

include pile driving, blasting, earth moving and heavy vehicle operation commonly cause these vibrations. 

Other factors that influence the disturbance of groundborne vibration include distance to source, 

foundation materials, soil and surface types. 

 

Construction of the project is expected to involve the temporary use of vehicles and equipment that would 

result in localized, short-term groundborne vibration increases within the permitted construction hours 

established by the City. Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground-borne vibration, 

depending on the equipment and methods used, distance to the affected structures and soil type.  It is 

expected that ground-borne vibration from Project construction activities would cause only intermittent, 

localized intrusion. Therefore, the Project-related vibration impacts represent a less than significant impact 

during the construction activities at the Project site.   

  

Further, construction related vibration will occur primarily during the operation of heavy construction 

equipment. Construction at the Project site will be restricted to daytime hours consistent with City 

requirements thereby eliminating potential vibration impact during the sensitive nighttime hours. 

 

Although construction noise and vibration are temporary, intermittent and of short duration and will not 

present any long-term impacts, the following measures would reduce noise and vibration level increases 

produced by the construction equipment: 

 

• Prior to approval of grading plans and/or issuance of building permits, plans shall include a note 

indicating that noise-generating Project construction activities, including truck haul deliveries, 

shall only occur between the permitted hours during Pacific Standard Time of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 

p.m. Mondays to Fridays; 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays; or during Pacific Daylight Time 

6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Mondays to Fridays; 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays; and between 9:00 

a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Sundays and holidays all year-round. The Project construction supervisor 

shall ensure compliance with the note and the City of Indio shall conduct periodic inspection at its 

discretion. 

 

• During all Project site construction, the construction contractors shall equip all construction 

equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 

manufacturers’ standards. The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction 

equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the noise sensitive receptors nearest the 

Project site. 

 

• The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that will create the greatest 

distance between construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receivers nearest the 

Project site (i.e., to the center) during all Project construction. 

 

Relative to groundborne vibration, less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 
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 Mitigation Measures:  None 
 
 c)  A substantial permanent increase in  

  ambient noise levels in the project vicinity  

  above levels existing without the project?         
 

Discussion: 

As described above (Xl.a), the primary permanent noise sources will be vehicles traveling to and from the 

site, outdoor events, HVAC units, and grounds maintenance equipment. The vehicle mix will be 

comparable with existing vehicles on surrounding roads. The proposed project is not expected to result in 

a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 

without the project. Noise generated by the guests, visitors and employees is expected to be consistent 

with noise levels at typical church facilities and will not exceed City standards. Project-related vehicles 

will be consistent with vehicles currently using area roadways. 

 

The Project noise level contributions are expected to be less than significant at adjacent noise-sensitive 

land uses. Less than significant impacts are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 d)  A substantial temporary or periodic  

  increase in ambient noise levels in the  

  project vicinity above levels existing  

  without the project?            

Discussion: 

Sensitive receivers are generally defined as locations where people reside or where the presence of 

unwanted sound could otherwise adversely affect the use of the land. Noise-sensitive land uses are 

generally considered to include: schools, hospitals, single-family dwellings, mobile home parks, churches, 

libraries, and recreation areas.  Moderately noise-sensitive land uses typically include: multi-family 

dwellings, hotels, motels, dormitories, out-patient clinics, cemeteries, golf courses, country clubs, 

athletic/tennis clubs, and equestrian clubs.  Land uses that are considered relatively insensitive to noise 

include business, commercial, and professional developments.  Land uses that are typically not affected 

by noise include: industrial, manufacturing, utilities, agriculture, natural open space, undeveloped land, 

parking lots, warehousing, liquid and solid waste facilities, salvage yards, and transit terminals. 

 

The construction activities required to implement the proposed project will create short-term noise 

increases that will be noticeable to noise-sensitive receptors within the area surrounding the project site. 

The intensity of the noise impacts will depend upon the proximity of the noise-sensitive land uses to the 

area under construction, the number and type of construction equipment operating each day, and the length 

of time each piece of equipment is used. 

 

Two types of noise impacts should be considered during the construction phase. First, the transport of 

workers, equipment, and building materials to and from the construction site will incrementally increase 

noise levels along the roadways leading to and from the site. Second, the noise generated by the actual on-

site construction activities should be considered. 
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The transport of workers, equipment, and building materials to and from the construction site will 

incrementally increase noise levels along the roadways leading to and from the site. The increase, although 

temporary in nature, could be audible to noise receptors located along the roadways utilized for this 

purpose.  

The peak levels of construction noise may result in impacts to residents in the project vicinity during the 

construction activities however they are expected to be temporary and intermittent. Construction activities 

will be limited by the Indio Noise Ordinance as described previously. Employee parking and construction 

staging areas will be identified prior to issuance of any grading or building permits. Following 

implementation of standard conditions, less than significant impacts are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  For a project located within an  

  airport land use plan or, where such  

  a plan has not been adopted, within  

  two miles of a public airport or public  

  use airport, would the project expose  

  people residing or working in the project  

  area to excessive noise levels?          

 
Discussion: 

The project property is located approximately 1.25 miles north of the existing Bermuda Dunes Airport, 

which is privately owned and is therefore not deemed a public airport facility. No impacts are anticipated 

related to this issue.  

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 f)  For a project within the vicinity of a  

  private airstrip, would the project expose  

  people residing or working in the project  

  area to excessive noise levels?          
 

Discussion: 

Based on the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission’s (RCALUC) Background Data: Bermuda 

Dunes Airport and Environs, the project property is situated within the Bermuda Dunes Airport’s 

Influence Area (AIA) and Airport Compatibility Zone E (Other Airport Environs). Compatibility Zone E 

is the least restrictive of the zoning areas, as it applies to AIA properties with the greatest separation from 

airport facilities. As such, this zone provides no maximum densities or intensities, but does restrict heights 

to a maximum of 150 feet. The Riverside County ALUC did review the proposed project and issued a 

finding of Consistency on April 26, 2018 (Case ZAP 1073BD18).   

 

The Riverside County ALUC did review the proposed project and issued a finding of Consistency on 

April 26, 2018 (Case ZAP 1073BD18).   Bermuda Dunes Airport is a privately-owned facility with highly 

seasonal activity. Airport management records summarized in the RCALUCP indicate that winter is the 

peak season, when aircraft operations are at their highest. As indicated in the Noise Compatibility 
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Contours maps BD-4 through BD-8 of the RCALUCP, the entire project is located outside the mapped 

noise levels, including 55, 60 and 65 CNEL contours. As such, the proposed uses of the property and its 

occupants will not be impacted by any of the measured airport-related noise intervals associated with this 

airport facility, primarily due to distance. Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

 a)  Induce substantial population growth in  

  an area, either directly (for example, by  

  proposing new homes and businesses)  

  or indirectly (for example, through extension  

  of roads or other infrastructure)?          
 

Discussion: 

As previously discussed, the project proposes to develop the entire site into a multi-building church 

campus with a total of four buildings, an outdoor amphitheater, rolling lawns, event space, and parking 

facilities. No residential uses are proposed as part of this project. Approval and development of the 

proposed project is not expected to increase population growth in the area. The project is consistent with 

the sites land use and zoning designation of Equestrian Estates. Places of worship and churches are an 

allowed used in this district with a Conditional Use Permit. It is anticipated that employment generated 

by the construction of this development would be filled by local residents or regional commuters and 

relocation is not expected. The project has vehicular access off of Youngs Way and Jefferson Street and 

indirect growth from extension of roads and infrastructure is not anticipated. The project will be served 

by the existing roads and infrastructure with minor upgrades and connections. Therefore, the project is not 

anticipated to induce substantial growth either directly or indirectly and less than significant impacts are 

expected.    

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing  

  housing, necessitating the construction of  

  replacement housing elsewhere?          
 

Discussion: 

The proposed project currently operates as a plant nursery and will not involve demolition activities of 

existing structures or residences.  Therefore, no replacement housing will be required and no impacts are 

expected.   

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
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 c)  Displace substantial numbers of people,  

  necessitating the construction of  

  replacement housing elsewhere?          
 

Discussion: 

The proposed project is currently a plant nursery and contains no residential uses. No people will be 

displaced as a result of the proposed project and the construction of replacement housing would not be 

needed. No impacts are expected. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 a)  Would the project result in substantial  

  adverse physical impacts associated  

  with the provision of new or physically  

  altered governmental facilities, need for  

  new or physically altered governmental  

  facilities, the construction of which could  

  cause significant environmental impacts,  

  in order to maintain acceptable service  

  ratios, response times or other performance  

  objectives for any of the public services: 

  

Fire protection?                 
 

Discussion: 

The City of Indio contracts with Riverside County Fire Department/Cal Fire (RCFD) for a full range of 

fire and emergency services 24 hours a day, 7-days a week.  According to the City of Indio Fire 

Department’s website, the City has 4 active fire stations and a total of 56 full-time personnel. Fire Station 

No.1 (86) serves as the headquarter station for Indio.  It is located at 46990 Jackson Street is approximately 

5.9 miles away from the proposed project site. There are 22 firefighters assigned to this station, they staff 

one fire engine, one ladder truck and one paramedic ambulance. Additional equipment assigned includes 

one reserve fire engine, one reserve ambulance, and one water tender. Fire Station No. 3 (88) serves the 

west side of Indio, and is located at 46621 Madison Street, and approximately 3.5 miles away. This station 

is staffed with 11 firefighters, one fire engine, one paramedic ambulance and one reserve ambulance.   

 

Fire station 4 (80) is located within Sun City Shadow Hills at 81-025 Avenue 40, this station serves Sun 

City and has one Type 1 engine, one medic unit and one reserve medic unit, it is approximately 1.7 miles 

from away from the project and staffed with 5 firefighters.  Fire station 5 (87) is located at 42-900 Golf 

Center Parkway and is approximately 6.0 miles away, staffed with 3 fire firefighters and has one Type 1 

engine. Per the Riverside County / CAL Fire 2016 Annual Report, the Indio fire department responded to 

over 7,100 calls in 2016.  

 

The project proposes to develop a master planned church campus on approximately 18.5 acres of disturbed 

vacant land. The development would consist of four buildings including a primary worship building, a 
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multi-purpose building (youth center, administration building, and café), a classroom building, 

maintenance building, an amphitheater, children’s playgrounds, lawns, event spaces, and parking 

facilities.  

 

Development of the proposed project would result in an increase in demand for fire services, however 

based on the project sites close proximity to fire stations 3 and 4, in addition to the existing infrastructure 

in place, the proposed project could be adequately served within the standard 5-minute emergency 

response time and no new or expanded facilities would be required. The project will be reviewed by City 

and fire officials to ensure adequate service and fire safety continue to be maintained as a result of project 

implementation.     

 

Additionally, the project would be required to implement all applicable and current California Fire Code 

Standards. This would include the installation of fire hydrants, as well as automatic fire sprinkler systems. 

The project will also be required to comply with the City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) to assist with 

the funding of public facilities and services, including fire. Payment of these fees helps to offset costs by 

providing revenue for necessary improvements to ensure, acceptable fire facilities, response times, 

equipment and personnel are maintained. Therefore, less than significant impacts are expected.      

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None   

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
  

Police protection?           
 

Discussion: 

Police services are provided by the Indio Police Department.  According to the Police Department’s web 

site, the Indio Police Department employs approximately 62 sworn officers and 37 non-sworn staff, 

totaling 99 authorized positions. Additionally, the Department is supported by the Citizens Helping Indio 

Police (CHIP) volunteer program who logged over 8,384 hours of service to the community. The City of 

Indio Police Department is located at 46-800 South Jackson Street in Indio, approximately 6.0 miles from 

the subject property.   

 

As previously discussed, the project proposes to develop a master planned church campus on 

approximately 18.5 acres of disturbed vacant land. The development would consist of four buildings 

including a primary worship building, a multi-purpose building (youth center, administration building, 

and café), a classroom building, maintenance building, an amphitheater, children’s playgrounds, lawns, 

event spaces, and parking facilities.  

 

The project will be reviewed by City and police officials to ensure adequate response times and public 

safety is maintained as a result of project implementation.     

 

The proposed project could result in additional incident calls but not to the extent that would substantially 

delay response times or create a demand that would require the construction of a new police station or 

new facilities. The project would also be required to comply with Development Impact Fees in place at 

the time of construction. These fees on new development allow the City to continue to finance public 

facilities including public services such as police. It also assists in offsetting impacts by providing 

sufficient revenue for necessary emergency service improvements to ensure acceptable response times, 
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equipment and personnel are maintained. Therefore, development of the proposed project will result in 

less than significant impacts to police services.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None  

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

Schools?            

Discussion: 

Desert Sands Unified School District (DSUSD) provides public education services to most of the City 

with the exception of the southern portions of the City, which are served by Coachella Valley Unified 

School District (CVUSD). The proposed project lies within the DSUSD. The nearest school is Shadow 

Hills High, approximately 0.3 miles away from the project site. The project proposes to develop a multi-

building church campus and would not introduce permanent residents requiring public education.   

 

Education funding comes from a combination of federal, state, and local sources. Assembly Bill 2926 and 

Senate Bill (SB 50) allow for school districts to collect development fees for all new construction for 

residential/commercial and industrial use.  At the time of writing, the DSUSD developer fee is $3.79/sq/ft 

for residential and $0.61 sq.ft. for commercial/industrial. Monies collected are used for construction and 

reconstruction of school facilities. Moreover, school age children may also attend several private schools 

located in the Coachella Valley. The project will comply with DSUSD development fees and less than 

significant impacts on school facilities are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
 
   

Parks?             
 

Discussion: 

The City of Indio provides a wide range of park and recreation facilities with various amenities. The 

church campus will include large open space area in the form of retention, open lawn areas, event lawns, 

a children’s garden and playgrounds. The proposed project would not create an additional demand for 

public park facilities, nor result in the need to modify existing or the construction of new park facilities. 

Therefore, no impacts to parks are expected as a result of project implementation.  

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
   

Other public facilities?          
 

Discussion: 

No increase in demand for government services or other public facilities is expected beyond those 

discussed in this section.  

 

  Cumulative Impacts:  None 
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 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

XV. RECREATION  

 a)  Would the project increase the use  

  of existing neighborhood and regional  

  parks or other recreational facilities such  

  that substantial physical deterioration  

  of the facility would occur or  

  be accelerated?            

 
Discussion: 

The City of Indio has approximately 220 acres of recreational facilities, including 8 neighborhood and 

community parks, the County Fairgrounds, the Indio Municipal Golf Course, and the County Desert Park. 

As previously discussed, the Project includes large open space area in the form of retention, open lawn 

areas, event lawns, a children’s garden and playgrounds. The project will comply with the city’s Park in-

lieu fees and other development impact fees. The Project will not substantially increase use of existing 

parks to the point of accelerated deterioration, and less than significant impacts are expected. 
 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

 b)  Does the project include recreational  

  facilities or require the construction  

  or expansion of recreational facilities  

  which might have an adverse physical  

  effect on the environment?           
 

Discussion: 

As discussed previously, the project will include large open space areas, lawns, event space and children’s 

garden and playground. Project implementation and operation of the proposed recreational amenities on-

site is expected to result in less than significant impacts. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance  

or Policy establishing measures of effectiveness 

for the performance of the circulation system,  

taking into account all modes of transportation  

including mass transit and non-motorized travel  

and relevant components of the circulation system, 

including but not limited to intersections, streets, 

highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 

paths, and mass transit?                                     
 

Discussion: 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared for the Garden Fellowship church campus by Urban 

Crossroads, September 24, 2018. The Garden Fellowship Project, is a church campus that includes an 

1,800-seat worship center (1,344 fixed seats and 456 portable seats.) The campus also includes separate 

accommodations for teens/children, an amphitheater, children’s garden, café, church office and 

maintenance facility.  

 

The proposed project is not expected to conflict with local plans pertaining to traffic and circulation. 

Development of this project is not expected to substantially increase demand on the circulation system. 

 

The project is located at the southwest corner of Jefferson Street and Youngs Way.  Jefferson Street is 

designated a north/south, four-lane Secondary Roadway according to the City of Indio Circulation 

Element Roadway Classifications (Exhibit 3-4 GPU.) Youngs Way, is an east/west, two lane dirt road and 

forms the northern boundary of the project as well as the projects primary (full) access point. Youngs way 

is a proposed Collector Roadway that is located at the approximate mid-point of Jefferson Street between 

Avenue 38 and Avenue 39.  The site’s access point at Youngs Way is currently unimproved. A second 

driveway is proposed for access at the southeast corner of the project (right in/right out only.)  

 

The TIA describes Jefferson Street as providing a connection between residential neighborhoods north of 

the I-10 freeway and other community features in the City south of the I-10 corridor. From Avenue 38 to 

Avenue 39, Jefferson Street is a two-lane divided roadway. From Avenue 39 to Avenue 40, Jefferson 

Street is a four-lane divided roadway. 

 

Avenue 38 west of and east of Jefferson Street has two lanes, divided by a continuous center left-turn lane. 

Avenue 39 west of Jefferson Street has two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane and a center median. 

Avenue 40 east of Jefferson Street has two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane without a center 

median. West of Jefferson Street, Avenue 40 has two lanes without a center median. 

 

According to the TIA, and the General Plan Circulation Element, four-lane roadways are divided by either 

a raised median with turn pockets or a center left-turn lane. Provisions for bicycle and pedestrian mobility 

should be emphasized along 4-lane roadways due to the variety of land uses they provide access to 

including schools, parks and open space, commercial destinations and mixed uses. 
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The TIA further states that Jefferson Street is classified as a 6-lane Major Arterial south of Avenue 40. 

Between Avenue 40 and Avenue 38, Jefferson Street is a 4-lane Secondary Highway, which includes a 

Median or Center Left-Turn Lane. Avenue 38 and Avenue 40 are also 4-lane Secondary Highways in the 

study area. 

 

According to the TIA, two Sunday services are planned to occur weekly and are expected to generate peak 

traffic activity. Initially, Sunday Services are proposed to be held twice, one at 9:00 am and one at 11:00 

am. Future growth may result in the addition of a third service if needed. The maximum anticipated is a 

total of four Sunday Services, if necessary. Initial occupancy (Phase 1) is anticipated to include 900 seats 

in 2020, with project buildout at 1800 seats by 2025. The amphitheater will not be used concurrently with 

the sanctuary on a typical Sunday morning. Weddings are generally held on Saturdays. Weekday activity 

includes services on Wednesday and Bible studies on Mondays and Tuesdays. The mid-week usage is 

projected to be significantly less than that of Sunday mornings.   

 

To estimate trips generated by the proposed project, church staff and volunteers collected data and 

coordinated with Urban Crossroads, Inc on a peak season Sunday. This effort was intended to understand 

traffic activity currently generated by attendance at their existing church facility.  Inbound and outbound 

rates were determined by this methodology. Rates were anticipated to be determined largely by the diverse 

family structure of church members. Vehicles entering and exiting the site were quantified as well as 

additional vehicles that were parked on adjacent properties and streets associated with church attendees. 

To capture multiple service arrivals and departures, vehicle inventories were conducted between 7:30 am 

and 2:00 pm in 15-minute increments. The data was then processed to develop inbound and outbound trip 

generation rates that were then utilized to project the estimated trips associated with a larger, yet 

demographically similar, congregation.  

 

As stated by the TIA, the proposed project is anticipated to contribute approximately 3,098 daily trip-ends 

on a typical Sunday (fully occupied) with 1,413 vehicles per hour (VPH) during the AM peak hour 

between services, and 763 VPH during the midday (MD) peak hour after the second service. For project 

Phase 1 Opening Year (2020) conditions, approximately 1,868 trip-ends per fully occupied Sunday, with 

644 vehicles per hour (VPH) during the AM peak hour between services, and 247 VPH during the midday 

(MD) peak hour after the second service are anticipated. 

 

Five study area intersections were selected for the TIA based on consultation with City of Indio staff.  

1. Jefferson Street/Avenue 38 

2. Jefferson Street/Avenue 39 

3. Jefferson Street/Avenue 40 

4. Jefferson Street/Youngs Way 

5. Jefferson Street/South Driveway 

 

The TIA states that in accordance with discussions with Indio staff, the following scenarios on a typical 

Sunday morning were analyzed: 

 

• Existing Peak Season Conditions 
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• Existing plus Project (E+P) Conditions 

• Opening Year (2020) Ambient Conditions 

• Opening Year (2020) with Project Conditions 

• Project Buildout Year (2025) Ambient Conditions 

• Project Buildout Year (2025) With Project Conditions 

 

Level of Service (LOS) is a measure of transportation system performance based upon the ratio of traffic 

volume relative to the capacity of the roadway or intersection. The volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) 

indicates the overall performance of the roadway segment or intersection and corresponds to a rating of A 

through F identifying its level of capacity utilization and relative level of congestion. LOS A represents 

free-flow traffic with little or no delay whereas LOS F represents a breakdown of traffic flow and a high 

incidence of delay.  
 

The TIA indicates that the report considered that a significant impact would occur (a) if the proposed 

Project causes the LOS to degrade to below D, or (b) if the proposed Project causes the level of service to 

change from LOS E to LOS F. 

 

Additionally, a significant impact would be projected to occur at an intersection if the proposed Project 

causes an increase in delay of 2 seconds or more to an intersection currently operating at LOS E; or 1 

second to an intersection currently operating at LOS F. 

 

Existing Intersection Conditions 

The three existing study area intersections operated at an acceptable LOS during the peak hours. 

 

1. Jefferson Street/Avenue 38 - LOS “A” AM and MD peak hours 

2. Jefferson Street/Avenue 39 - LOS “A” AM and MD peak hours 

3. Jefferson Street/Avenue 40 - LOS “B” AM and MD peak hours 

 

The following table represents the LOS at the study intersections for the existing year 2018 conditions. 

The table compares two scenarios of conditions per intersection at buildout.  
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Table XVI – 1 

Intersection Analysis Summary For Existing (2018) Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 

Control 

(Note 3) 

Intersection Approach Lanes 

(Note 1) 

Delay 

(Secs) 

(Note 2) 

Level of 

Service 

(Note 2) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound AM MD AM MD 

L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R 

1 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 38 

AWS 0/1!/0 0.5/0.5/d 1/1/0 1/1/d 8.2 8.3 A A 

2 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 39 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/d 1/1/1> 1/1/d 5.4 6.3 A A 

3 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 40 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/0 1/1/0 1/1/1> 17.5 16.5 B B 

4 Jefferson St./ 

Youngs Way 

- Future Intersection    

5 Jefferson St/ S. 

Project 

Driveway 

- Future Intersection    

1. When a right turn is designated the land can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must 

be sufficient for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 

L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap Phasing; d = Defacto Right Turn Lane 

2. Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are 

shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control. 

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown. 

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software. 

3. TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop 

 

Proposed Intersection Conditions 

As discussed previously, the peak hours that were selected for analysis were: 

• Sunday AM Peak Hour (peak hour between 9:30 AM and 11:30 AM) 

• Sunday MD Peak Hour (peak hour between 12:00 PM and 2:00 PM) 

 
Table XVI – 2 

The Garden Fellowship Trip Generation Summary 

Sunday Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use ITE LU 

Code 

Quantity AM Peak Hour MD Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Church (Note 1) 1800 Seats 0.357 0.428 0.785 0.018 0.406 0.424 1.721 

 
Sunday Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use ITE LU 

Code 

Quantity AM Peak Hour MD Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Phase 1 (2020) 

Church (Note 1) 900 Seats 293 351 644 14 333 347 1,868 

Project Buildout (2025) 

Church (Note 1) 1800 Seats 643 770 1,413 32 731 763 3,098 

1. Source: Sunday survey data at existing site. 
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Table XVI – 3 

Intersection Analysis Summary For Existing Plus Project Buildout Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 

Control 

(Note 3) 

Intersection Approach Lanes 

(Note 1) 

Delay 

(Secs) 

(Note 2) 

Level of 

Service 

(Note 2) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound AM MD AM MD 

L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R 

1 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 38 

AWS 0/1!/0 0.5/0.5/d 1/1/0 1/1/d 9.0 9.0 A A 

2 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 39 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/d 1/1/1> 1/1/d 6.0 5.8 A A 

3 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 40 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/0 1/1/0 1/1/1> 14.9 13.3 B B 

4 Jefferson St./ 

Youngs Way 

CSS 1/1/0 0/0.5/0.5 1/0/1 0/0/0 13.0 11.5 B B 

5 Jefferson St/ S. 

Project 

Driveway 

CSS 0/1/0 0/1/0 0/0/1 0/0/0 22.7 18.9 C C 

1. When a right turn is designated the land can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must 

be sufficient for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 

 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1=Improvement 

2. Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are 

shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control. 

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown. 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS) 

3. TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop; CSS = Controlled  

 

Table XVI – 4 

Intersection Analysis Summary For Opening Year (2020) With Project Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 

Control 

(Note 3) 

Intersection Approach Lanes 

(Note 1) 

Delay 

(Secs) 

(Note 2) 

Level of 

Service 

(Note 2) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound AM MD AM MD 

L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R 

1 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 38 

AWS 0/1!/0 0.5/0.5/d 1/1/0 1/1/d 8.6 8.7 A A 

2 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 39 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/d 1/1/1> 1/1/d 4.9 4.9 A A 

3 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 40 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/0 1/1/0 1/1/1> 13.9 13.8 B B 

4 Jefferson St./ 

Youngs Way 

CSS 1/1/0 0/0.5/0.5 1/0/1 0/0/0 26.3 10.1 D B 

5 Jefferson St/ S. 

Project 

Driveway 

CSS 0/1/0 0/1/0 0/0/1 0/0/0 11.4 10.9 B B 

1. When a right turn is designated the land can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must 

be sufficient for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 
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 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1=Improvement 

2. Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are 

shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control. 

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown. 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS) 

3. TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop; CSS = Controlled  

 

Table XVI – 5 

Intersection Analysis Summary For Project Buildout (2025) with Project Conditions 

# Intersection Traffic 

Control 

(Note 3) 

Intersection Approach Lanes 

(Note 1) 

Delay 

(Secs) 

(Note 2) 

Level of 

Service 

(Note 2) 

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound AM MD AM MD 

L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R L/T/R 

1 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 38 

AWS 0/1!/0 0.5/0.5/d 1/1/0 1/1/d 9.3 9.3 A A 

2 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 39 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/d 1/1/1> 1/1/d 7.0 6.2 A A 

3 Jefferson St./ 

Avenue 40 

TS 1/1/1 1/1/0 1/1/0 1/1/1> 16.1 14.4 B B 

4 Jefferson St./ 

Youngs Way 

CSS 1/1/0 0/0.5/0.5 1/0/1 0/0/0 13.3 11.7 B B 

5 Jefferson St/ S. 

Project 

Driveway 

CSS 0/1/0 0/1/0 0/0/1 0/0/0 23.9 19.5 C C 

4. When a right turn is designated the land can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane there must 

be sufficient for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. 

 L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1=Improvement 

5. Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are 

shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control. 

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown. 

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS) 

6. TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All Way Stop; CSS = Controlled  

 

As indicated in the previous tables, all intersections will operate at LOS D or better following 

implementation of project improvements and additional recommendations within the TIA.  Improvement 

strategies have been recommended as follows to address potential impacts for With Project.   

  
Access Improvement Strategies for Opening Year (2020) Conditions  
 
The project will construct off-site roadway segment improvements on the following streets:  
 
Roadway Improvements 

• Jefferson Street - half street improvement on the west side as a 4 lane secondary road and 

construct adequate transitions and tapers to join existing improvements north and south of 

Project site. 
• Youngs Way – full street improvements – as a two lane collector road.  
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Intersection Improvements  
Jefferson Street/Youngs Way (#4) 

• Provide stop control for the eastbound approach 

• Northbound (NB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane, maintain existing through lane 

• Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane with a receiving refuge lane on Jefferson 

Street and provide separate right turn lane. 

 

Jefferson Street/South Driveway (#5) 

• Restrict South Driveway to right turns in and right turns out only via raised “pork chop” island 

which restricts the driveway to right turns in/right turns out only and provides a refuge for 

pedestrians crossing the driveway 

• Provide stop control for the eastbound approach 

• Northbound (NB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide right turn lane 
 

The right turn in/out restriction for the Jefferson Street / South Driveway is not anticipated to impact 
adjacent driveways (such as those on the east side of Jefferson Street.) Some off-site street widening is 
necessary on the west side of Jefferson Street north of Youngs Way, in order to achieve appropriate 
directional transitions southbound into the access improvements.  
 
Indio Municipal Code Standard Conditions of Approval 
 
The following items a reflect Indio Municipal Code or City of Indio policy requirements that 
apply to all developments as Conditions of Approval. 
 

1. Jefferson Street shall be improved on and adjacent to the site per the design standards specified 
by the City of Indio. 

 
2. Clear unobstructed sight distances shall be provided at the site access points and at all internal 

intersections. Sight distance should be reviewed at the project access points with respect to City 
of Indio sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, landscape and street 
improvement plans. 

 
3. The site access design shall accommodate the largest vehicles expected to negotiate the access and 

internal circulation system. Landscaping, monuments, and other objects shall be avoided in the 
off-tracking area at the site access connections. 

 
4. The developer shall comply with City requirements regarding the master planned Class I bikeways 

adjacent to the site on Jefferson street. 

 
5. The project proponent shall provide accessible routes of travel (including compliant curb ramps, 

sidewalks, and other improvements) along all public streets and within all public spaces and 
common areas, in accordance with current ADA guidelines and standards. 

 
6. To ensure compliance with City of Indio roadway and access design standards, the final layout 

and site access design shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Traffic Engineer 
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during the development review process. Entry drives, the internal circulation design, and other 
features may require additional street widths, as determined by the City Traffic Engineer. 

 
7. A traffic signing, and striping plan shall be developed in conjunction with detailed construction 

plans for the project site and submitted to the City of Indio for review and approval. 

 
8. The applicant shall coordinate with SunLine Transit Agency regarding the need for public transit 

facilities on- site such as a lighted covered transit shelter or a bus turnout. 

 

9. The project proponent shall contribute various development fees, as required by the City of Indio. 

 

10. The project proponent shall contribute traffic impact mitigation fees, by participating in the 

Traffic Uniform Mitigation Fee ( TUMF) program (see additional discussion in the following 

section b). 

 

As the TIA states, with recommended project access improvements, study area intersections are 

anticipated to operate at acceptable LOS under Existing plus Project, Opening Year (2020), or Project 

Buildout Year (2025) conditions. No significant off-site intersection impacts were identified. 

 

Therefore, the implementation of the recommendations within the TIA and the project’s conditions of 

approval during design, approval and construction will ensure that the Project results in less than 

significant impacts relative to the applicable plan, ordinance or Policy establishing measures of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.  

 

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion 

management program, including, but not limited 

to level of service standards and travel demand 

measures, or other standards established by the 

county congestion management agency for 

designated roads or highways?         
 
 Discussion: 

The Congestion Management Program (CMP,) prepared by the Riverside County Transportation 

Commission (RCTC,) is intended to link land use, transportation and air quality with reasonable growth 

management methods, strategies and programs that effectively utilize new transportation funds to alleviate 

traffic congestion and related impacts. As the designated Congestion Management Agency (CMA), the 

RCTC prepares the CMP that designates a system of highways and roadways to include all State Highway 

facilities within Riverside County and a system of “principal arterials” to be included as the Congestion 

Management System (CMS.) Program updates include consultation with local agencies, the County of 

Riverside, transit agencies and sub-regional agencies like the Coachella Valley Association of 

Governments (CVAG). 

 

It is the responsibility of local agencies, when reviewing and approving development proposals to consider 

the traffic impacts to the CMS.  All development proposals and circulation projects to be included within 

the City of Indio are required to comply with the current policies and procedures set forth by the RCTC’s 

CMP. The CMA provides a uniform database of traffic impacts for use in a countywide transportation 

computer model.  The RCTC has recognized use of the Coachella Valley Area Transportation System 
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(CVATS) sub-regional transportation model and the Riverside Transportation Analysis Model (RIVTAM) 

to analyze traffic impacts associated with development proposals or land use plans.  The methodology for 

measuring LOS must be that contained in the most recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual.   

Traffic standards must be set no lower than LOS E for any segment or intersection on the CMP system 

unless the current LOS is lower (i.e., LOS F). 

 

The following facilities are designated as part of the Riverside County CMP System of Highways and 

Roadways in the Coachella Valley: 
 

• Interstate 10 (San Bernardino County line to State line); 
• State Route 111 (Interstate 10 to Imperial County line); 
• Ramon Road (Interstate 10 to State Route 111); and 
• Monterey Avenue (Interstate 10 to State Route 111). 

 

The project is not anticipated to directly impact the roadway segments designated as part of the CMP. 

 

CVAG has developed a Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) that complements the 

objectives of the CMP. The TUMF program is a regional traffic mitigation program. It is intended 

to address land use and transportation system consistency through an integrated system-wide 

program that is reviewed annually and based upon local agency general plans and associated ITE 

trip generation rates. The number of daily trips generated by each land use is derived from the most 

recent ITE Trip Generation Manual. 

 

The TUMF program is implemented throughout the Coachella Valley.   The member agencies of CVAG 

collect a uniform development impact fee to help fund construction of the regional system of roads, 

streets, and highways (excluding state or federal highways) needed to accommodate growth in the 

region. The TUMF is assessed on all new developments. No tract map, parcel map, conditional use 

permit, land use permit or other entitlement shall be approved unless payment of the mitigation fee 

is a condition of approval for any such entitlement. 

 

Transportation-related improvement projects partially funded by the TUMF program include: arterial 

street construction, street widening, intersection enhancements, and freeway interchange improvements. 

Regional transportation funds are meant to supplement, not replace local revenues and/or developer 

contributions required for approved regional road construction projects.   
 

The Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Ordinance became effective July 1, 1989. The 

TUMF program is a component of the twenty-year Measure Α, sales tax program managed by the 

Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) and approved by voters in November 1988. In 

2002, a thirty-year extension was approved by Riverside County voters and resulted in an expiration date 

of 2039.  

 

Under the TUMF, developers of residential, industrial and commercial property pay a development fee to 

fund transportation projects that will be required as a result of the growth the projects create. TUMF will 

be required as a Condition of Approval for any future development project. 

 

The project is required to implement the payment of TUMF fees, Indio’s Travel Demand Ordinance and 

established LOS requirements. Project implementation is not anticipated to conflict with the regional 
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congestion management program if the project description combined with standard conditions described 

in this discussion, including the payment of TUMF fees, are implemented prior to project construction.  

Less than significant impacts are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns,  

 including either an increase in traffic  

 levels or a change in location that results  

      in substantial safety risks?                                             
 

 
Discussion: 

The proposed project is not of such a size or nature to cause noticeable changes in air traffic levels, patterns 

or a change in traffic location. However, the proposed project is located in the Bermuda Dunes Airport 

Compatibility Zone E.  The Riverside County ALUC issued a finding of Consistency with the 2004 

Bermuda Dunes Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan on April 26, 2018. Less than significant impacts 

are anticipated. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a  

  design feature (e.g., sharp curves or  

  dangerous intersections) or incompatible  

  uses (e.g., farm equipment)?           
   

 Discussion: 

The project site plan has been designed according to City of Indio standards.  It provides an internal 

circulation system without sharp curves or dangerous intersections that is subject to review and approval 

by the City Traffic Engineer during standard City review processes.  The project entry consists of two 

proposed access points. One is a proposed controlled stop entrance at Youngs Lane and Jefferson Street. 

The second proposed access point is at the south driveway, which is projected to be right in and right out 

only. 

 

These driveways have been designed to incorporate proper stacking, sight distance and intersection control 

(e.g. left turn pockets) features.  Automobiles would be the primary vehicle type generated by the project. 

Consequently, the project design will not substantially increase vehicular hazards and impacts would be 

considered less than significant. 

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?         

 
Discussion: 



 
 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 

Page 82  

The project would be reviewed by the Indio Fire and Police Departments as a standard part of the City’s 

review process. Access points will comply with emergency access requirements. Review and approval of 

the site design by these agencies would ensure that impacts related to emergency access would be less 

than significant.    

 

Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 

f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 

performance or safety of such facilities?                    

 
 

Discussion: 

The project is not expected to conflict with the adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, 

bicycle or pedestrian facilities.  

 

The TIA indicates that the City of Indio General Plan Update – Mobility Technical Report provides 

roadway classifications under the Preferred Plan. In the project area, the Secondary roadway classification 

applies to Jefferson Street. Secondary roadways are 4-lane roadways divided by a median with turn 

pockets or a center left-turn lane. 

 

These roadways provide access to major community resources. Provision for bicycle and pedestrian 

mobility should be emphasized along boulevards due to the variety of land uses they provide access to 

including schools, parks and open space, commercial destinations and mixed uses. 

 

The TIA also indicates that Class I Bike lanes and equestrian trails are required along Jefferson Street. 

 

The Sunline Transit Agency operates public bus route along Highway 111, approximately two miles north 

of the project. SunLine Transit Agency buses are wheelchair accessible and include bicycle racks that can 

accommodate either two or three bicycles.   Bike racks and/or bike lockers are proposed by SunLine 

Transit at select bus stop locations. 

 

SunLine Transit Agency contracts with a private provider for SunDial, a door-to-door dial-a-ride service. 

SunDial is a demand response service designed to serve seniors and those with disabilities on an 

appointment basis between 8:30 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. on weekdays, and between 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  

on weekends. In addition to SunDial, a subscription-based transit service is available through agencies 

serving people with disabilities who need regular repetitive trips. 

 

The use of local transit services by future project residents is expected to be a less than significant impact. 

The project proponent is expected to coordinate with this Transit Agency regarding public transit facilities. 

 

The proposed project would improve pedestrian mobility by incorporating external sidewalks and 

pedestrian walkways. Class I bikeways on Jefferson Street frontage will be included in project design. 

These would be reviewed and constructed in conformance with City safety standards. 
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Improvements resulting from the project are expected to enhance, rather than obstruct or conflict with, the 

City’s established goals on public, pedestrian and bicycle transportation or with any existing facilities. 

Impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 

 

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse  

change in the significance of a Tribal cultural  

resource, defined in Public Resource Code  

Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,  

cultural landscape that is geographically  

defined in terms of the size scope of the  

landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural  

value to a California Native American tribe,  

and that is: 

  

 a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California  

            Register of Historical Resources, or in a local  

            Register of Historical Resources as defined  

            in Public Resource Code Section 5020.1 (k)                              

 Discussion: 

As previously discussed in the Cultural discussion of this document, CRM Tech conducted a project and 

site specific study on historical and archaeological resources. This assessment included a records search, 

Native American scoping, historical map research and a field survey. The field survey did not encounter 

onsite buildings or structures. Outside of the project boundaries but within a one-mile radius, EIC records 

show at least 39 previous studies covering various tracts of land and linear features. In all, more than half 

of the land within the scope of the records search has been surveyed, which resulted in the identification 

of 10 historical/archaeological sites within the one-mile radius.  Eight of these known sites were of 

prehistoric, i.e., Native American in origin, including possible habitation sites and scattered ceramic lithic 

artifacts. The nearest was located roughly 0.3 miles south of the project. 

 

The NAHC sacred lands record search did not identify any Native American cultural resources within the 

project area, but noted that the general vicinity remains sensitive for such resources. The NAHC 

recommended that local Native American groups be contacted for further information. On February 1, 

2018, CRM Tech sent written requests for comments to 17 local Native American Tribes. At the time 

CRM Tech concluded their reports, four Tribal representatives responded in writing, they include, the 

Augustine Band of Cahuilla Indians, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Twenty-Nine Palms Band 

of Missions Indians, and the Cahuilla Band of Mission Indians.  

 

Representation for the Augustine Band of Mission Indians indicated that the Tribe was unaware of any 

Native American cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project and encouraged further 

consultation with other Tribes in the vicinity. Additionally, she recommended Native American 
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monitoring of all ground disturbing activities. The remaining three Tribes, Agua Caliente, Twenty-Nine 

Palms, and Cahuilla Band of Indians, identified the site as part of their Tribes Traditional Use Area, the 

representative from Agua Caliente also requested an approved Agua Caliente Native American Cultural 

Resource Monitor. Therefore, less than significant impacts related to historical resources are expected 

following Mitigation Measure CR-2 of this Initial Study.    

 

Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: CR-2  
 
 b) A resource determined by the lead agency,  

            in its discretion and supported by substantial  

            evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria  

            set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources  

            Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria  

            set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources  

            Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall  

            consider the significance of the resource to a  

            California Native American Tribe:             
  
 Discussion: 

Public Resource Code 21074 identifies “Tribal Cultural Resources” as “sites, features, places, cultural 

landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe” and that 

are either included or determined to be eligible for inclusion on the national, state, or local register of 

historic resources, or that are determined by the lead agency, in its discretion, to be significant when taking 

into consideration the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. To ensure that 

significant Tribal Cultural resources are identified and considered, the City of Indio entered into Tribal 

Consultation as required under AB 52, to solicit input from participating local Native American Tribes 

about the project site, and whether there are any known Tribal cultural resources significant to them. The 

City of Indio initiated AB 52 from September 26, 2018 to October 26, 2018. No requests for consultation 

or additional comments were received.   

 

Therefore, less than significant impacts are expected following the implementation of Mitigation Measure 

CR-2 of this initial study.  
 
 Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: CR-2 

 
 
XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project: 

 a)  Exceed wastewater treatment  

  requirements of the applicable Regional  

  Water Quality Control Board?          
 

Discussion: 

The project site is within the Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) service area for domestic water 

and sanitation services. CVWD has developed a Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) pursuant to the 

State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 2006-0003, Statewide General Waste Discharge 

Requirements (WDR) for Sanitary Sewer Systems. The primary goal of the SSMP is to minimize 
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frequency and severity of Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs). The SSMP will cover the management, 

planning, design, and operation and maintenance of the District's sanitary sewer system. The wastewater 

system serves approximately 265,000 customers. The system collects municipal waste from residential 

and commercial users, delivering the collected wastewater to one of six Wastewater Reclamation Plants. 

The system includes approximately 1,100 miles of sewer, 30 lift stations and approximately 17,000 

manholes.  

 

The project proposes to develop a master planned church campus on approximately 18.5 acres of disturbed 

vacant land. The development would consist of four buildings including a primary worship building, a 

multi-purpose building (youth center, administration building, and café), a classroom building, 

maintenance building, an amphitheater, children’s playgrounds, lawns, event spaces, and parking 

facilities. The project is expected to moderately increase wastewater flows and will connect into the 

existing 15” CVWD sewer line on Jefferson Street, through a 4”/6” sewer line improvements that are 

proposed as part of the project design.  CVWD issued a Will Serve Letter dated February 23, 2018, nothing 

that the project’s proposed land use can be accommodated. CVWD’s letter is valid for up to three years 

from date of issuance.  

 

The infrastructure and design components for the project will be consistent with CVWD requirements and 

water management plan. The project will also be reviewed by CVWD and City staff to assure compliance 

with all current and applicable wastewater treatment requirements. Therefore, the project is not expected 

to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Less than 

significant impacts are expected as a result of project implementation.   

 
 Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 b)  Require or result in the construction of  

  new water or wastewater treatment  

  facilities or expansion of existing facilities,  

  the construction of which could cause  

  significant environmental effects?          
 

Discussion: 

As previously stated, the project site falls within the service area CVWD. They are the largest water 

provider of potable water in the Coachella Valley. They operate more than 100 wells and serve a 

population of 283,000 in its service area. CVWD’s 2012 adopted Water Management Plan and 2010 Urban 

Water Management Plan have been developed to assist the agency in reliably meeting current and future 

water demands in a cost-effective manner. Additionally, CVWD treats nearly 6.3 billion gallons of 

wastewater a year. The District operates six (6) water reclamation plants and maintains more than 1,000 

miles of sewer pipeline and more than thirty (30) lift stations that transport wastewater to the nearest 

treatment facility. The nearest wastewater treatment plant to the project site is WRP-7, located in north 

Indio. The plant is a 50 mgd secondary treatment facility with a current treatment capacity of 2.5 mgd. 

The average annual flow is 2.11 mgd (2,400 AFY). Per the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan 

2010 Update, a plant expansion is under design that would increase the plant capacity to 7.5 mgd. 

 

The proposed project would connect into the existing infrastructure located on Jefferson Street and will 
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comply with the existing water management plan in place. As previously discussed, a Will Serve Letter 

dated February 2017, has been provided by CVWD and the project’s land use and density can be 

accommodated. The proposed development would be expected to implement water conservation measures 

to reduce impacts to public water supplies. These measures include low-flow plumbing fixtures, drought 

tolerant (native) outdoor landscaping, and water efficient irrigation systems. The project will undergo 

further review by CVWD and City staff to ensure wastewater capacity and compliance with the current 

wastewater treatment requirements. Additionally, sewer and water installation and connection fees in 

place at the time of development will be collected by CVWD. No new or expanded treatment facilities are 

expected as a result of project implementation, and the project is not expected to exceed wastewater 

capacity. Therefore, less than significant impacts are expected as a result of project implementation.  

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 c) Require or result in the construction of  

  new storm water drainage facilities or  

  expansion of existing facilities, the  

  construction of which could cause  

  significant environmental effects?          
 

Discussion: 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 establishes regulations pertaining to the discharge of pollutants to 

waters of the U. S. from point sources. Subsequent amendments to the CWA in 1987 established a 

framework for regulating non-point source stormwater discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES). The proposed project is located within the Whitewater River Watershed in 

the Colorado River Region (Region 7). The City of Indio is a permittee of the Whitewater River Watershed 

MS4. Individual projects, like the proposed development, are required to comply with these existing 

regulations.  

 

Based on current FIRM panel 06065C1620G, effective since August 28, 2008, the project is located in 

Zone X, an area of minimal flooding. The project and its surroundings are not located within a Special 

Flood Hazard Area or a regulatory floodway subject to inundation by the 100-year flood event. As 

designed the proposed development would not considerably alter the existing flood zone characteristics 

identified in the FEMA maps. As discussed in the Hydrology section of this initial study, stormwater 

runoff generated by the project will be managed by an engineered storm drainage system sized to handle 

the controlling storm event without incurring flooding impacts to the proposed homes. The proposed 

improvement plans, which will be subject to agency review and approval, ensure that the proposed grading 

and drainage conditions are acceptable to the City standards. 

 

The project will comply with the City’s drainage requirements by preventing the discharge and transport 

of untreated runoff associated with the project.   As a standard requirement, the Project proponent will be 

required to develop and implement a Project-Specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to 

comply with the most current standards of the Whitewater River Region Water Quality Management Plan 

for Urban Runoff and the Whitewater River Watershed MS4 Permit. The Project-Specific WQMP will 

identify a strategy of site design, source controls, and treatment controls with a maintenance and 

monitoring program that, throughout the life of the Project will address post-construction runoff quality 
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and quantity. No new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities are anticipated from project 

implementation. Less than significant impacts are anticipated.  

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 d)  Have sufficient water supplies available  

  to serve the project from existing  

  entitlements and resources, or are new  

  or expanded entitlements needed?          
 
Discussion: 

Groundwater is the primary source of domestic water supply in the Coachella Valley. CVWD obtains 

groundwater from both Whitewater River and the Mission Creek subbasins. CVWD’s domestic water 

system provided 92,974-acre feet (AF) of water per year to 216,861 residents. This amount is 18 percent 

less than the average use for the previous five years. Annual urban water demands are projected to increase 

to 194,300 AF by 2040 based on the estimated population growth of the service area. CVWD’s 2012 

adopted Water Management Plan and 2015 Urban Water Management Plan have been developed to assist 

the agency in reliably meeting current and future water demands in a cost-effective manner. The 

comprehensive Water Management Plan guides efforts to eliminate overdraft, prevent groundwater level 

decline, protect water quality, and prevent land subsidence. The 2015 UWMP serves as a planning tool 

that documents actions in support of long-term water resources planning and ensures adequate water 

supplies are available to meet the existing and future urban water demands.   

 

According to CVWD’s 2015 UWMP, the district has a 2020 target water use demand of 473 gpcd. The 

UWMP further states that the district’s 2015 actual per capita daily water use of 383 gpcd is currently 19 

percent below the 2020 target of 473 gpcd. CVWD has currently achieved its water use target but 

continues to implement demand management measures to reduce per capita water use. CVWD anticipates 

the average per capita use by its existing customers will at least maintain the 383 gpcd average observed 

in 2015. Additionally, CVWD anticipates that future CVWD users will achieve a 291 gpcd average usage 

across all customer classes due to implementation of plumbing code and updated landscape ordinance 

requirements.  Moreover, the City’s Municipal Code has several Ordinances to ensure water supply and 

conservation measures are in place.  

 

The 2015 UWMP identifies institutional and governmental water users are dedicated to public service. 

This user class typically includes, among other users schools, higher education institutions, courts, 

churches, hospitals, government facilities, and non-profit research institutions. CVWD classifies these 

users as “Public Agency” uses. Most existing and all new institutional customers are required to have 

separate landscape irrigation services. Public agency use represents about 1.2 percent of water use and 

less than 0.3 percent of connections. Future public agency use is expected to be lower in response to 

CalGreen requirements. 

 

The project site currently operates as a palm nursery but does not utilize domestic water. The project is 

proposing a master planned church campus which will result in an increase to domestic water demand. As 

previously discussed, a Will Serve Letter dated February 2016, has been provided by CVWD and the 

project’s proposed land use can be accommodated for potable water. The proposed project will connect 
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into the existing infrastructure on Jefferson Street through onsite improvements of a 4” PVC water line 

and 12” water line for fire. The project will comply with the existing water management program in place.  

 

The infrastructure and design components for the project will be consistent with CVWD requirements and 

water management plan. The project will also be reviewed by CVWD and City staff to assure compliance 

with all current and applicable requirements. The proposed development will be expected to implement 

water conservation measures to reduce impacts to public water supplies.  

 

Additionally, water installation and connection fees in place at the time of development will be collected 

by CVWD. Therefore, no new infrastructure will be required as a result of project implementation and 

less than significant impacts are expected.     

 

 Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 e)  Result in a determination by the  

  wastewater treatment provider which  

  serves or may serve the project that it  

  has adequate capacity to serve the  

  project’s projected demand in addition  

  to the provider’s existing commitments?         

 
 Discussion: 

Wastewater generated by the Project will be conveyed to the CVWD Wastewater Reclamation Plant. As 

previously discussed, CVWD operates 6 water reclamation plants and maintains more than 1,000 miles of 

sewer pipelines and more than 30 lift stations that transport wastewater to the nearest treatment facility 

and nearly 6.3 billion gallons of wastewater is treated yearly. Per CVWD’s website, current expansions 

and improvements to the wastewater collection system and reclamation plans are taking place throughout 

the Coachella Valley. Therefore, sufficient capacity is available, and impacts would be less than 

significant. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient  

  permitted capacity to accommodate the  

  project’s solid waste disposal needs?           

 
  
  Discussion: 

Recycling Solid waste disposal and recycling services for the City of Indio are provided by Burrtec Waste 

and Services, the City of Indio’s franchise trash hauler.  Residential waste collected from the proposed 

project will be hauled to the Coachella Valley Transfer Station.  This facility has a permitted daily capacity 

of 3,700 tons per day (tpd) of solid waste.  Waste from this transfer station is then sent to a permitted 

landfill or recycling facility outside of the Coachella Valley. These include Badlands Disposal Site, El 

Sobrante Sanitary Landfill and Lamb Canyon Disposal Site. Cal-Recycle data indicates the Bandlands 

Disposal site has 15,748.799 cubic yards of remaining capacity, the El Sobrante Landfill has a remaining 



 
 

 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

 
 Less Than 

Significant with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

 

Page 89  

capacity of 145,530,000 tons of solid waste, and Lamb Canyon Disposal has a remaining solid waste 

capacity of 19,242,950 cubic yards.   

 

As part of its long-range planning and management activities, the Riverside County Waste Management 

Department (RCWMD) ensures that Riverside County has a minimum of 15 years of capacity, at any time, 

for future landfill disposal. The 15-year projection of disposal capacity is prepared each year by as part of 

the annual reporting requirements for the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan. The most 

recent 15-year projection by the RCWMD indicates that no additional capacity is needed to dispose of 

countywide waste through 2024, with a remaining disposal capacity of 28,561,626 tons in the year 2024 

(County of Riverside 2015b).  

 

In addition, all future development would be required to comply with the mandatory commercial and 

multi-family recycling requirements of Assembly Bill 341. The project will comply with all applicable 

solid waste statutes, policies and guidelines. Therefore, less than significant impacts are expected relative 

to solid waste and applicable regulations. 

 

  Cumulative Impacts:  None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 g)  Comply with federal, state, and local  

  statutes and regulations related to  

  solid waste?             

 

Discussion: 

All solid waste activities will be carried out in compliance with the State, Federal and local statues 

regulating solid waste. The project is not anticipated to hinder or impede future compliance. No impacts 

are anticipated relative to compliance with statues and regulations of solid waste. 

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

Mitigation Measures: None 

 
 
XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS  

          OF SIGNIFICANCE -- 

 a)  Does the project have the potential  

  to degrade the quality of the environment, 

  substantially reduce the habitat of a  

  fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or  

  wildlife population to drop below  

  self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate  

  a plant or animal community, reduce the  

  number or restrict the range of a rare or  

  endangered plant or animal or eliminate  

  important examples of the major periods  

  of California history or prehistory?         
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Discussion: 

As concluded in the Biological and Cultural Resources sections of this document, the proposed project 

would result in “no impacts” or “less than significant impacts with mitigation” to these resources. The 

project is compatible with the City of Indio General Plan, Zoning and the surrounding vicinity. The project 

will not significantly degrade the overall quality of the region’s environment, or substantially reduce the 

habitat of a wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 

threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 

endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 

prehistory. Based upon the information and mitigation measures provided within this Initial Study, 

approval and implementation of the project is not expected to substantially alter or degrade the quality of 

the environment, including biological, cultural or historical resources. Less than significant impacts with 

mitigation are expected.     

  

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: See previous sections. 
 
 b)  Does the project have impacts that are  

  individually limited, but cumulatively  

  considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable"  

  means that the incremental effects of a  

  project are considerable when viewed in  

  connection with the effects of past projects,  

  the effects of other current projects, and  

  the effects of probable future projects)?        

 
Discussion: 

The proposed project and its location is found to be adequate and consistent with existing federal, state 

and local policies and is a consistent land use with the City of Indio General Plan and Zoning. Approval 

and implementation of the proposed project will result in less than significant impacts related to 

cumulatively considerable impacts.  

 

 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: None 
 
 c)  Does the project have environmental  

  effects which will cause substantial  

  adverse effects on human beings,  

  either directly or indirectly?          
  

Discussion: 

The proposed project will not result in impacts related to environmental effects that will cause substantial 

adverse effects on human beings as analyzed in this IS/MND. Additionally, the project has been designed 

to comply with established design guidelines and current building standards which will be further 

reviewed by the City as part their approval process.  Based upon the findings provided in this document, 

and mitigation measures and standard conditions incorporated into the project, implementation of 

proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings and lee than significant 

impacts are expected.  
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 Cumulative Impacts: None 

 Mitigation Measures: See previous sections. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION & SETTING 
1.1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

he Garden Fellowship Project Master Plan (PMP) is organized into five chapters, as 
described below.  

Chapter 1, Introduction & Setting: This section provides an overview of the document, 
project setting, legislative authority for the PMP, entitlement process and other 

contextual information. 

Chapter 2, Master Plan: This section describes the primary master plan components required 
for orderly development of the property. These include land use, circulation, landscaped areas, 
water and sewer, grading and drainage, and phasing. 

Chapter 3, Development Regulations: This section establishes the allowable uses and 
development standards applicable within the PMP boundary.  

Chapter 4, Design Guidelines: This section outlines architectural and landscape design 
approaches and themes intended to guide the visual appearance of future development. 

Chapter 5, Plan Administration: This section describes the various processes and procedures 
used to administer and implement the adopted PMP. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND INTENT  

 
The Garden Fellowship PMP is intended to guide future development of land within the PMP 
boundary, including the establishment of permitted land uses, design guidelines, setbacks, 
building heights and regulations. The PMP is intended to ensure quality development consistent 
with the goals, objectives and policies of the City of Indio General Plan.  

The PMP has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of California Government Code Section 
65350 et seq. Section 65359 authorizes cities and counties to prepare and adopt a plan of this 
nature for portions of their areas of jurisdiction as a means to implement the General Plan and 
requires that the plan be consistent with the General Plan.   Pursuant to the City of Indio's 
General Plan Policy LU-2.2, Project Master Plans may be prepared at the choice of the 
landowner, as follows: 

A Project Master Plan (PMP) shall be required for any project within an RPD overlay. Unlike the 

CSP [Conceptual Specific Plan], which groups together landowners by their geographic location in 

order to develop a concept plan for an area, the size, shape, and number of parcels/landowners 

involved in a PMP is decided by the landowners themselves. A single landowner or several 

working jointly, can prepare and submit a PMP. 

The components and preparation of a PMP is also outlined in City of Indio's General Plan Policy 
LU 2.2. This plan is consistent with these requirements and referred to throughout this 
document as the PMP. 

T 
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Proposed development plans or agreements, tentative tract or parcel maps, and any other 
development approval must be in substantial conformance with the PMP.  Projects which are 
found consistent with the PMP will be deemed consistent with the City's General Plan. Upon 
adoption by ordinance, the Garden Fellowship PMP shall serve as the official zoning and 
development plan for the project. 

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION  

 
The PMP consists of two parcels totaling approximately 18.5 acres (APN: 691-060-003 & 691-
060-004) located along the westerly side of Jefferson Street between 38th and 39th Ave. In its 
current condition the site contains a palm tree nursery and is therefore mostly undeveloped. 
The site is bounded to the north, south, and west mostly by undeveloped land and agricultural 
uses and to the east by single-family residences. Fencing and various types of palm trees and 
bushes visually screen the property frontage off Jefferson Street which serves as the primary 
vehicular access route to the site. 
 
Figure 2 Vicinity Map depicts the physical setting of the property.  Surrounding land uses are 
identified in Table 1.1  

TABLE 1.1 SURROUNDING USES 

 Jurisdiction General Plan Zoning Existing Use 
 
 
North 

 

Indio  Equestrian Estates Equestrian Estates 

(EE) 

Agriculture, Single 

Family Residence 

South Indio Equestrian Estates Equestrian 

Estates (EE) 

Agriculture 

East Indio Equestrian Estates Equestrian 

Estates (EE) 

Single-Family 

Residences  

West Indio Equestrian Estates Equestrian 

Estates (EE) 

Agriculture, Palm Tree Farm  
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1.4 SITE CHARACTERISTICS  

As shown in Figure 2 Aerial Map, the property consists of a palm tree farm and undeveloped 
land.  
 
1.5 DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT  

 
The Garden Fellowship PMP proposes to develop a master planned, multi-building church 
campus on an 18.5 acre site. At buildout it is anticipated the campus will total four (4) buildings 
and approximately 55,000 sf of building space. Proposed onsite features and amenities include 
a worship building, church offices, youth and kid ministries, a bookstore/café, an amphitheater, 
and facilities maintenance building. The arrangement of the buildings is intended to center 
around a court plaza area that will be designed and landscaped to provide a high quality setting 
to allow for informal gatherings before, during, and after church activities. To the west of the 
buildings ample parking will be provided for the different church and community activities held 
on the campus. Additional on-site amenities include a kid’s playground, open lawn/garden 
areas, and ponds. Off-site street improvements which will include curb and gutter, sidewalk, 
and fully landscaped parkways will be constructed on Jefferson Street and Young’s Way.  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*This illustrative site plan is conceptual and subject to change as the project’s design is finalized. 
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1.6 PROJECT OBJECTIVES  

 
The PMP contains all components required by State law, as well as other components, design 
concepts, guidelines, and standards to implement the City of Indio General Plan. The objectives 
of this PMP are as follows: 

• Develop a master planned church campus consisting of a worship center, church offices, 
youth and kid ministries, cafe/bookstore, and an outdoor amphitheater.    

• Provide water, sewer, and drainage systems to adequately service the project. 

• Provide a safe and efficient circulation system. 

• Develop a flexible phasing plan that provides for multi-year construction of the project 
in an orderly and efficient manner.  

• Establish design guidelines, development regulations, use standards and procedures to 
guide future project improvements and provide appropriate landscape and architectural 
themes for the project. 
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1.7 GENERAL PLAN & ZONING                                                                                                                     

The Indio General Plan 2020, adopted in October 1993, established the City’s policy relative to 
the planned future pattern, intensity, density, and relationships of land uses in the City and the 
various infrastructure systems needed to effectively support those land uses. The Project 
Master Plan implements the Indio General Plan by bringing detailed policies and regulations 
together into a focused development plan for the proposed project. It serves as a link between 
the Indio General Plan and subsequent development proposed within the Project Master Plan 
area. The Project Master Plan is a regulatory document which, when adopted by the Indio City 
Council, will govern all facets of project development including the distribution of land uses, 
location and sizing of supportive infrastructure, as well as development standards and 
regulations.      

Figure 3 General Plan Map & Zoning, displays the existing General Plan Land Use and designates 
the site as Equestrian Estates and the existing zoning for this site as Equestrian Estates (EE).  

Zoning implements the General Plan land use by applying appropriate development standards 
for allowable uses, minimum lot size, yard setbacks and similar development considerations.  
 

1.8 BERMUDA DUNES AIRPORT LAND USE CONSISTENCY  

 
The Garden Fellowship PMP is located within the influence area of the Bermuda Dunes Airport 

and Airport Compatibility Zone E. The Zone E designation is considered the least restrictive land 

use zone in regards to prohibited uses and height restrictions and the land use restrictions 

associated with it are outlined in the 2004 Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

(RCALUCP). Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) review is required when a project is located 

within an Airport Influence Area and a local jurisdiction processes a legislative action such as a 

General Plan Amendment, Conditional Use Permit, or Specific Plan/ Project Master Plan. On 

April 26, 2018 the ALUC reviewed the PMP and associated entitlements and issued a finding of 

consistency. Copies of the ALUC approval letter and Conditions of Approval are included as 

Appendix A of this PMP.  

1.9 CEQA CONSISTENCY 

The project is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study has been prepared for the Garden Fellowship 
PMP to analyze the environmental impacts of the project. The following environmental studies 
were prepared in support of the environmental analysis: 

• Air Quality and GHG – Urban Crossroads, March 2018 

• Biological Assessment – James W. Cornett Ecological Consultants, February  2018 

• Paleontological Assessment -  CRM Tech, March 2018 

• Cultural Resources – CRM Tech, March 2018 

• Geotechnical Report – Sladden Engineering, October 2014 and March 2018 Update 



GARDEN FELLOWSHIP PROJECT MASTER PLAN 

 

   Page 8 
 

• Traffic Impact Analysis – Urban Crossroads, March 2018 

As a result, no substantial adverse impacts were found that could not be mitigated to a level of 
less than significant. Therefore the City will prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
containing an evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with the project and 
appropriate mitigation measures for each potential impact. All mitigation measures identified 
in the Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be identified in a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) to ensure that implementation occurs. 

The MND for the PMP will apply to all subsequent implementing entitlements proposed within 
the Garden Fellowship PMP. All future development projects for the project site will be 
reviewed with the PMP and the MND to determine whether additional environmental 
documentation must be prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.  
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1.10 ENTITLEMENT PROCESS  

 

Approval of the following entitlements will implement this project: 
 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) / Design Review (DR): - Development of a place of worship 
requires approval of a CUP in compliance with Section 159.097 of the City of Indio Municipal 
Code. Design Review (DR) is required by the City for approval of landscape and architectural 
design. The CUP and DR will both require a public hearing before the Planning Commission 
(Commission) for approval. 
 
Project Master Plan (PMP) - The PMP will cover the entire 18.5 acre site to provide a 
comprehensive development plan, allowable uses and development standards. The PMP 
requires public hearings before the Commission and Council. 
 
Airport Land Use Commission Review (ALUC):-ALUC consistency review is required for projects 
within an airport influence area whenever a local jurisdiction processes a legislative action like a 
General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Zone Change, or Zoning Ordinance.  
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CHAPTER 2: MASTER PLAN 
      

2.1  LAND USE 

The Project Master Plan proposes the construction of a four building church campus totaling 
approximately 52,000 sf of building space on 18.5 acres The locations of these buildings as 
depicted in this PMP (Figure 4 – Conceptual Site Plan) are conceptual and will be further refined 
through implementing entitlement approvals as outlined in Section 1.10. Each Project 
component is described below and accompanied by a detailed discussion of permitted uses and 
relevant development standards in Chapter 3. Table 2.1 provides a summary tabulation of uses 
and square footages within the project.  

 TABLE 2.1 MASTER PLAN PROGRAM 

   

Building  Name Uses Building SF 
    

A  “Packing House” Primary worship/assembly venue 19,300 

B  “Garden Kids” Children’s ministries 11,800 

C  
Mixed Use “POD” 

Building 
Fellowship hall, youth ministries, 

church offices, café/retail 
22,600 

D  Maintenance Facilities maintenance 1,550 

 Amphitheater Outdoor worship/assembly venue  

TOTALS   55,300 

  Notes: 

1. Square footages are approximate and subject to refinement with implementing entitlements and final design plans. 

2. Refer to Chapter 3: Development Standards for heights, allowable uses, and other development standards.  
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2.2  CIRCULATION 

Vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems are an important component of every 
development project. The Garden Fellowship development has direct and convenient vehicular 
access to Jefferson Street and Young’s way. Vehicles will circulate through standard parking lots 
with drive aisles in compliance with City engineering and Fire Department design standards. 
The circulation system is illustrated in Figure 5 Conceptual Circulation Plan, Figure 6 Typical 
Cross Sections, and Figure 7, Conceptual Pedestrian Plan. Key aspects of the circulation system 
include:  

Off-Site Street Improvements - The project will dedicate and construct ultimate public half-
street improvements for Jefferson Street (Secondary, 86’ ROW) which will include a 7 foot right-
of-way vacation along the project frontage (Figure 6 Typical Cross Sections). Young’s Way 
(Collector road, 64’) will also be built with ultimate public half-street improvements with a 2 
foot proposed right-of-way dedication along the northerly boundary of the property. 

Entries – Vehicular access to the site is taken from Jefferson Street and Young’s Way via four 
entry points. Entries would include landscaping, entry signage and pedestrian walkway 
connections.  

Vehicular Circulation – The vehicular circulation system consists of interior drive aisles that 
provide access to the parking, loading, and service areas associated with each building.  

Pedestrian Circulation – Pedestrian circulation to the project is provided via sidewalks along 
Jefferson Street and Young’s Way and interior pathways connecting the various onsite facilities. 
In addition church parking staff will be available to help direct pedestrians and control traffic 
with the use of bollards and other traffic control methods. The easterly connection between 
the north and south parking lots will be controlled with bollards to favor either pedestrian or 
vehicular access in keeping with the needs of specific activities. 

Parking – Sufficient off-street parking will be provided to serve each use. Parking standards for 
the PMP are subject to City Review and approved site specific traffic study.  Per the traffic study 
(attached as Appendix B) parking demand at project buildout is anticipated to be in the range of 
820+ (to 1,019 at maximum capacity during special occasions) required parking spaces. If a 
parking demand overage is found, overflow parking as depicted on the on‐site circulation 
exhibit, as well as parking management strategies (valet & shuttle services) would need to be 
evaluated and implemented. 
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2.3  LANDSCAPED AREAS 
 

Landscaping is an important component of quality development as it introduces greenery to 
soften and shade urban hardscape. Conceptual landscaping is illustrated in Figures 8 and 9 
Conceptual Landscape Plan and landscape Design Guidelines are found in Section 4.3. Key 
aspects of the landscape design include: 

Public Streetscapes – Landscaping along the length of Jefferson Street and Young’s Way is 
intended to achieve a consistent, colorful and attractive presentation and soften the project 
when viewed from the public street. 

Entries – Site entries will be attractively landscaped to provide a sense of arrival and identity to 
each land use type.   Entries will be well defined with iconic planting types, and feature signage 
that will be designed to be an integral part of the entries overall design 

Parking Lots – Planter islands will be spaced throughout the parking areas to incorporate shade 
trees and reduce heat generation on paved surfaces consistent with City parking lot shading 
requirements. 
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2.4  GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN 

Site topography slopes gently from a high elevation of 60 at the northwest corner of the 
property to a low elevation of 56 at the southeast corner of the property. Because grading and 
drainage are closely interrelated, they are addressed jointly in this section.  

Grading – The grading concept is intended to create building pads and parking areas while 
keeping the earthwork balanced on site. Figure 10 Conceptual Grading Plan, shows the site 
contours after grading. The proposed grading will result in ground elevations, which are similar 
to existing grades. Grading design will be refined and more detailed with final engineering plans 
for the issuance of grading permits.  Grading is also designed to achieve positive surface flows 
and protect all structures and physical improvements from the 100-year storm, surface runoff, 
soil erosion and sedimentation both during and after construction.  

Drainage – Offsite flows are intercepted along the northern boundary, conveyed through the 
site and discharged in the existing drainage condition so as not to concentrate flows or 
negatively affect downstream properties.  The incremental increase in runoff created by new 
impervious surfaces (roofs, pavement) will be retained in basins on site.   

 
As shown in Figure 11, Conceptual Drainage Plan, “developed condition” surface drainage will 
utilize ground retention basins along with an underground storm drain pipe system. The runoff 
will sheet flow from the buildings and parking areas to concrete curb and gutter along the drive 
aisles that lead to catch basins that will be connected to underground storm drain pipes flowing 
to the proposed retention basins, located at various areas throughout the project site.  
Retention basins are sized appropriately for the project using standard engineering modelling 
methods and can be adjusted in size and depth to accommodate site design changes during 
project development.  
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 2.5  PHASING PLAN 

The Garden Fellowship Project Master Plan is designed for construction in three (3) primary 
development phases with build out over approximately 4-6 years. Construction of Phase 1 is 
estimated to begin in 2019 with full buildout of the project completed by 2025 Figure 12, 
Conceptual Phasing Plan reflects the anticipated construction sequence. Phased development 
will be accompanied by the orderly extension of circulation and parking facilities, public 
utilities, and infrastructure in accordance with the final conditions of approval for the project 
and the City Engineering Services Division.     
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Chapter 3: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS      

  

3.1  OVERVIEW 

This chapter identifies the development standards applicable to the Garden Fellowship project, 

including a statement of development intent and a table of allowable uses and relevant 

development standards.  

 

3.2 PROJECT MASTER PLAN  

Statement of Intent – The Project Master Plan is intended to allow the construction of a four 
(4) building church campus with affiliated amenities and infrastructure systems. Development 
standards for PA-1 are shown in Table 3.1A PMP Permitted Uses and Table 3.1B PMP 
Development Standards. 
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            TABLE 3.1A 

PMP PERMITTED USES 

 

 
P= Permitted 

 
 

Allowable Uses  Category  

Places of worship, churches, or other places used 

primarily for religious services, including, but not 

limited to fellowship halls, youth ministries, 

church offices, etc. 

P  

Schools and other educational facilities 

associated with a religious use 
P  

Charitable, social service, and other programs 

and activities conducted in conjunction with a 

religious use 

P  

Cafe  P  

Bookstore  P  

Outdoor worship/assembly (i.e amphitheater) 

venue 
P  

Facilities maintenance building  P  

Notes: 

1. Including ancillary manager’s residence, office and related uses that accompany  and support a worship facility. 

2. Multiple uses may be combined in a single building. 

 

TABLE 3.1B 

PMP DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

 

Min. Front Setback1 30’ 

Min. Side Setback 15’ 

Min. Rear Setback2 60’ 

Max. Structure Height            50’ 

Notes: 

1. Front setback to be measured from Jefferson Street property line.  

2. 15 foot minimum setback for accessory structures, to also include proposed Maintenance Building “D” 
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TABLE 3.1C 

PMP SIGN STANDARDS 

 

SIGN TYPE LOCATION 
MAXIMUM 
ALLOWED 

MAXIMUM 
AREA 

  MAXIMUM HEIGHT 

     

Small Monument Sign 

 

Jefferson and 

Young's Way Street 

Frontages 

 

2 
75 square feet per sign 7 feet 

Large Monument Sign 

 

Jefferson Street 

Frontage 

 

1 
550 sf bounding box,  

180 sf for sign  
25 feet 

Building/Wall Signs 
 

- 

 

2 per building 240 square feet 35 feet 

Wayfinding Signs 
Anywhere on lot 20 

32 square feet 7 feet 

   Notes: 

1. All signs and materials shall complement the project architecture. See Chapter 4: Design Guidelines for more details.  
2. Back lit channel lettering allowed for sign illumination purposes.  
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Chapter 4: DESIGN GUIDELINES 
        

4.1  OVERVIEW 
 

 he guidelines contained in this chapter identify unifying elements for design of 

permanent buildings and landscaping within the Garden Fellowship project. These 

guidelines will ensure compatibility with the surrounding community, and enhance the 

overall image of the City. The exhibits provided are intended as conceptual illustrations 

and do not depict final designs, nor should they limit the range of expression among the 

developer or their professional design team.  

4.2 SITE PLANNING GUIDELINES 

Integration of effective site planning techniques, incorporated with basic design elements will 
enhance the visual experience of the development.  

Building Arrangement 

The project site is designed in such a way as to cluster the proposed new structures along the 
eastern edge of the site along Jefferson Street with the parking and maintenance building 
located to the west of the buildings. The arrangement of the three buildings creates a central 
plaza area that will be designed and landscaped to provide a high quality setting that will allow 
informal gatherings before, during, and after church activities and throughout the week. This 
plaza area will also be directly accessible from adjacent streets thus enabling it to be used 
throughout the week as a communal gathering place.  
 
Entries and Driveways 

Entries shall be clear, identifiable, and street oriented driveways must be provided at the 
project and parking entrances. Parking entrances should be designed to ensure safe pedestrian 
access and provide clean line-of-sight-walkways. 

 

 

  

 



GARDEN FELLOWSHIP PROJECT MASTER PLAN 

 

   Page 29 
 

4.3 ARCHITECURAL DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Architectural Character 

Implementation of this Project Master Plan will result in a high-quality development that 
complements and enhances the existing neighborhood. Building elevations will be detailed and 
articulated with projections and recesses to avoid long, plain surfaces. The buildings will be 
characterized by different massing, materials and colors.  The exhibits provided are intended as 
conceptual illustrations and do not depict final designs, nor should they limit the range of 
expression among the developer or their professional design team. 

Color 

▪ Approach materials to maintain a common, consistent architectural style within the 
development. 
 

▪ Apply changes in material purposefully and in a manner corresponding to variations in 
the building mass. 

 

 
*Conceptual rendering of proposed multi-use “POD” building. This illustration is conceptual and subject to change 

as the project’s design is finalized and approved under the City’s Design Review.  Refer to project Design Review 

booklet for building design, dimensions, and materials.   

 
Mechanical Equipment/Storage 

▪ All air conditioning /heating equipment, gas and electric meters must be screened from 
public view with landscaping or fencing places outside of public view.  
 

▪ Rooftop air conditioning must be screened 
 

▪ Screening materials shall blend with building materials and design and landscaping.  
 

▪ Exterior storage of equipment, supplies, refuse, or their receptacles is prohibited unless 
screened by landscape or solid walls.  
 

▪ All exterior storage, trash receptacles, and dumpsters must be screened by landscaping, 

fencing or walls.   
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4.4 SIGNAGE GUIDELINES 

Project signage is intended to be adequate, functional and aesthetically pleasing. The project 
proposes to incorporate signage as a design element that compliments the project architecture, 
landscape and site plan. A sign design package has been included with the project’s Design 
Review and CUP applications showing the proposed project monuments signs, building signage, 
and way finding signs. The sign package further describes typical locations, size, color, and 
lettering style of each sign type.  

 
*Conceptual rendering of proposed signage for illustration purposes. Signage is conceptual and subject to change 
as the project’s design is finalized and approved under the City’s Design Review. Refer to project Design Review 
booklet for sign design, dimensions, and materials.   
 

 

The following guidelines shall apply: 

▪ All signs, colors, and materials shall complement the project architecture. 

 

▪ Once constructed, all signs shall be maintained in an as-new condition. 

 

▪ Be consistent with TABLE 3.1C SIGNAGE STANDARDS of this PMP 
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4.5 LANDSCAPE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

All ornamental landscaping in the project will rely on desert plant materials that comply with 
the water conservation requirements of Indio Water Authority.  Irrigation for all areas will 
optimize water-conserving delivery techniques.  Landscaping, hardscape treatment, lighting, 
and signage will be coordinated to provide a consistent and complimentary appearance for the 
project as a whole. 

The overall landscape concept for the project is shown on Figure 8 & 9, Conceptual Landscape 
Plan (east & west) and illustrated in Figures 20, Landscape Character Photos. 

The Garden Fellowship landscape overall is a design intended to give a garden grove experience 
to the congregation. Long hedge rows of various trees in formal patterns will dominate the 
overall planting layout with informal groves of trees to compliment. The shrub and groundcover 
planting design will also alternate between formality and informality. 
 
Grass areas will be available for congregation and events and be flow from the hardscape path 
areas through the buildings. 
 
The Jefferson Street Frontage will be combinations of tree and shrub planting in a formal 
pattern and an open informal area on the southwest corner that will enable an open view in to 
the center of the church complex from the southwest corner. The main signage elements for 
the project will be also be located in this area. 
 
Along the entire perimeter, rows of trees will wrap the parking and line the north and south 
streets. The shrub and groundcover planting in these areas will be informal and colorful. 
 
The area surrounding the church buildings will be planted informally with planting areas and 
low seat walls.  
 
 

Sign 
▪ The primary signage for the church will be located approximately in the southeast 

corner of property along Jefferson Street. A secondary monument sign will also be 
located approximately on the northeast corner of the project site. 
 

Parking 
▪ All parking areas will be screened with a continuous 3 ‘ high planting band of shrubs. 
▪ Each parking island will be planting with two 15 gallon trees and five 5 gallon shrubs or 

groundcovers. 
 

Trash Enclosures 
▪ Trash enclosures shall be screened from public view with walls and planting. 
 

 
 



Source: MSA Consulting, Inc.

THE GARDEN FELLOWSHIP PROJECT MASTER PLAN

MSA CONSULTING INC.

MSACONSULTINGINC.COM

,

>PLANNING >CIVIL ENGINEERING >LAND SURVEYING

Exhibit Date: March 2, 2019
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Chapter 5: PLAN ADMINISTRATION 
        

5.1 OVERVIEW 
 

 his chapter described the procedures for administration and implementation of the 

Project Master Plan.   

  

5.2 IMPLEMENTATION 

An Implementation Program is hereby established to realize the goals of the project. The 
program contains a number of legal, procedural and administrative elements. The purpose of 
this section is to familiarize City agencies and decision-makers as well as interested citizens 
with the applicant's goals and intentions for the project and to summarize the 
methodologies and procedures that will apply to subsequent development activities.  The 
implementation program will take effect upon adoption of the Project Master Plan (PMP) 
and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  
 
The PMP establishes the general intent and comprehensive framework for development of 
the site.  However, prior to construction, implementing approvals with greater design detail 
are required. As noted below the following implementing approvals will be concurrently 
processed with this PMP as part of the original project approval. 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) - Development of a place of worship requires approval of a 
CUP in compliance with Section 159.097 of the City of Indio Municipal Code. The CUP 
requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission (Commission) for approval. 
 
Design Review (DR) – A Design Review application is required for showing the site and 
architectural plans in greater detail for the proposed project.  The DR requires a public 
hearing before the Planning Commission (Commission) for approval. 
 
Airport Land Use Commission Review (ALUC): ALUC review is required when a local 
jurisdiction processes a legislative action like a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan 
Amendment, Zone Change, or Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 

5.3 AMENDMENT  

Administrative Changes - Minor modifications that are consistent with the purpose and 
intent of the current Garden Fellowship PMP are allowed at the discretion of the Community 
Development Director or their designee. Therefore, it is intended that this Project Master 
Plan provide City Staff with the flexibility to interpret the details of project development as 
well as those items discussed in general terms in the PMP without requiring a PMP 
Amendment.  
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Requests for administrative changes shall be made in writing. If and when it is determined 
that changes or adjustments are necessary or appropriate, these shall be approved 
administratively by the Community Development Director or their designee for any 
component of this PMP within a twenty percent (20%) change to the requirements of the 
PMP. No public hearing shall be required for Administrative Approvals.  After approval, any 
such administrative change shall be attached to the Project Master Plan as an addendum and 
may be further changed and amended from time to time as necessary.  

Representative examples of administrative changes may include, but are not limited to: 

▪ The addition of new information to the Project Master Plan maps or text that do not 
substantially change the effect of any regulation. The new information may include 
more detailed, site-specific information.  

 
▪ Changes to community infrastructure such as drainage systems, roads, water and 

sewer systems, etc. 
 

▪ Modification of architectural or landscape design criteria or details. 
 

▪ Changes to the project design, improvements, or conditions of approval, if the 
change does not affect the overall concept or intensity of use of the approved 
project. 
 

Formal Amendments - If the Community Development Director determines that the 
proposed change is not in substantial conformance with the intent of the current PMP 
approval, the PMP may be amended in accordance with the procedures set forth in the City 
of Indio Municipal Code. 

5.4 INTERPRETATION 

Uses Not Listed - All uses not specifically listed in this PMP are prohibited. However, the 
Community Development Director may determine that a use not listed is included within or 
comparable to a listed use and, once so determined; it shall be treated in the same manner 
as a listed use.  

Application of Standards - Where there is ambiguity between the PMP and the Zoning Code, 
the PMP shall govern.  Where a development standard is not specifically addressed in the 
Project Master Plan, the City Zoning Code shall apply. 
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 5.5 ENFORCEMENT 

The enforcement of the provisions of this PMP shall be as follows: 

▪ The City of Indio Community Development Department shall enforce the 
development standards and design guidelines set forth herein. 
 

▪ Any administrative decision or interpretation of this Project Master Plan may be 
appealed to the Planning Commission. Likewise, any decision by the Planning 
Commission may be appealed to the City Council per the provisions of Chapter 30 
Section 30.89 of the City of Indio Municipal Code. 
 

▪ The City of Indio shall administer the provisions of the Garden Fellowship PMP in 
accordance with the State of California Government Code, Subdivision Map Act, the 
City of Indio General Plan, and the City of Indio Municipal Code. 
 

▪ The PMP development procedures, regulations, standards, and specifications shall 
supersede the relevant provisions of the City's Municipal Code, as they currently exist 
or may be amended in the future. 
 

▪ All regulations, conditions, and programs contained herein shall be deemed separate 
distinct and independent provisions of this Project Master Plan. In the event that any 
such provision is held invalid or unconstitutional, the validity of all the remaining 
provisions of this Project Master Plan shall not be affected. 
 

▪ Any development regulation and building requirement not addressed in this PMP 
shall be subject to all relevant City of Indio ordinances, codes, and regulations.  



APPENDIX 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of the traffic impact analysis (TIA) for The Garden Fellowship 
(“Project”) located west of Jefferson Street and north of Avenue 39 in the City of Indio as shown 
on Exhibit 1-1.  The Project is anticipated to be in place with initial occupancy in 2020.  Project 
buildout is anticipated to occur in 2025. 

The purpose of this TIA is to evaluate the potential circulation system deficiencies that may 
result from the development of the proposed Project, and recommend improvements to 
achieve acceptable circulation system operational conditions.  Urban Crossroads, Inc. has 
prepared this traffic analysis through coordination with City of Indio staff, including discussion 
of key traffic impact study assumptions to ensure that that the jurisdictional requirements are 
addressed in the report.  These assumptions include, but are not limited to, analysis locations, 
project traffic distribution, and opening year analysis scenarios.  The findings and the 
recommendations in this report adhere to current acceptable engineering practices and reflect 
Urban Crossroads Inc.’s professional judgment. 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Project is a church campus containing an 1,800 seat worship center (of which 1,344 are 
fixed seats and 456 are portable seats) with separate accommodations for teens / children, 
along with ancillary uses such as an amphitheater, café, church office, maintenance, etc.  Two 
Sunday services are planned to occur weekly, at which time peak traffic activity will be 
generated.  The amphitheater will not be used concurrently with the sanctuary on a typical 
Sunday morning.  Currently the plan for the new site is to have two Sunday Services at 
approximately 9:00 am and 11:00 am.  Potential growth would likely result in the addition of a 
possible third / fourth service, if needed.  Initial occupancy (Phase 1) is anticipated to include 
900 seats in 2020, with Project buildout of all 1,800 seats anticipated in 2025. 

Weddings are generally held on Saturdays.  Weekday activity includes a service on Wednesday 
evening, along with Bible studies on Mondays and Tuesdays, but campus usage mid-week is 
significantly less than that of Sunday mornings.  The normal weekly services, excluding special 
holiday events, usually attract up to 80-90% capacity. 

The Project is primarily accessed via Youngs Way (full access) to Jefferson Street, while a 
secondary access is provided via South Driveway (right in / right out only) to Jefferson Street, as 
shown on Exhibit 1-2.   

The Project will construct off-site street improvements on the following streets.  

• Jefferson Street – half street improvement on the west side as a 4 lane secondary road and 
construct adequate transitions and tapers to join existing improvements north and south of the 
Project site. 

• Youngs Way, full street improvements – as a two lane collector road.  
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In order to estimate trips generated by the proposed Project, data was collected by church staff 
and volunteers, coordinated with Urban Crossroads, Inc on a peak season Sunday.  The purpose 
of the collection effort was to understand traffic activity generated by those attending services 
at The Garden Fellowship existing church property in order to establish inbound and outbound 
rates reflecting the family structure of the attendees.  This was achieved by recording vehicles 
entering and exiting all parking areas which serve the existing site. 

The church attendance, vehicular activity and parking data also accounts for those parking on 
adjacent properties and streets and walking into the existing site between 7:30am ‐ 2:00pm (in 
order to capture multiple service arrivals and departures), recording  in 15 minute  increments.  
This data has been processed by Urban Crossroads, Inc. staff  in order to develop inbound and 
outbound  trip  generation  rates  that  can  be  used  to  evaluate  a  larger  church  with  similar 
congregation arrival and departure patterns. 

The  proposed  Project  is  anticipated  to  generate  approximately  3,098  trip‐ends  per  fully 
occupied  Sunday,  with  1,413  vehicles  per  hour  (VPH)  during  the  AM  peak  hour  between 
services, and 763 VPH during the midday (MD) peak hour after the second service.  For Project 
Phase  1  Opening  Year  (2020)  conditions,  approximately  1,868  trip‐ends  per  fully  occupied 
Sunday, with 644 vehicles per hour (VPH) during the AM peak hour between services, and 347 
VPH during the midday (MD) peak hour after the second service are anticipated. 

1.3  STUDY AREA AND ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 

1.3.1   INTERSECTIONS 

The  following  five study area  intersections shown on Exhibit 1‐1 and  listed  in Table 1‐1 were 
selected for this TIA based on consultation with City of Indio staff.   

TABLE 1‐1: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS LOCATIONS 

ID  Intersection Location 

1  Jefferson/Avenue 38 

2  Jefferson/Avenue 39 

3  Jefferson/Avenue 40 

4  Jefferson/Youngs Way 

5  Jefferson/South Driveway 

 

1.3.2  ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 

In accordance with discussions with City of  Indio  staff,  this  study has analyzed  the  following 
scenarios on a typical Sunday morning: 

 Existing peak season conditions 

 Existing plus Project (E+P) Conditions 

 Opening Year (2020) Ambient Conditions 
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 Opening Year (2020) With Project Conditions  

 Project Buildout Year (2025) Ambient Conditions 

 Project Buildout Year (2025) With Project Conditions  

Detailed descriptions of each  analysis  scenario  can be  found  in  Section 5.1 of  this  TIA.    The 
proposed Project land use is consistent with the City’s General Plan. 

1.4  CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AT INTERSECTIONS 

For the purposes of this study, it was considered that a significant impact would occur (a) if the 
proposed Project causes the level of service to degrade to below LOS D, or (b) if the proposed 
Project causes the level of service to change from LOS E to LOS F. 

Additionally,  significant  impact would occur  at  the  intersection  level  if  the proposed Project 
causes an increase in delay of 2 seconds or more to an intersection already operating at LOS E; 
or 1 second or more to an intersection operating at LOS F, as indicated in Table 1‐2. 

 

TABLE 1‐2: IMPACT CRITERIA FOR INTERSECTIONS ALREADY OPERATING AT LOS “E” OR LOS “F” 

Significant Changes in LOS 

LOS “E”  An increase in delay of 2 seconds or more 

LOS “F”   An increase in delay of 1 second or more 

1.5  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The  results  of  the  potentially  significant  impacts  for  the  study  area  intersections  for  E+P, 
Opening Year (2020) and Project Buildout Year (2025) traffic conditions are discussed  in detail 
in Section 6 of this report.   

1.5.1  EXISTING, OPENING YEAR (2020), AND PROJECT BUILDOUT YEAR (2025) CONDITIONS AT INTERSECTIONS 

The existing study area  intersections are currently operating at an acceptable LOS during  the 
Sunday peak hours and are anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS for Opening 
Year  (2020)  ambient  and Opening  Year  (2020) with  project  conditions  Project  Buildout  Year 
(2025)  ambient  and  Project  Buildout  Year  (2025)  with  project  conditions,  with  on‐site  and 
adjacent access improvements recommended below. 

1.5.2  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

For the purpose of this analysis, the following improvements are recommended in conjunction 
with the construction the Project site: 

ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

Construct Jefferson Street to its half‐section width as a 4‐lane secondary roadway from 
Youngs Way to the southerly project boundary. 
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Construct Youngs Way to its full-section width as a two-lane collector roadway, within 
available right of way, from the westerly project boundary to Jefferson Street. 

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

Jefferson Street / Youngs Way (#4)  

• Provide stop control for the eastbound approach. 

• Northbound (NB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane, maintain existing through 
 lane 

• Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane with a receiving refuge lane on  
Jefferson Street and provide separate right turn lane 

Jefferson Street / South Driveway (#5)  

• Restrict South Driveway to right turns in and right turns out only 

• Provide stop control for the eastbound approach 

• Northbound (NB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide right turn lane 

1.5.3 PARKING SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

Parking demand has been calculated using the City of Indio Zoning requirement, and also via 
data collection and analysis from the existing church site.  Eight hundred fifty-three (853) 
parking spaces are currently provided on the project site plan.   

The Project includes a maximum 1,800 seats in the new worship center.  Parking demand at 
Project Buildout is anticipated to be in the range of 820 to 1,019 (at maximum capacity during 
special occasions) required parking spaces.  If a parking demand overage is found, overflow 
parking as depicted on the on-site circulation exhibit as well as parking management strategies 
would need to be evaluated and implemented. 
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2 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

2.1 LOCATION 

The proposed Project is located west of Jefferson Street and north of Avenue 39 in the City of 
Indio as shown on Exhibit 1-1 (previously presented).  The project is primarily accessed via 
Youngs Way and Jefferson Street.   

2.2 LAND USE AND INTENSITY 

The Project is a church campus containing a maximum 1,800 seat worship center (of which 
1,344 are fixed seats and 456 are portable seats) with separate accommodations for teens / 
children, along with ancillary uses such as an amphitheater, café, church office, maintenance, 
etc.  Two Sunday morning services are anticipated.  The amphitheater will not be used 
concurrently with the sanctuary on a typical Sunday morning. 

Outside of Sunday mornings, campus usage is typically less active, with a mid-week service on 
Wednesday evening, along with Bible studies on Mondays, Tuesdays, and Saturdays.  Weddings 
are generally held on Saturdays. 

Eight hundred fifty-three (853) parking spaces are currently provided on the project site plan. 

The Project is generally consistent with the General Plan of the City of Indio, which includes 
Equestrian Estates in the Project area.  Places of worship are allowed with a Conditional Use 
Permit. 

2.3 SITE PLAN AND PROJECT ACCESS 

The Project is primarily accessed via Youngs Way (full access) to Jefferson Street and a 
secondary access is provided via South Driveway (right in / right out only) to Jefferson Street, as 
shown on Exhibit 1-2. 

The Project will construct off-site street improvements on the following streets.  

• Jefferson Street –half street improvement on the west side as a 4 lane secondary road and 
construct adequate transitions and tapers to join existing improvements north and south of the 
Project site. 

• Youngs Way, full street improvements – as a two lane collector road. 

2.4 PROJECT TIMING 

The Project is anticipated to be in place with initial occupancy (Phase 1 of 900 seats) in 2020.  
Project buildout of 1,800 seats is anticipated to occur in 2025. 

 

  

7



  The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis 

11513‐03 TIA Report.docx 

8 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 

   

8



  The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis 

11513‐03 TIA Report.docx 

9 

3  AREA CONDITIONS 

This  section  provides  a  summary  of  the  existing  study  area,  the  City  of  Indio  General  Plan 
Circulation  Network,  and  a  review  of  existing  peak  hour  intersection  operations,  roadway 
segment capacity, and traffic signal warrant analyses. 

3.1  STUDY AREA 

Pursuant  to  discussions with  City  of  Indio  staff,  the  study  area  includes  the  following  three 
existing intersections: 

ID  Intersection Location 

1  Jefferson/Avenue 38 

2  Jefferson/Avenue 39 

3  Jefferson/Avenue 40 

The locations of these intersections were shown previously on Exhibit 1‐2.   

Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, crosswalks, curb ramps, and other amenities.  Exhibit 3‐1 
displays  the  study  roadway  segments  with  existing  sidewalks  denoted  as  lines.    As  shown, 
sidewalks  can  be  present  on  one  or  both  sides  of  the  street,  and  in  some  cases,  they  run 
intermittently along the roadway. 

Exhibit  3‐2  displays  the  location  of  existing  bicycle  facilities  in  the  study  area.    The  four 
classifications  of  bicycle  facilities  recognized  by  the  California  Streets  and  Highways  Code 
include bike path, bike lane, bike route, and cycle track classifications. 

3.2  EXISTING LAND USES 

The existing land uses adjacent to the Project site are residential and agricultural uses.  Schools 
located near  the Project  include Shadow Hills High School  (west of  Jefferson Street, south of 
Avenue 39) and Desert Ridge Academy Middle School  (south of Avenue 39, west of  Jefferson 
Street). 

3.3  AREA ROADWAY SYSTEM 

Exhibit 3‐3 illustrates the study area intersections located near the proposed Project, identifying 
the number of through traffic lanes for existing roadways and intersection traffic controls.   

3.3.1  EXISTING ROADWAY CONFIGURATIONS 

Jefferson Street 

Jefferson  Street  provides  connections  to  residential  neighborhoods  north  of  I‐10,  the  I‐10 
freeway,  and  other  community  features  south  of  the  I‐10  freeway.    Jefferson  Street  from 
Avenue  38  to  Avenue  39  is  a  two‐lane  divided  roadway.    From  Avenue  39  to  Avenue  40, 
Jefferson Street is a four‐lane divided roadway.   
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Avenue 38 

Avenue 38 west of and east of Jefferson Street has two  lanes, divided by a continuous center 
left‐turn lane.   

Avenue 39 

Avenue 39 west of  Jefferson Street has  two eastbound  lanes and one westbound  lane and a 
center median.    East of  Jefferson  Street, Avenue  39  has  two  lanes  and  a  continuous  center 
left‐turn lane. 

Avenue 40 

Avenue 40 east of Jefferson Street has two eastbound lanes and one westbound lane without a 
center median.  West of Jefferson Street, Avenue 40 has two lanes without a center median. 

3.3.2  CITY OF INDIO GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

The General  Plan Circulation  Element  serves  to  identify  the City  of  Indio’s  future  vision  and 
implementation  plan  for  transportation  for  the  next  20  to  30  years.    A  new  General  Plan 
including Mobility Element (to replace the Circulation Element)  is expected to be approved  in 
2018. 

Exhibit  3‐4  displays  the General  Plan  Circulation  Element  roadway  classifications.    Four‐lane 
roadways are divided by either a  raised median with  turn pockets or a center  left‐turn  lane.  
These  roadways  provide  access  to  major  community  resources.    Provision  for  bicycle  and 
pedestrian mobility  should be emphasized  along 4‐lane  roadways due  to  the  variety of  land 
uses they provide access to including schools, parks and open space, commercial destinations, 
and mixed uses.   

Jefferson Street is classified as a 6‐lane Major Arterial south of Avenue 40.  Between Avenue 40 
and Avenue 38,  Jefferson Street  is a 4‐lane Secondary Highway, which  includes a Median or 
Center Left‐Turn Lane.   Avenue 38 and Avenue 40 are also 4‐lane Secondary Highways  in the 
study area. 

3.4  TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND CONDITIONS 

The  intersection  LOS  analysis  is  based  on  the  traffic  volumes  observed  during  the  Sunday 
morning and mid day peak hour conditions using traffic count data collected in February, 2018. 

The following peak hours were selected for analysis: 

 Sunday AM Peak Hour (peak hour between 9:30 AM and 11:30 AM) 

 Sunday MD Peak Hour (peak hour between 12:00 PM and 2:00 PM) 

Sunday AM or morning (9:30am to 11:30am) traffic counts capture 1st service departures and 
2nd service arrivals.  Sunday MD or midday (12:00pm to 2:00pm) intersection turning movement 
counts  capture  2nd  service  and  staff departures.   AM & MD  traffic  counts were  collected  at 
Jefferson/Avenue 38,  Jefferson/Avenue 39, and  Jefferson/Avenue 40.   The existing AM & MD 
peak hour intersection volumes are shown on Exhibit 3‐5. 
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Existing  ADT  volumes  are  based  upon  factored  intersection  peak  hour  counts  collected  by 
Urban Crossroads,  Inc. using the following formula for each  intersection  leg where counts are 
not available: 

Sunday MD Peak Hour (Approach Volume + Exit Volume) x 13.514 = Leg Volume 

The City of  Indio experiences seasonal population variations over the course of the year, with 
relatively  higher  populations  during  the  winter  months  from  January  to  the  end  of  March.  
Counts used in this analysis were collected during February 2018, and do not require seasonal 
adjustments.    The  raw  peak  hour  turning  movement  traffic  count  data  sheets  and  24‐hour 
Sunday roadway segment counts are included in Appendix “3.1”.   

3.5  LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGIES 

Signalized intersection operations analysis is based on the methodology described in HCM 6. 

3.5.1  SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

Intersection LOS operations are based on an intersection’s average control delay.  Control delay 
includes  initial deceleration delay, queue move‐up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration 
delay.    For  signalized  intersections  LOS  is  directly  related  to  the  average  control  delay  per 
vehicle and is correlated to a LOS designation as described in Table 3‐1.  

TABLE 3‐1: SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS THRESHOLDS 

Description 
Average Control 
Delay (Seconds), 

V/C ≤ 1.0 

Level of Service, 
V/C ≤ 1.0 

Level of Service, 
V/C > 1.0 

Operations  with  very  low  delay  occurring  with 
favorable progression and/or short cycle length. 

0 to 10.00 A  F

Operations  with  low  delay  occurring  with  good 
progression and/or short cycle lengths. 

10.01 to 20.00 B  F

Operations  with  average  delays  resulting  from  fair 
progression  and/or  longer  cycle  lengths.    Individual 
cycle failures begin to appear. 

20.01 to 35.00 C  F

Operations with longer delays due to a combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high V/C 
ratios.  Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures 
are noticeable. 

35.01 to 55.00 D  F

Operations  with  high  delay  values  indicating  poor 
progression,  long  cycle  lengths,  and  high  V/C  ratios.  
Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences.  This 
is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. 

55.01 to 80.00 E  F

Operation  with  delays  unacceptable  to  most  drivers 
occurring due  to over saturation, poor progression, or 
very long cycle lengths 

80.01 and up F  F

Source:  HCM, 6th Edition   
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Equations are used  to determine measures of effectiveness  such as delay and queue  length. 
The  level  of  service  and  capacity  analysis  performed  by  Synchro  takes  into  consideration 
optimization and coordination of signalized intersections within a network.  The LOS analysis for 
signalized  intersections has been performed using optimized  signal  timing  for existing  traffic 
conditions.  Signal timing optimization has considered pedestrian safety and signal coordination 
requirements.    Appropriate  time  for  pedestrian  crossings  has  also  been  considered  in  the 
signalized intersection analysis.  Signal timing for study area intersections have been requested 
and utilized.  Where signal timing was unavailable, the local accepted standards were utilized in 
lieu of actual signal timing. 

The peak hour traffic volumes have been adjusted using a peak hour factor (PHF) to reflect peak 15 
minute volumes.   Common practice  for  LOS analysis  is  to use a peak 15‐minute  rate of  flow.  
However,  flow rates are  typically expressed  in vehicles per hour.   The PHF  is  the relationship 
between the peak 15‐minute flow rate and the full hourly volume (e.g. PHF = [Hourly Volume] / 
[4 x Peak 15‐minute Flow Rate]).  The use of a 15‐minute PHF produces a more detailed analysis 
as  compared  to  analyzing  vehicles  per  hour.    Existing  PHFs  have  been  used  for  all  analysis 
scenarios.  Per the HCM, PHF values over 0.95 often are indicative of high traffic volumes with 
capacity  constraints  on  peak  hour  flows  while  lower  PHF  values  are  indicative  of  greater 
variability of flow during the peak hour.  

3.5.2  UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The City of  Indio requires  the operations of unsignalized  intersections be evaluated using  the 
methodology described in the HCM 6.   The LOS rating is based on the weighted average control 
delay expressed in seconds per vehicle (see Table 3‐2).   

TABLE 3‐2: UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION DESCRIPTION OF LOS 

Description 
Average Control Delay Per 

Vehicle (Seconds) 
Level of Service, V/C ≤ 

1.0 
Level of Service, 

V/C > 1.0 

Little or no delays.  0 to 10.00  A  F 

Short traffic delays.  10.01 to 15.00  B  F 

Average traffic delays.  15.01 to 25.00  C  F 

Long traffic delays.  25.01 to 35.00  D  F 

Very long traffic delays.  35.01 to 50.00  E  F 

Extreme traffic delays with intersection 
capacity exceeded. 

> 50.00  F  F 

Source:  HCM, 6th Edition  

At  two‐way or  side‐street  stop‐controlled  intersections,  LOS  is  calculated  for each  controlled 
movement and for the left turn movement from the major street, as well as for the intersection 
as a whole.  For approaches composed of a single lane, the delay is computed as the average of 
all movements in that lane.  
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3.6  CITY OF INDIO REQUIRED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

For the purposes of this study, it was considered that a significant impact would occur (a) if the 
proposed Project causes the level of service to degrade to below LOS D, or (b) if the proposed 
Project  causes  the  level  of  service  to  change  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  F.   Additionally,  significant 
impact would occur at the intersection level if the proposed Project causes an increase in delay 
of 2 seconds or more to an intersection already operating at LOS E; or 1 second or more to an 
intersection operating at LOS F, as indicated in Table 1‐2.   

3.7  EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Existing Sunday AM and MD peak hour  traffic operations have been evaluated  for  the  study 
area intersections based on the analysis methodologies presented in Section 3.5 Level of Service 
Definitions  and  Analysis  Methodologies  of  this  report.    The  intersection  operations  analysis 
results  are  summarized  in  Table  3‐3  which  indicates  that  existing  study  area  intersections 
currently operate at an acceptable LOS during the Sunday AM and MD peak hours. 

The intersection operations analysis worksheets are included in Appendix “3.2” of this TIA. 

3.8  TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 

The signal warrant criteria for Existing study area intersections are based upon several factors, 
including  volume of  vehicular  and pedestrian  traffic,  frequency of  accidents,  and  location of 
school areas.   Both  the FHWA’s MUTCD and  the MUTCD 2014 California Supplement  indicate 
that the installation of a traffic signal should be considered if one or more of the signal warrants 
are  met.    Specifically,  this  TIA  utilizes  the  Peak  Hour  Volume‐based  Warrant  3  as  the 
appropriate  representative  traffic  signal  warrant  analysis  for  existing  traffic  conditions.  
Warrant 3  criteria are basically  identical  for both  the  FHWA’s MUTCD  and  the MUTCD 2014 
California  Supplement.    Warrant  3  is  appropriate  to  use  for  this  TIA  because  it  provides 
specialized  warrant  criteria  for  intersections  with  rural  characteristics  (e.g.  located  in 
communities  with  populations  of  less  than  10,000  persons  or  with  adjacent  major  streets 
operating above 40 miles per hour).   For  the purposes of  this study,  the speed  limit was  the 
basis for determining whether Urban or Rural warrants were used for a given intersection. 

The traffic signal warrant worksheets for are included in Appendix “3.3” of this TIA. 

As shown  in Appendix 3.3 the existing unsignalized  intersection of Jefferson Street/Avenue 38 
(#1) and  future  intersection of  Jefferson Street/Youngs Way  (#4) are not anticipated  to meet 
traffic  signal warrants  under  existing  (2018), Opening  Year  (2020),  or    Project  Buildout  Year 
(2025) conditions. 
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L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD AM MD

1 Jefferson St. / Avenue 38 AWS 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 d 1 1 0 1 1 d 8.2 8.3 A A

2 Jefferson St. / Avenue 39 TS 1 1 1 1 1 d 1 1 1> 1 1 d 5.4 6.3 A A

3 Jefferson St. / Avenue 40 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1> 17.5 16.4 B B

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy. ‐

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy. ‐
1

 When a right turn 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.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software.
3 TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All‐Way Stop

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]3‐3

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

TABLE 3‐3: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY FOR EXISTING (2018) CONDITIONS

# Intersection

Traffic

Control3

Intersection Approach Lanes1
Delay2

(Secs)

Level of 

Service2Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

         L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane
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4 PROJECTED FUTURE TRAFFIC 

This section presents the traffic volumes estimated to be generated by the Project, as well as 
the Project’s trip assignment onto the study area roadway network.   

The Project is a church campus containing an 1,800 seat worship center (of which 1,344 are 
fixed seats and 456 are portable seats) with separate accommodations for teens / children, 
along with ancillary uses such as an amphitheater, café, church office, maintenance, etc.  The 
amphitheater will not be used concurrently with the sanctuary on a typical Sunday morning. 

Outside of Sunday mornings, campus usage is typically less active, with a mid-week service on 
Wednesday evening, along with Bible studies on Mondays, Tuesdays, and Saturdays.  Weddings 
are generally held on Saturdays. 

The Project is primarily accessed via Youngs Way (full access) to Jefferson Street and a 
secondary access is provided via South Driveway (right in / right out only) to Jefferson Street, as 
shown on Exhibit 1-2.  The Project will construct off-site street improvements on the following 
streets.  

• Jefferson Street –half street improvement on the west side as a 4 lane secondary road and 
construct adequate transitions and tapers to join existing improvements north and south of the 
Project site. 

• Youngs Way, full street improvements – as a two lane collector road. 

4.1 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Trip generation represents the amount of traffic which is both attracted to and produced by a 
development.  Determining traffic generation for a specific project is therefore based upon 
forecasting the amount of traffic that is expected to be both attracted to and produced by the 
specific land uses being proposed for a given development. 

In order to determine trips generated by the Project’s proposed land uses, data was collected 
by church staff and volunteers and coordinated by Urban Crossroads, Inc on a peak season 
Sunday (see Appendix 4.1).  The purpose of the collection effort was to understand traffic 
generated by those attending the services at The Garden Fellowship in their existing church 
property, in order to establish inbound and outbound rates that are reflective of the age and 
family structure of their attendees.  This was achieved by recording vehicles entering and 
exiting the existing site – as well as those parking on adjacent properties and on Country Club 
Boulevard – between 7:30am - 2:00pm (in order to capture 1st and 2nd service arrivals and 
departures), recording in 15 minute increments.   

This data has been processed by Urban Crossroads, Inc. staff in order to develop inbound and 
outbound trip generation rates that can be used to evaluate a larger church with a similar 
congregation.  Table 4-1 summarizes the results of this analysis. 

The proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 3,098 trip-ends per day on a 
typical  Sunday  with  1,413 vehicles  per hour  (VPH) during the  AM  peak  hour,  and  763  VPH  

21



In Out Total In Out Total

Church ‐1 1800 SEATS 0.357 0.428 0.785 0.018 0.406 0.424 1.721

In Out Total In Out Total

Church ‐1 900 SEATS 293 351 644 14 333 347 1,868

Church ‐1 1800 SEATS 643 770 1,413 32 731 763 3,098

1  Source: Sunday survey data at existing site (See Appendix 4.1)

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]4‐1

Land Use

ITE LU

Code Quantity

AM Peak Hour

TABLE 4‐1: THE GARDEN FELLOWSHIP TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

Sunday Trip Generation Rates

Sunday Trip Generation Results

MD Peak Hour

Daily

Land Use

ITE LU

Code Quantity

AM Peak Hour MD Peak Hour

Daily

PHASE 1 (2020)

PROJECT BUILDOUT (2025)
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during the midday (MD) peak hour.  For Project Phase 1 Opening Year (2020) conditions, 
approximately 1,868 trip-ends per fully occupied Sunday, with 644 vehicles per hour (VPH) 
during the AM peak hour between services, and 347 VPH during the midday (MD) peak hour 
after the second service are anticipated. 

4.2 PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

The proposed Project trip distribution patterns are based on the arrival/departure data 
collected on a peak season Sunday, combined with membership records that were grouped by 
City / zip code prior to being released to Urban Crossroads, Inc.  The church attendee home-
based dataset (see Appendix 4.1) was particularly useful in determining likely Sunday access 
routes to / from the new site location.  Existing Sunday AM and MD peak hour turning 
movement count data that was taken for this work effort was also considered, as well as local 
knowledge of regional travel patterns.  The proposed Project’s trip distribution patterns are 
illustrated graphically on Exhibit 4-1. 

Although the use of public transit, walking, and/or bicycling have the potential to reduce 
Project-related traffic, such reductions have not been taken into considerations in this traffic 
study in order to provide a conservative analysis of the Project’s potential to contribute to 
circulation system deficiencies. 

4.3 TRIP ASSIGNMENT 

The assignment of traffic from the Project area to the adjoining roadway system is based upon 
the Project trip generation, trip distribution, and the arterial highway and local street system 
improvements that would be in place by the time of initial occupancy of the Project.  Based on 
the identified Project traffic generation and trip distribution patterns, Sunday AM and MD peak 
hour intersection turning movement volumes are shown on Exhibit 4-2.  Typical Sunday ADT 
volumes generated by the project are also shown. 
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5  TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

This section discusses the results of the HCM  intersection analysis.   This section also  identifies 
any potentially significant Project and cumulative traffic impacts to the study area intersections.  

5.1  TRAFFIC IMPACT SCENARIOS 

In accordance with discussions with the City of Indio’s traffic engineer, this study has analyzed 
the following future scenarios: 

 Existing plus Project (E+P) Conditions 

 Opening Year (2020) Ambient Conditions 

 Opening Year (2020) With Project Conditions  

 Project Buildout Year (2025) Ambient Conditions 

 Project Buildout Year (2025) With Project Conditions 

5.1.1  EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

The  Existing  plus  Project  (E+P)  traffic  conditions  analysis  determines  circulation  system 
deficiencies  that would occur on  the existing  roadway  system  in  the  scenario of  the Project 
being placed upon Existing traffic conditions.  For the purposes of this analysis, the E+P analysis 
scenario was utilized to determine potentially significant Project impacts associated solely with 
the  development  of  the  proposed  Project  and  the  corresponding  mitigation  measures 
necessary to mitigate these impacts.   

5.1.2  OPENING YEAR (2020) AMBIENT CONDITIONS 

The Opening  Year  (2020)  Ambient  traffic  conditions  analysis will  be  utilized  to  determine  if 
improvements funded through  local and regional transportation mitigation fee programs such 
as  the  Transportation  Uniform  Mitigation  Fee  (TUMF)  program,  City  of  Indio  Development 
Impact Fee (DIF) program, or other approved funding mechanism can accommodate the near‐
term cumulative traffic at the target LOS identified in the City of Indio’s traffic study guidelines.  
For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  a  comparison  between  the  Opening  Year  (2020)  Ambient 
Without Project analysis scenario and the Opening Year  (2020) With Project analysis scenario 
was utilized to determine potentially significant cumulative impacts.   

5.1.3  PROJECT BUILDOUT YEAR (2025) AMBIENT CONDITIONS 

The  Project  Buildout  Year  (2025)  Ambient  traffic  conditions  analysis  will  be  utilized  to 
determine  if  improvements  funded  through  local  and  regional  transportation mitigation  fee 
programs  such  as  the  Transportation Uniform Mitigation  Fee  (TUMF)  program,  City  of  Indio 
Development  Impact  Fee  (DIF)  program,  or  other  approved  funding  mechanism  can 
accommodate the near‐term cumulative traffic at the target LOS identified in the City of Indio’s 
traffic study guidelines.   For  the purposes of  this analysis, a comparison between  the Project 
Buildout Year (2025) Ambient Without Project analysis scenario and the Project Buildout Year 
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(2025)  With  Project  analysis  scenario  was  utilized  to  determine  potentially  significant 
cumulative impacts.   

5.2  EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

E+P Sunday AM and MD peak hour volumes are shown on Exhibit 5‐1.   ADT volumes are also 
shown on Exhibit 5‐1 for Existing plus Project conditions. 

LOS calculations were conducted for the study intersections to evaluate their operations under 
E+P Sunday AM and MD traffic conditions with existing roadway and  intersection geometrics.  
The  intersection analysis  results are  summarized  in Table 5‐1, which  indicates  that  the  study 
area intersections are anticipated to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS (i.e., LOS “D” or 
better), with project on‐site and adjacent access improvements. 

The  intersection  operations  analysis  worksheets  for  E+P  traffic  conditions  are  included  in 
Appendix “5.1” of this TIA. 

5.3  OPENING YEAR (2020) AMBIENT CONDITIONS 

Opening Year  (2020) Ambient Sunday AM and MD  traffic volumes are  shown on Exhibit 5‐2.  
Opening Year (2020) With Project Sunday AM and MD traffic volumes are shown on Exhibit 5‐3.  

LOS calculations were conducted for the study intersections to evaluate their operations under 
Opening  Year  (2020)  Ambient  Without  and  With  Project  traffic  conditions,  with  existing 
roadway  and  intersection  geometrics.    The  intersection  analysis  results  are  summarized  in 
Tables 5‐2 and 5‐3, which indicates that study area intersections are anticipated to continue to 
operate  at  an  acceptable  LOS  under  Opening  Year  (2020)  Ambient  With  Project  traffic 
conditions (i.e., LOS “D” or better), with project on‐site and adjacent access improvements.. 

The intersection operations analysis worksheets for Opening Year (2020) Ambient Without and 
With Project traffic conditions are included in Appendices “5.2” and “5.3” of this TIA. 

In addition, Sunday peak hour vehicle queues are evaluated for the right turn and left turn lanes 
at the Jefferson Street/Youngs Way (#4) and Jefferson Street/South Driveway (#5) intersections.   

The  simulation  and  optimization  traffic  modeling  tools  Synchro  and  SimTraffic  have  been 
utilized  to  evaluate  traffic  flows  and  identify  potential  queuing  issues  at  the  project  entry 
intersections.    Synchro  is  a  macroscopic  analysis  and  optimization  program,  and  SimTraffic 
performs microsimulations and animation of vehicle traffic.  The SimTraffic analysis includes the 
effects of nearby  intersections on arrival time at an  intersection, during the AM and PM peak 
periods.   

In SimTraffic, each vehicle in the traffic system is individually tracked and operational measures 
of  effectiveness  are  collected  on  every  vehicle  during  each  10th  of  a  second  of  simulation.  
Driver behavior characteristics (ranging from passive to aggressive) are assigned to each vehicle 
by  the model,  affecting  the  vehicle’s  free‐flow  speed, queue discharge headways,  and other 
behavioral  attributes.  The  variation  in  each  vehicle’s  behavior  is  simulated  in  a  manner 
reflecting real‐world operations. 
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L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD AM MD

1 Jefferson St. / Avenue 38 AWS 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 d 1 1 0 1 1 d 9.0 9.0 A A

2 Jefferson St. / Avenue 39 TS 1 1 1 1 1 d 1 1 1> 1 1 d 6.0 5.8 A A

3 Jefferson St. / Avenue 40 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1> 14.9 13.3 B B

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy. CSS 1 1 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0 1 0 0 0 13.0 11.5 B B

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy. CSS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 22.7 18.9 C C
1

 When a right turn 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.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software.

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).  
3 TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All‐Way Stop

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]5‐1

Eastbound Westbound

         L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

TABLE 5‐1: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY FOR
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT BUILDOUT CONDITIONS

# Intersection

Traffic

Control3

Intersection Approach Lanes1
Delay2

(Secs)

Level of 

Service2Northbound Southbound
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L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD AM MD

1 Jefferson St. / Avenue 38 AWS 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 d 1 1 0 1 1 d 8.2 8.4 A A

2 Jefferson St. / Avenue 39 TS 1 1 1 1 1 d 1 1 1> 1 1 d 5.7 6.3 A A

3 Jefferson St. / Avenue 40 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1> 17.5 16.5 B B

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy. ‐

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy. ‐
1

 When a right turn 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.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software.

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).  
3 TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All‐Way Stop

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]5‐2

         L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

TABLE 5‐2: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY FOR
OPENING YEAR (2020) AMBIENT CONDITIONS

# Intersection

Traffic

Control3

Intersection Approach Lanes1
Delay2

(Secs)

Level of 

Service2Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
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L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD AM MD

1 Jefferson St. / Avenue 38 AWS 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 d 1 1 0 1 1 d 8.6 8.7 A A

2 Jefferson St. / Avenue 39 TS 1 1 1 1 1 d 1 1 1> 1 1 d 4.9 4.9 A A

3 Jefferson St. / Avenue 40 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1> 13.9 13.8 B B

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy. CSS 1 1 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0 1 0 0 0 26.3 10.1 D B

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy. CSS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 11.4 10.9 B B
1

 When a right turn 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.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software.

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).  
3 TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All‐Way Stop

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]5‐3

Eastbound Westbound

         L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

TABLE 5‐3: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY FOR
OPENING YEAR (2020) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

# Intersection

Traffic

Control3

Intersection Approach Lanes1
Delay2

(Secs)

Level of 

Service2Northbound Southbound
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The queue length reported for each movement in SimTraffic is responsive to the turn pocket length, just 

like in the real world.  SimTraffic simply observes the actual queue activity as it unfolds during the peak 

hour.  Any spillover from the left turn pocket would be reported in the adjacent lane queue length. 

The estimated turn lane storage length requirements for the Jefferson Street/Youngs Way (#4) 
and  Jefferson Street/South Driveway  (#5)  intersections  for Opening Year  (2020) With Project 
conditions are summarized in Table 5‐4.  These lengths are based on the volumes presented on 
Exhibit 5‐3, and queue length worksheets are included in Appendix 5.3. 

5.4  PROJECT BUILDOUT YEAR (2025) AMBIENT CONDITIONS 

Project Buildout Year (2025) Ambient Sunday AM and MD traffic volumes are shown on Exhibit 
5‐4.   Project Buildout Year (2020) With Project Sunday AM and MD traffic volumes are shown 
on Exhibit 5‐5.  

LOS calculations were conducted for the study intersections to evaluate their operations under 
Project Buildout Year (2025) Ambient Without and With Project traffic conditions, with existing 
roadway  and  intersection  geometrics.    The  intersection  analysis  results  are  summarized  in 
Tables 5‐5 and 5‐6, which indicates that study area intersections are anticipated to continue to 
operate at an acceptable LOS under Project Buildout Year (2025) Ambient With Project traffic 
conditions (i.e., LOS “D” or better), with project on‐site and adjacent access improvements.. 

The  intersection  operations  analysis  worksheets  for  Project  Buildout  Year  (2025)  Ambient 
Without and With Project traffic conditions are  included  in Appendices “5.4” and “5.5” of this 
TIA. 

In addition, Sunday peak hour vehicle queues are evaluated for the right turn and left turn lanes 
at the Jefferson Street/Youngs Way (#4) and Jefferson Street/South Driveway (#5) intersections.   

The  simulation  and  optimization  traffic  modeling  tools  Synchro  and  SimTraffic  have  been 
utilized  to  evaluate  traffic  flows  and  identify  potential  queuing  issues  at  the  project  entry 
intersections.    Synchro  is  a  macroscopic  analysis  and  optimization  program,  and  SimTraffic 
performs microsimulations and animation of vehicle traffic.  The SimTraffic analysis includes the 
effects of nearby  intersections on arrival time at an  intersection, during the AM and PM peak 
periods.   

In SimTraffic, each vehicle in the traffic system is individually tracked and operational measures 
of  effectiveness  are  collected  on  every  vehicle  during  each  10th  of  a  second  of  simulation.  
Driver behavior characteristics (ranging from passive to aggressive) are assigned to each vehicle 
by  the model,  affecting  the  vehicle’s  free‐flow  speed, queue discharge headways,  and other 
behavioral  attributes.  The  variation  in  each  vehicle’s  behavior  is  simulated  in  a  manner 
reflecting real‐world operations. 

The queue  length reported  for each movement  in SimTraffic  is responsive  to  the  turn pocket 
length,  just  like  in  the  real world.    SimTraffic  simply observes  the  actual queue activity  as  it 
unfolds during the peak hour.  Any spillover from the left turn pocket would be reported in the 
adjacent lane queue length. 
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ID Intersection Sunday AM Sunday MD

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy.

NBL 200 67 6

EBL 125 51 46

EBR 150 65 59

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy.

EBR 175 61 70

1
Minimum recommended storage length needed to accommodate the anticipated 95th percentile queues.

2
Queue length calculated using Synchro plus SimTraffic 10.1.

TABLE 5‐4: QUEUING ANALYSIS SUMMARY

FOR OPENING YEAR (2020) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Turning

Movement

Lane

Minimum 

Recommended 

Storage Length1  

(feet)

95th Percentile

Queue Length Per Lane2 

(feet)

36



37



38



L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD AM MD

1 Jefferson St. / Avenue 38 AWS 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 d 1 1 0 1 1 d 8.4 8.5 A A

2 Jefferson St. / Avenue 39 TS 1 1 1 1 1 d 1 1 1> 1 1 d 5.9 6.4 A A

3 Jefferson St. / Avenue 40 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1> 17.5 16.5 B B

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy. ‐

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy. ‐
1

 When a right turn 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.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software.

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).  
3 TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All‐Way Stop

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]5‐5

Eastbound Westbound

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

         L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

TABLE 5‐5: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY FOR
PROJECT BUILDOUT (2025) AMBIENT CONDITIONS

# Intersection

Traffic

Control3

Intersection Approach Lanes1
Delay2

(Secs)

Level of 

Service2Northbound Southbound
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L T R L T R L T R L T R AM MD AM MD

1 Jefferson St. / Avenue 38 AWS 0 1! 0 0.5 0.5 d 1 1 0 1 1 d 9.3 9.3 A A

2 Jefferson St. / Avenue 39 TS 1 1 1 1 1 d 1 1 1> 1 1 d 7.0 6.2 A A

3 Jefferson St. / Avenue 40 TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1> 16.1 14.4 B B

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy. CSS 1 1 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0 1 0 0 0 13.3 11.7 B B

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy. CSS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 23.9 19.5 C C
1  When a right turn 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.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM6), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or all way stop control.

For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

Delay and level of service is calculated using Synchro 10.1 analysis software.

BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).  
3 TS = Traffic Signal; AWS = All‐Way Stop

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]5‐6

Eastbound Westbound

         L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; d= Defacto Right Turn Lane; 1 = Improvement

TABLE 5‐6: INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY FOR
PROJECT BUILDOUT (2025) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

# Intersection

Traffic

Control3

Intersection Approach Lanes1
Delay2

(Secs)

Level of 

Service2Northbound Southbound
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The estimated turn lane storage length requirements for the Jefferson Street/Youngs Way (#4) 
and  Jefferson Street/South Driveway  (#5)  intersections  for Project Buildout Year  (2025) With 
Project  conditions  are  summarized  in  Table  5‐7.    These  lengths  are  based  on  the  volumes 
presented on Exhibit 5‐5, and queue length worksheets are included in Appendix 5.5. 

5.5  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

For site access purposes, the following improvements are recommended: 

ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

Construct Jefferson Street to its half‐section width as a 4‐lane secondary roadway from Youngs 
Way to the southerly project boundary. 

Construct Youngs Way to its full‐section width as a two‐lane collector roadway, within available 
right of way, from the westerly project boundary to Jefferson Street. 

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

Jefferson Street / Youngs Way (#4)  

 Provide stop control for the eastbound approach. 

 Northbound (NB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane, maintain existing through   lane 

 Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

 Eastbound  (EB)  Approach:  Provide  separate  left  turn  lane  with  a  receiving  refuge  lane  on  
Jefferson Street and provide separate right turn lane 

Jefferson Street / South Driveway (#5)  

 Restrict South Driveway to right turns  in and right turns out only via raised “pork chop”  island 
which  restricts  the  driveway  to  right  turns  in/right  turns  out  only  and  provides  a  refuge  for 
pedestrians crossing the driveway 

 Provide stop control for the eastbound approach 

 Northbound (NB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

 Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

 Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide right turn lane 

Exhibits 5‐6 and 5‐7 provide concept striping plans for Project access intersections.  In order to 
achieve appropriate directional transitions southbound into these access improvements, some 
off‐site street widening is necessary on the west side of Jefferson Street north of Youngs Way. 
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ID Intersection Sunday AM Sunday MD

4 Jefferson St. / Youngs Wy.

NBL 200 182 18

EBL 125 124 48

EBR 150 129 98

5 Jefferson St. / S. Project Dwy.

EBR 175 173 148

1
Minimum recommended storage length needed to accommodate the anticipated 95th percentile queues.

2
Queue length calculated using Synchro plus SimTraffic 10.1.

TABLE 5‐7: QUEUING ANALYSIS SUMMARY

PROJECT BUILDOUT (2025) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

Turning

Movement

Lane

Minimum 

Recommended 

Storage Length1  

(feet)

95th Percentile

Queue Length Per Lane2 

(feet)
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6 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1  PROJECT ACCESS 

The Project is primarily accessed via Youngs Way (full access) to Jefferson Street and a 
secondary access is provided via South Driveway (right in / right out only) to Jefferson Street, as 
shown previously on Exhibit 1-2.  Each of these Project access points is recommended to be 
controlled by a stop sign on the minor (cross) street.  Exhibits 5-6 and 5-7 provide concept 
striping plans for Project access intersections. 

6.2  PROJECT TRAFFIC 

The Project is a church campus containing an 1,800 seat worship center (of which 1,344 are 
fixed seats and 456 are portable seats) with separate accommodations for teens / children, 
along with ancillary uses such as an amphitheater, café, church office, maintenance, etc.  The 
amphitheater will not be used concurrently with the sanctuary on a typical Sunday morning. 

The proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 3,098 trip-ends per peak season 
Sunday with 1,413 vehicles per hour (VPH) during the AM peak hour, and 763 VPH during the 
midday (MD) peak hour.  For Project Phase 1 Opening Year (2020) conditions, approximately 
1,868 trip-ends per fully occupied Sunday, with 644 vehicles per hour (VPH) during the AM peak 
hour between services, and 347 VPH during the midday (MD) peak hour after the second 
service are anticipated. 

6.3  POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

With recommended project access improvements, study area intersections are anticipated to 
operate at acceptable LOS under Existing plus Project, Opening Year (2020), or Project Buildout 
Year (2025) conditions.  Therefore, no significant off-site intersection impacts are identified. 

6.4 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

Access improvement strategies have been recommended for Opening Year (2020) conditions as 
indicated on Exhibit 6-1, and illustrated on Exhibits 5-6 and 5-7.  The Project will construct off-
site roadway segment improvements on the following streets.  

• Jefferson Street –half street improvement on the west side as a 4 lane secondary road and 
construct adequate transitions and tapers to join existing improvements north and south of the 
Project site. 

• Youngs Way, full street improvements – as a two lane collector road. 

Jefferson Street / Youngs Way (#4)  

• Provide stop control for the eastbound approach. 
• Northbound (NB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane, maintain existing through  lane 
• Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 
• Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide separate left turn lane with a receiving refuge lane on  

Jefferson Street and provide separate right turn lane 
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DATA TABLE

IN THE CITY OF INDIO, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

TECHNICAL SITE PLAN
EXHIBIT DATE: SEPTEMBER 5, 2018

MSA CONSULTING, INC.

> PLANNING > CIVIL ENGINEERING > LAND SURVEYING

34200 Bob Hope Drive,  Rancho Mirage,  CA  92270

760.320.9811    msaconsultinginc.com
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EXISTING IRRIGATION
EXISTING GAS

EXISTING SEWER
EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY

EXISTING EASEMENT
EXISTING ELECTRIC

PROPOSED CURB
PROPOSED EASEMENT

EXISTING SEWER FORCE MAIN

EXISTING IRRIGATION DRAIN LINE
EXISTING CABLE

EXISTING CONTOURS
EXISTING SPOT ELEVATIONS

LEGEND

EXISTING WATER

EXISTING EASEMENT DELTA

EXISTING LOT LINE

PROPOSED LOT LINE
PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY

EXISTING TELEPHONE

R-L LOW DENSITY (RESIDENTIAL)

UG UNDERGROUND

BOUNDARYBNDRY

OVERHEADO/H
OPEN SPACE / PARKSOS/PP

EXISTING EDGE OF PAVEMENT

PAGEPG.

M.B. MAP BOOK

PROPOSED AND EXISTING CENTER LINE
EXISTING PROJECT BOUNDARY

N.T.S.
VICINITY MAP

SITE
CITY OF
INDIO

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS:

EXHIBIT PREPARER:

ADDRESS:

MSA CONSULTING, INC.

34200 BOB HOPE DRIVE
RANCHO MIRAGE, CALIFORNIA  92270

CONTACT: PAUL DEPALATIS, AICP TELEPHONE: (760) 320-9811

CONTACT:

79733 COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE
BERMUDA DUNES, CALIFORNIA  92203  

DAVID McCOY TELEPHONE: (760) 409-1645

ADDRESS:

LAND OWNER / THE GARDEN FELLOWSHIP, INC.

PARCEL 1: 691-060-004 / PARCEL 2: 691-060-003

APPLICANT:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

A PORTION OF PARCELS 1 & 2 OF P.M. 132/91-92 IN SECTION 5, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 7 EAST,
SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN.

DATA TABLE CONTINUED
EXISTING ZONING:

PROPOSED ZONING:

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN LAND USE:

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN LAND USE:
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PROPOSED BUILDING "C" (YOUTH / ADMIN. / CAFE / RETAIL)
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-
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19,264 SF

11,804 SF

-
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EXISTING GROSS ACREAGE 18.49 AC.

LAND USE DATA: ACREAGE
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TBD
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WORSHIP CENTER
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ADDED OVERFLOW PARKING STALLS
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TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED 820 STALLS

SOURCE OF TOPOGRAPHY:

ADDRESS:

INLAND AERIAL SURVEYS, INC.

7117 ARLINGTON AVENUE, SUITE "A"
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA  92503

DATE OF TOPOGRAPHY: JULY 17, 2017 TELEPHONE: (951) 687-4252

DATA TABLE CONTINUED
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COMMUNITY PANEL MAP NUMBER 06065C1620G / EFFECTIVE DATE: AUGUST 28, 2008
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THE GAS COMPANY
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INDIO WATER AUTHORITY
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PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY VACATION (JEFFERSON STREET) 0.10 AC.4,393 SF -

PROPOSED NET ACREAGE 18.53 AC.807,322 SF 100%

AS SHOWN ON RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAPS,
YOUNGS WAY
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Jefferson Street / South Driveway (#5)  

• Restrict South Driveway to right turns in and right turns out only via raised “pork chop” island 
which restricts the driveway to right turns in/right turns out only and provides a refuge for 
pedestrians crossing the driveway 

• Provide stop control for the eastbound approach 

• Northbound (NB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Southbound (SB) Approach: Maintain existing through lane 

• Eastbound (EB) Approach: Provide right turn lane 

The right turn in / out restriction for the Jefferson Street / South Driveway is not anticipated to 
impact adjacent driveways (such as those on the east side of Jefferson Street).  In order to 
achieve appropriate directional transitions southbound into these access improvements, some 
off-site street widening is necessary on the west side of Jefferson Street north of Youngs Way. 

6.5 PARKING SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

Parking demand has been calculated using the City of Indio Zoning requirement, and also via 
data collection and analysis from the existing church site.  Eight hundred fifty-three (853) 
parking spaces are currently provided on the project site plan.   

PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS BASED UPON CITY PARKING SCHEDULE 

The City of Indio parking schedule (Zoning Regulation 159.656) requires one space for each 7 
fixed seats, with one space for each 35 square feet of remaining floor area.  A Preliminary 
Parking Demand Analysis (PlainJoe Studios, December 2017) based upon the City of Indio 
parking schedule provides parking recommendations for the unique combination of planned 
land use quantities.  The resulting estimated parking demand based upon the preliminary 
parking demand analysis is 820 spaces. 

OBSERVED DEMAND 

Parking demand was observed at the existing church site, where the maximum number of 
parked vehicles observed on a typical Sunday morning was 258 vehicles.  There are 456 seats at 
the existing location, having a maximum capacity of around 500, and about 10% administrative 
personnel monitoring three different services.   

At Project Buildout, there are projected to be a maximum 1,800 seats in the new worship 
center.  Of these, 1,344 seats are fixed.  The 1,344 fixed seats along with concurrent ancillary 
activities (classrooms, etc.) would be served by 761 parking spaces, based upon normal activity 
levels measured at the existing church site in 2018.  The additional 456 moveable seats (if fully 
occupied) could require an additional 258 parking spaces, which results in a total parking 
demand of around 1,019 spaces.   
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PARKING DEMAND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Parking  demand  at  Project  Buildout  is  anticipated  to  be  in  the  range  of  820+  (to  1,019  at 
maximum  capacity  during  special  occasions)  required  parking  spaces.    If  a  parking  demand 
overage  is  found,  overflow  parking  as  depicted  on  the  on‐site  circulation  exhibit,  as well  as 
parking  management  strategies  (valet  &  shuttle  services)  would  need  to  be  evaluated  and 
implemented. 
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File Name : 01_IND_Jefferson_Ave 38 AM
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 1

City of Indio
N/S: Westwick Street/Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 38
Weather: Clear

Groups Printed- Total Volume
Westwick Street

Southbound
Avenue 38
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 38
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

09:30 AM 1 26 3 30 5 3 1 9 2 6 3 11 1 2 1 4 54
09:45 AM 1 25 2 28 1 2 1 4 0 10 2 12 2 2 4 8 52

Total 2 51 5 58 6 5 2 13 2 16 5 23 3 4 5 12 106

10:00 AM 3 23 5 31 1 0 1 2 0 11 3 14 5 3 4 12 59
10:15 AM 1 17 3 21 2 2 1 5 3 18 0 21 4 3 3 10 57
10:30 AM 3 30 4 37 0 2 2 4 3 11 3 17 4 2 1 7 65
10:45 AM 1 23 1 25 4 7 2 13 3 12 0 15 3 3 4 10 63

Total 8 93 13 114 7 11 6 24 9 52 6 67 16 11 12 39 244

11:00 AM 3 17 3 23 1 4 2 7 2 13 2 17 4 2 4 10 57
11:15 AM 5 16 1 22 2 0 3 5 4 11 1 16 3 2 6 11 54

Grand Total 18 177 22 217 16 20 13 49 17 92 14 123 26 19 27 72 461
Apprch % 8.3 81.6 10.1  32.7 40.8 26.5  13.8 74.8 11.4  36.1 26.4 37.5   

Total % 3.9 38.4 4.8 47.1 3.5 4.3 2.8 10.6 3.7 20 3 26.7 5.6 4.1 5.9 15.6

Westwick Street
Southbound

Avenue 38
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 38
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 09:30 AM to 11:15 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 10:00 AM

10:00 AM 3 23 5 31 1 0 1 2 0 11 3 14 5 3 4 12 59
10:15 AM 1 17 3 21 2 2 1 5 3 18 0 21 4 3 3 10 57
10:30 AM 3 30 4 37 0 2 2 4 3 11 3 17 4 2 1 7 65
10:45 AM 1 23 1 25 4 7 2 13 3 12 0 15 3 3 4 10 63

Total Volume 8 93 13 114 7 11 6 24 9 52 6 67 16 11 12 39 244
% App. Total 7 81.6 11.4  29.2 45.8 25  13.4 77.6 9  41 28.2 30.8   

PHF .667 .775 .650 .770 .438 .393 .750 .462 .750 .722 .500 .798 .800 .917 .750 .813 .938

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268
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File Name : 01_IND_Jefferson_Ave 38 AM
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 2

City of Indio
N/S: Westwick Street/Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 38
Weather: Clear

 Westwick Street 

 A
v
e
n
u
e
 3

8
  A

v
e
n
u
e
 3

8
 

 Jefferson Street 

Right
13 

Thru
93 

Left
8 

InOut Total
74 114 188 

R
ig

h
t6
 

T
h
ru1

1
 

L
e
ft7

 

O
u
t

T
o
ta

l
In

2
5
 

2
4
 

4
9
 

Left
9 

Thru
52 

Right
6 

Out TotalIn
112 67 179 

L
e
ft1
6
 

T
h
ru1

1
 

R
ig

h
t

1
2
 

T
o
ta

l
O

u
t

In
3
3
 

3
9
 

7
2
 

Peak Hour Begins at 10:00 AM
 
Total Volume

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Analysis From 09:30 AM to 11:15 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

09:45 AM 10:15 AM 10:15 AM 10:00 AM

+0 mins. 1 25 2 28 2 2 1 5 3 18 0 21 5 3 4 12
+15 mins. 3 23 5 31 0 2 2 4 3 11 3 17 4 3 3 10
+30 mins. 1 17 3 21 4 7 2 13 3 12 0 15 4 2 1 7
+45 mins. 3 30 4 37 1 4 2 7 2 13 2 17 3 3 4 10

Total Volume 8 95 14 117 7 15 7 29 11 54 5 70 16 11 12 39
% App. Total 6.8 81.2 12  24.1 51.7 24.1  15.7 77.1 7.1  41 28.2 30.8  

PHF .667 .792 .700 .791 .438 .536 .875 .558 .917 .750 .417 .833 .800 .917 .750 .813

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268
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File Name : 01_IND_Jefferson_Ave 38 MD
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 1

City of Indio
N/S: Westwick Street/Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 38
Weather: Clear

Groups Printed- Total Volume
Westwick Street

Southbound
Avenue 38
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 38
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

12:00 PM 0 16 5 21 1 0 2 3 1 13 1 15 4 4 2 10 49
12:15 PM 1 14 5 20 2 0 0 2 2 20 2 24 4 2 1 7 53
12:30 PM 4 23 2 29 1 1 3 5 1 16 0 17 2 7 1 10 61
12:45 PM 4 8 2 14 6 3 3 12 3 10 2 15 2 2 3 7 48

Total 9 61 14 84 10 4 8 22 7 59 5 71 12 15 7 34 211

01:00 PM 2 17 0 19 3 2 3 8 6 18 2 26 2 1 1 4 57
01:15 PM 4 16 2 22 5 4 2 11 5 18 1 24 4 1 6 11 68
01:30 PM 2 20 3 25 1 6 1 8 7 18 2 27 1 2 3 6 66
01:45 PM 2 17 1 20 0 2 3 5 2 17 4 23 6 6 3 15 63

Total 10 70 6 86 9 14 9 32 20 71 9 100 13 10 13 36 254

Grand Total 19 131 20 170 19 18 17 54 27 130 14 171 25 25 20 70 465
Apprch % 11.2 77.1 11.8  35.2 33.3 31.5  15.8 76 8.2  35.7 35.7 28.6   

Total % 4.1 28.2 4.3 36.6 4.1 3.9 3.7 11.6 5.8 28 3 36.8 5.4 5.4 4.3 15.1

Westwick Street
Southbound

Avenue 38
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 38
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 01:00 PM

01:00 PM 2 17 0 19 3 2 3 8 6 18 2 26 2 1 1 4 57
01:15 PM 4 16 2 22 5 4 2 11 5 18 1 24 4 1 6 11 68
01:30 PM 2 20 3 25 1 6 1 8 7 18 2 27 1 2 3 6 66
01:45 PM 2 17 1 20 0 2 3 5 2 17 4 23 6 6 3 15 63

Total Volume 10 70 6 86 9 14 9 32 20 71 9 100 13 10 13 36 254
% App. Total 11.6 81.4 7  28.1 43.8 28.1  20 71 9  36.1 27.8 36.1   

PHF .625 .875 .500 .860 .450 .583 .750 .727 .714 .986 .563 .926 .542 .417 .542 .600 .934

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268
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File Name : 01_IND_Jefferson_Ave 38 MD
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 2

City of Indio
N/S: Westwick Street/Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 38
Weather: Clear
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Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

01:00 PM 12:45 PM 01:00 PM 01:00 PM

+0 mins. 2 17 0 19 6 3 3 12 6 18 2 26 2 1 1 4
+15 mins. 4 16 2 22 3 2 3 8 5 18 1 24 4 1 6 11
+30 mins. 2 20 3 25 5 4 2 11 7 18 2 27 1 2 3 6
+45 mins. 2 17 1 20 1 6 1 8 2 17 4 23 6 6 3 15

Total Volume 10 70 6 86 15 15 9 39 20 71 9 100 13 10 13 36
% App. Total 11.6 81.4 7  38.5 38.5 23.1  20 71 9  36.1 27.8 36.1  

PHF .625 .875 .500 .860 .625 .625 .750 .813 .714 .986 .563 .926 .542 .417 .542 .600

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268

3.1-4



File Name : 02_IND_Jefferson_Ave 39 AM
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 1

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 39
Weather: Clear

Groups Printed- Total Volume
Jefferson Street

Southbound
Avenue 39
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 39
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

09:30 AM 0 36 0 36 1 1 0 2 6 8 1 15 0 0 2 2 55
09:45 AM 0 29 0 29 0 1 0 1 2 14 0 16 0 1 3 4 50

Total 0 65 0 65 1 2 0 3 8 22 1 31 0 1 5 6 105

10:00 AM 0 31 0 31 1 1 0 2 5 14 0 19 1 0 6 7 59
10:15 AM 0 22 0 22 0 1 0 1 3 21 2 26 1 1 2 4 53
10:30 AM 0 32 0 32 0 0 0 0 2 16 2 20 0 0 1 1 53
10:45 AM 0 31 0 31 5 0 0 5 4 18 2 24 0 1 3 4 64

Total 0 116 0 116 6 2 0 8 14 69 6 89 2 2 12 16 229

11:00 AM 0 21 0 21 2 0 0 2 3 18 2 23 1 0 1 2 48
11:15 AM 0 27 0 27 0 0 0 0 4 13 0 17 1 0 4 5 49

Grand Total 0 229 0 229 9 4 0 13 29 122 9 160 4 3 22 29 431
Apprch % 0 100 0  69.2 30.8 0  18.1 76.2 5.6  13.8 10.3 75.9   

Total % 0 53.1 0 53.1 2.1 0.9 0 3 6.7 28.3 2.1 37.1 0.9 0.7 5.1 6.7

Jefferson Street
Southbound

Avenue 39
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 39
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 09:30 AM to 11:15 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 10:00 AM

10:00 AM 0 31 0 31 1 1 0 2 5 14 0 19 1 0 6 7 59
10:15 AM 0 22 0 22 0 1 0 1 3 21 2 26 1 1 2 4 53
10:30 AM 0 32 0 32 0 0 0 0 2 16 2 20 0 0 1 1 53
10:45 AM 0 31 0 31 5 0 0 5 4 18 2 24 0 1 3 4 64

Total Volume 0 116 0 116 6 2 0 8 14 69 6 89 2 2 12 16 229
% App. Total 0 100 0  75 25 0  15.7 77.5 6.7  12.5 12.5 75   

PHF .000 .906 .000 .906 .300 .500 .000 .400 .700 .821 .750 .856 .500 .500 .500 .571 .895

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268

3.1-5



File Name : 02_IND_Jefferson_Ave 39 AM
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 2

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 39
Weather: Clear
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Peak Hour Begins at 10:00 AM
 
Total Volume

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Analysis From 09:30 AM to 11:15 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

09:30 AM 10:00 AM 10:15 AM 09:30 AM

+0 mins. 0 36 0 36 1 1 0 2 3 21 2 26 0 0 2 2
+15 mins. 0 29 0 29 0 1 0 1 2 16 2 20 0 1 3 4
+30 mins. 0 31 0 31 0 0 0 0 4 18 2 24 1 0 6 7
+45 mins. 0 22 0 22 5 0 0 5 3 18 2 23 1 1 2 4

Total Volume 0 118 0 118 6 2 0 8 12 73 8 93 2 2 13 17
% App. Total 0 100 0  75 25 0  12.9 78.5 8.6  11.8 11.8 76.5  

PHF .000 .819 .000 .819 .300 .500 .000 .400 .750 .869 1.000 .894 .500 .500 .542 .607

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268

3.1-6



File Name : 02_IND_Jefferson_Ave 39 MD
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 1

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 39
Weather: Clear

Groups Printed- Total Volume
Jefferson Street

Southbound
Avenue 39
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 39
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

12:00 PM 0 21 1 22 1 0 1 2 6 17 1 24 0 1 2 3 51
12:15 PM 0 16 0 16 1 1 0 2 9 26 1 36 0 0 4 4 58
12:30 PM 0 25 0 25 2 0 0 2 4 15 1 20 5 1 1 7 54
12:45 PM 0 22 0 22 2 2 0 4 4 13 3 20 1 0 5 6 52

Total 0 84 1 85 6 3 1 10 23 71 6 100 6 2 12 20 215

01:00 PM 0 19 0 19 1 0 1 2 6 28 1 35 0 0 6 6 62
01:15 PM 0 29 0 29 3 0 0 3 3 18 0 21 2 0 1 3 56
01:30 PM 1 23 0 24 2 0 1 3 2 27 1 30 1 0 0 1 58
01:45 PM 0 22 0 22 4 0 0 4 0 21 0 21 0 0 1 1 48

Total 1 93 0 94 10 0 2 12 11 94 2 107 3 0 8 11 224

Grand Total 1 177 1 179 16 3 3 22 34 165 8 207 9 2 20 31 439
Apprch % 0.6 98.9 0.6  72.7 13.6 13.6  16.4 79.7 3.9  29 6.5 64.5   

Total % 0.2 40.3 0.2 40.8 3.6 0.7 0.7 5 7.7 37.6 1.8 47.2 2.1 0.5 4.6 7.1

Jefferson Street
Southbound

Avenue 39
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 39
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 12:45 PM

12:45 PM 0 22 0 22 2 2 0 4 4 13 3 20 1 0 5 6 52
01:00 PM 0 19 0 19 1 0 1 2 6 28 1 35 0 0 6 6 62
01:15 PM 0 29 0 29 3 0 0 3 3 18 0 21 2 0 1 3 56
01:30 PM 1 23 0 24 2 0 1 3 2 27 1 30 1 0 0 1 58

Total Volume 1 93 0 94 8 2 2 12 15 86 5 106 4 0 12 16 228
% App. Total 1.1 98.9 0  66.7 16.7 16.7  14.2 81.1 4.7  25 0 75   

PHF .250 .802 .000 .810 .667 .250 .500 .750 .625 .768 .417 .757 .500 .000 .500 .667 .919

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268
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File Name : 02_IND_Jefferson_Ave 39 MD
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 2

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 39
Weather: Clear
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Peak Hour Begins at 12:45 PM
 
Total Volume

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

12:30 PM 12:45 PM 12:15 PM 12:15 PM

+0 mins. 0 25 0 25 2 2 0 4 9 26 1 36 0 0 4 4
+15 mins. 0 22 0 22 1 0 1 2 4 15 1 20 5 1 1 7
+30 mins. 0 19 0 19 3 0 0 3 4 13 3 20 1 0 5 6
+45 mins. 0 29 0 29 2 0 1 3 6 28 1 35 0 0 6 6

Total Volume 0 95 0 95 8 2 2 12 23 82 6 111 6 1 16 23
% App. Total 0 100 0  66.7 16.7 16.7  20.7 73.9 5.4  26.1 4.3 69.6  

PHF .000 .819 .000 .819 .667 .250 .500 .750 .639 .732 .500 .771 .300 .250 .667 .821

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268
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File Name : 03_IND_Jefferson_Ave 40 AM
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 1

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 40
Weather: Clear

Groups Printed- Total Volume
Jefferson Street

Southbound
Avenue 40
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 40
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

09:30 AM 0 36 0 36 25 9 2 36 6 12 16 34 0 11 5 16 122
09:45 AM 4 28 1 33 18 14 0 32 7 17 15 39 0 7 5 12 116

Total 4 64 1 69 43 23 2 68 13 29 31 73 0 18 10 28 238

10:00 AM 2 38 0 40 22 22 1 45 2 18 16 36 0 6 5 11 132
10:15 AM 2 23 1 26 23 18 0 41 3 26 11 40 0 14 4 18 125
10:30 AM 2 28 1 31 20 20 5 45 7 17 13 37 0 13 9 22 135
10:45 AM 1 39 3 43 15 20 2 37 9 21 18 48 1 13 5 19 147

Total 7 128 5 140 80 80 8 168 21 82 58 161 1 46 23 70 539

11:00 AM 1 20 0 21 23 13 2 38 8 22 18 48 0 8 13 21 128
11:15 AM 3 33 0 36 14 19 1 34 5 20 8 33 0 14 5 19 122

Grand Total 15 245 6 266 160 135 13 308 47 153 115 315 1 86 51 138 1027
Apprch % 5.6 92.1 2.3  51.9 43.8 4.2  14.9 48.6 36.5  0.7 62.3 37   

Total % 1.5 23.9 0.6 25.9 15.6 13.1 1.3 30 4.6 14.9 11.2 30.7 0.1 8.4 5 13.4

Jefferson Street
Southbound

Avenue 40
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 40
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 09:30 AM to 11:15 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 10:00 AM

10:00 AM 2 38 0 40 22 22 1 45 2 18 16 36 0 6 5 11 132
10:15 AM 2 23 1 26 23 18 0 41 3 26 11 40 0 14 4 18 125
10:30 AM 2 28 1 31 20 20 5 45 7 17 13 37 0 13 9 22 135
10:45 AM 1 39 3 43 15 20 2 37 9 21 18 48 1 13 5 19 147

Total Volume 7 128 5 140 80 80 8 168 21 82 58 161 1 46 23 70 539
% App. Total 5 91.4 3.6  47.6 47.6 4.8  13 50.9 36  1.4 65.7 32.9   

PHF .875 .821 .417 .814 .870 .909 .400 .933 .583 .788 .806 .839 .250 .821 .639 .795 .917

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268

3.1-9



File Name : 03_IND_Jefferson_Ave 40 AM
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 2

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 40
Weather: Clear
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Peak Hour Begins at 10:00 AM
 
Total Volume

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Analysis From 09:30 AM to 11:15 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

10:00 AM 10:00 AM 10:15 AM 10:30 AM

+0 mins. 2 38 0 40 22 22 1 45 3 26 11 40 0 13 9 22
+15 mins. 2 23 1 26 23 18 0 41 7 17 13 37 1 13 5 19
+30 mins. 2 28 1 31 20 20 5 45 9 21 18 48 0 8 13 21
+45 mins. 1 39 3 43 15 20 2 37 8 22 18 48 0 14 5 19

Total Volume 7 128 5 140 80 80 8 168 27 86 60 173 1 48 32 81
% App. Total 5 91.4 3.6  47.6 47.6 4.8  15.6 49.7 34.7  1.2 59.3 39.5  

PHF .875 .821 .417 .814 .870 .909 .400 .933 .750 .827 .833 .901 .250 .857 .615 .920

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268

3.1-10



File Name : 03_IND_Jefferson_Ave 40 MD
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 1

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 40
Weather: Clear

Groups Printed- Total Volume
Jefferson Street

Southbound
Avenue 40
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 40
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

12:00 PM 4 16 0 20 16 19 0 35 6 22 20 48 1 11 9 21 124
12:15 PM 3 20 1 24 24 18 4 46 6 29 21 56 0 11 10 21 147
12:30 PM 3 22 1 26 11 15 0 26 5 19 25 49 0 15 6 21 122
12:45 PM 2 25 1 28 19 11 0 30 6 16 21 43 0 12 7 19 120

Total 12 83 3 98 70 63 4 137 23 86 87 196 1 49 32 82 513

01:00 PM 1 23 1 25 20 11 4 35 5 30 18 53 1 19 5 25 138
01:15 PM 3 32 0 35 19 14 1 34 5 23 24 52 1 14 7 22 143
01:30 PM 2 24 2 28 23 11 3 37 3 24 26 53 3 14 4 21 139
01:45 PM 2 20 3 25 17 12 0 29 9 22 26 57 0 13 8 21 132

Total 8 99 6 113 79 48 8 135 22 99 94 215 5 60 24 89 552

Grand Total 20 182 9 211 149 111 12 272 45 185 181 411 6 109 56 171 1065
Apprch % 9.5 86.3 4.3  54.8 40.8 4.4  10.9 45 44  3.5 63.7 32.7   

Total % 1.9 17.1 0.8 19.8 14 10.4 1.1 25.5 4.2 17.4 17 38.6 0.6 10.2 5.3 16.1

Jefferson Street
Southbound

Avenue 40
Westbound

Jefferson Street
Northbound

Avenue 40
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 01:00 PM

01:00 PM 1 23 1 25 20 11 4 35 5 30 18 53 1 19 5 25 138
01:15 PM 3 32 0 35 19 14 1 34 5 23 24 52 1 14 7 22 143
01:30 PM 2 24 2 28 23 11 3 37 3 24 26 53 3 14 4 21 139
01:45 PM 2 20 3 25 17 12 0 29 9 22 26 57 0 13 8 21 132

Total Volume 8 99 6 113 79 48 8 135 22 99 94 215 5 60 24 89 552
% App. Total 7.1 87.6 5.3  58.5 35.6 5.9  10.2 46 43.7  5.6 67.4 27   

PHF .667 .773 .500 .807 .859 .857 .500 .912 .611 .825 .904 .943 .417 .789 .750 .890 .965

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268

3.1-11



File Name : 03_IND_Jefferson_Ave 40 MD
Site Code : 05118139
Start Date : 2/25/2018
Page No : 2

City of Indio
N/S: Jefferson Street
E/W: Avenue 40
Weather: Clear
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Peak Hour Begins at 01:00 PM
 
Total Volume

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 01:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

12:45 PM 12:00 PM 01:00 PM 01:00 PM

+0 mins. 2 25 1 28 16 19 0 35 5 30 18 53 1 19 5 25
+15 mins. 1 23 1 25 24 18 4 46 5 23 24 52 1 14 7 22
+30 mins. 3 32 0 35 11 15 0 26 3 24 26 53 3 14 4 21
+45 mins. 2 24 2 28 19 11 0 30 9 22 26 57 0 13 8 21

Total Volume 8 104 4 116 70 63 4 137 22 99 94 215 5 60 24 89
% App. Total 6.9 89.7 3.4  51.1 46 2.9  10.2 46 43.7  5.6 67.4 27  

PHF .667 .813 .500 .829 .729 .829 .250 .745 .611 .825 .904 .943 .417 .789 .750 .890

Counts Unlimited
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
(951) 268-6268
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City of Indio
Jefferson Street
S/ Avenue 38
24 Hour Directional Volume Count

 
 

 
 

IND001
Site Code: 051-18139

 
 

Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
Phone: 951-268-6268

email: counts@countsunlimited.com

 
Start 25-Feb-18 Northbound Hour Totals Southbound Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Sun Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon

12:00 3 24 6 20
12:15 11 19 5 14
12:30 6 16 4 29
12:45 4 11 24 70 3 19 18 82 42 152
01:00 3 33 2 20
01:15 3 21 4 33
01:30 6 30 3 20
01:45 4 19 16 103 4 20 13 93 29 196
02:00 7 17 3 21
02:15 3 25 0 26
02:30 8 24 2 18
02:45 4 16 22 82 0 25 5 90 27 172
03:00 3 22 1 30
03:15 2 29 0 18
03:30 0 30 1 18
03:45 0 31 5 112 1 17 3 83 8 195
04:00 3 21 1 21
04:15 3 34 6 24
04:30 2 21 5 24

04:45 4 33 12 109 4 19 16 88 28 197

05:00 4 30 6 21

05:15 5 30 7 20
05:30 1 28 7 33
05:45 0 21 10 109 6 24 26 98 36 207

06:00 1 28 3 33
06:15 2 28 5 14
06:30 0 22 9 24
06:45 3 33 6 111 8 13 25 84 31 195
07:00 4 32 12 15
07:15 3 19 11 13
07:30 5 27 19 12
07:45 7 25 19 103 13 20 55 60 74 163
08:00 6 21 17 13
08:15 3 24 13 13
08:30 2 17 25 9
08:45 7 20 18 82 27 16 82 51 100 133
09:00 12 16 17 10
09:15 9 16 31 9
09:30 6 17 29 10
09:45 17 10 44 59 25 10 102 39 146 98

10:00 18 10 25 5

10:15 20 14 29 5

10:30 13 6 30 6

10:45 19 6 70 36 28 6 112 22 182 58
11:00 17 5 24 3
11:15 13 4 25 4
11:30 15 6 22 5
11:45 17 6 62 21 17 4 88 16 150 37
Total  308 997 308 997 545 806 545 806 853 1803

Combined
Total

 1305 1305 1351 1351 2656

AM Peak - 10:00 - - - 10:00 - - - - -
Vol. - 70 - - - 112 - - - - -

P.H.F.  0.875    0.933      
PM Peak - - 04:45 - - - 05:15 - - - -

Vol. - - 121 - - - 110 - - - -
P.H.F.   0.917    0.833     

 
Percentag

e
 23.6% 76.4%   40.3% 59.7%     

ADT/AADT ADT 2,656 AADT 2,656

3.1-13
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City of Indio
Jefferson Street
S/ Avenue 39
24 Hour Directional Volume Count

 
 

 
 

IND002
Site Code: 051-18139

 
 

Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
Phone: 951-268-6268

email: counts@countsunlimited.com

 
Start 25-Feb-18 Northbound Hour Totals Southbound Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Sun Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon

12:00 16 27 6 19
12:15 7 21 7 33
12:30 4 17 3 26
12:45 3 39 30 104 2 30 18 108 48 212
01:00 4 22 3 34
01:15 7 32 7 26
01:30 4 22 4 24
01:45 7 18 22 94 3 20 17 104 39 198
02:00 3 28 3 30
02:15 7 30 2 31
02:30 5 19 0 28
02:45 3 27 18 104 1 31 6 120 24 224
03:00 2 37 0 26

03:15 1 34 1 21

03:30 1 42 3 23

03:45 3 28 7 141 3 21 7 91 14 232

04:00 2 38 5 33
04:15 2 28 5 27
04:30 6 39 7 25
04:45 4 36 14 141 7 27 24 112 38 253

05:00 10 34 7 22
05:15 1 33 10 43
05:30 1 26 7 30
05:45 2 28 14 121 4 35 28 130 42 251
06:00 4 30 3 21
06:15 1 25 11 29
06:30 3 33 7 17
06:45 4 38 12 126 14 13 35 80 47 206
07:00 1 21 11 18
07:15 8 30 20 19
07:30 8 26 19 21
07:45 9 27 26 104 19 13 69 71 95 175
08:00 4 29 13 20
08:15 4 27 23 12
08:30 8 24 36 18
08:45 13 18 29 98 20 14 92 64 121 162

09:00 13 18 31 10

09:15 13 19 34 12

09:30 19 17 36 15

09:45 23 11 68 65 30 9 131 46 199 111

10:00 22 22 28 5

10:15 18 8 35 5

10:30 26 7 37 8
10:45 22 5 88 42 25 3 125 21 213 63
11:00 18 5 31 6
11:15 18 7 30 5
11:30 24 4 21 3
11:45 29 6 89 22 24 4 106 18 195 40
Total  417 1162 417 1162 658 965 658 965 1075 2127

Combined
Total

 1579 1579 1623 1623 3202

AM Peak - 09:45 - - - 09:00 - - - - -
Vol. - 89 - - - 131 - - - - -

P.H.F.  0.856    0.910      
PM Peak - - 03:15 - - - 05:00 - - - -

Vol. - - 142 - - - 130 - - - -
P.H.F.   0.845    0.756     

 
Percentag

e
 26.4% 73.6%   40.5% 59.5%     

ADT/AADT ADT 3,202 AADT 3,202

3.1-14
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City of Indio
Jefferson Street
S/ Avenue 40
24 Hour Directional Volume Count

 
 

 
 

IND003
Site Code: 051-18139

 
 

Counts Unlimited, Inc.
PO Box 1178

Corona, CA 92878
Phone: 951-268-6268

email: counts@countsunlimited.com

 
Start 25-Feb-18 Northbound Hour Totals Southbound Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Sun Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon

12:00 18 51 7 40
12:15 7 48 9 46

12:30 4 42 6 52
12:45 7 60 36 201 7 58 29 196 65 397

01:00 7 53 4 54
01:15 11 55 8 50
01:30 4 48 4 44
01:45 9 43 31 199 3 42 19 190 50 389
02:00 7 50 4 43
02:15 9 56 4 52
02:30 6 50 0 37

02:45 6 60 28 216 1 38 9 170 37 386

03:00 3 61 1 54

03:15 5 56 1 33

03:30 1 55 5 41
03:45 3 52 12 224 2 42 9 170 21 394
04:00 6 60 4 43
04:15 6 49 7 37
04:30 5 56 7 43
04:45 8 43 25 208 8 48 26 171 51 379
05:00 9 58 8 46
05:15 1 48 13 57
05:30 5 43 5 37
05:45 4 46 19 195 10 45 36 185 55 380
06:00 5 54 7 35
06:15 7 49 17 28
06:30 8 47 15 24
06:45 5 53 25 203 26 18 65 105 90 308
07:00 7 41 21 27
07:15 11 45 26 26
07:30 21 50 28 22
07:45 16 42 55 178 22 22 97 97 152 275
08:00 11 42 29 24
08:15 14 37 43 16
08:30 27 37 58 22
08:45 17 24 69 140 51 17 181 79 250 219

09:00 28 22 51 12

09:15 35 30 62 11

09:30 39 18 50 17

09:45 41 19 143 89 61 12 224 52 367 141
10:00 38 29 51 8
10:15 35 11 59 10

10:30 55 13 53 9

10:45 35 6 163 59 60 5 223 32 386 91

11:00 44 11 49 3

11:15 42 7 57 8
11:30 37 10 40 5
11:45 53 8 176 36 53 4 199 20 375 56
Total  782 1948 782 1948 1117 1467 1117 1467 1899 3415

Combined
Total

 2730 2730 2584 2584 5314

AM Peak - 10:30 - - - 09:00 - - - - -
Vol. - 176 - - - 224 - - - - -

P.H.F.  0.800    0.903      
PM Peak - - 02:45 - - - 00:30 - - - -

Vol. - - 232 - - - 214 - - - -
P.H.F.   0.951    0.922     

 
Percentag

e
 28.6% 71.4%   43.2% 56.8%     

ADT/AADT ADT 5,314 AADT 5,314
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing (2018) AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 11 12 7 11 6 9 52 6 8 93 13
Future Volume (vph) 16 11 12 7 11 6 9 52 6 8 93 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 1349 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 23.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Existing (2018) AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.2
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 11 12 7 11 6 9 52 6 8 93 13
Future Vol, veh/h 16 11 12 7 11 6 9 52 6 8 93 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 12 13 7 12 6 10 55 6 9 99 14
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8 7.9 8.2 8.3
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 13% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 8% 0%
Vol Thru, % 78% 0% 48% 0% 100% 0% 92% 0%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 52% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 67 16 23 7 11 6 101 13
LT Vol 9 16 0 7 0 0 8 0
Through Vol 52 0 11 0 11 0 93 0
RT Vol 6 0 12 0 0 6 0 13
Lane Flow Rate 71 17 24 7 12 6 107 14
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.098 0.027 0.032 0.012 0.017 0.008 0.146 0.016
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.967 5.637 4.767 5.662 5.16 4.457 4.908 4.168
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 724 637 753 634 696 805 734 862
Service Time 2.68 3.351 2.481 3.376 2.874 2.17 2.619 1.879
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.098 0.027 0.032 0.011 0.017 0.007 0.146 0.016
HCM Control Delay 8.2 8.5 7.6 8.4 8 7.2 8.5 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.5 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing (2018) AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 2 2 12 6 2 0 14 69 6 0 116 0
Future Volume (vph) 2 2 12 6 2 0 14 69 6 0 116 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 16.0 29.5 29.5 29.5 16.0 36.0 36.0 14.5 34.5 34.5
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 43.1% 43.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing (2018) AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 2 12 6 2 0 14 69 6 0 116 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 2 2 12 6 2 0 14 69 6 0 116 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2 2 13 7 2 0 16 77 7 0 129 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 127 51 103 127 51 43 1101 1609 1363 1099 1433 1215
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.77 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1415 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2 2 13 7 2 0 16 77 7 0 129 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1415 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 127 51 103 127 51 43 1101 1609 1363 1099 1433 1215
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.04 0.13 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 531 584 555 526 584 495 1291 1609 1363 1320 1433 1215
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 38.0 37.9 35.3 38.1 37.9 0.0 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.0 2.3 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 38.0 38.2 35.8 38.3 38.2 0.0 1.3 0.9 0.8 0.0 2.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS D D D D D A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 17 9 100 129
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.4 38.3 0.9 2.5
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 0.0 73.3 6.7 7.5 65.8 6.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 11.5 30.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 2.5 2.6 2.1 3.4 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.4
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing (2018) AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1 46 23 80 80 8 21 82 58 7 128 5
Future Volume (vph) 1 46 23 80 80 8 21 82 58 7 128 5
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 18.0 18.0 32.0 32.0 18.0 32.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 22.5% 22.5% 40.0% 40.0% 22.5% 40.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing (2018) AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 46 23 80 80 8 21 82 58 7 128 5
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 46 23 80 80 8 21 82 58 7 128 5
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 50 25 87 87 9 23 89 63 8 139 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 209 158 79 217 251 245 947 1266 1073 926 1161 42
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.68 0.68 0.02 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 1300 1176 588 1325 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1794 65
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1 0 75 87 87 9 23 89 63 8 0 144
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1300 0 1764 1325 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1859
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 3.1 5.1 3.4 0.4 0.3 1.3 1.1 0.1 0.0 2.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.4 0.0 3.1 8.2 3.4 0.4 0.3 1.3 1.1 0.1 0.0 2.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 209 0 237 217 251 245 947 1266 1073 926 0 1203
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.40 0.35 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.12
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 449 0 562 461 596 538 1159 1266 1073 1190 0 1203
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 33.0 0.0 31.3 35.0 31.5 28.8 3.8 4.4 4.4 4.4 0.0 5.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.2 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.7 1.5 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.8
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 33.0 0.0 32.1 36.2 32.3 28.8 3.8 4.5 4.5 4.4 0.0 5.6
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 76 183 175 152
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.1 34.0 4.4 5.5
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 58.6 15.2 8.5 56.3 15.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.5 27.5 25.5 13.5 27.5 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 3.3 5.4 2.3 4.4 10.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 17.5
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing (2018) MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 10 13 9 14 9 20 71 9 10 70 6
Future Volume (vph) 13 10 13 9 14 9 20 71 9 10 70 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 1349 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 23.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Existing (2018) MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 10 13 9 14 9 20 71 9 10 70 6
Future Vol, veh/h 13 10 13 9 14 9 20 71 9 10 70 6
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 14 11 14 10 15 10 22 76 10 11 75 6
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8 7.9 8.5 8.3
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 20% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 12% 0%
Vol Thru, % 71% 0% 43% 0% 100% 0% 88% 0%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 57% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 100 13 23 9 14 9 80 6
LT Vol 20 13 0 9 0 0 10 0
Through Vol 71 0 10 0 14 0 70 0
RT Vol 9 0 13 0 0 9 0 6
Lane Flow Rate 108 14 25 10 15 10 86 6
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.148 0.022 0.033 0.015 0.022 0.012 0.12 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.961 5.684 4.783 5.684 5.181 4.478 5.019 4.256
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 725 631 750 631 692 800 717 843
Service Time 2.677 3.404 2.503 3.405 2.903 2.199 2.736 1.972
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.149 0.022 0.033 0.016 0.022 0.013 0.12 0.007
HCM Control Delay 8.5 8.5 7.7 8.5 8 7.3 8.4 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.5 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.4 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing (2018) MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 0 12 8 2 2 15 86 5 1 93 0
Future Volume (vph) 4 0 12 8 2 2 15 86 5 1 93 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 16.0 29.5 29.5 29.5 16.0 34.5 34.5 16.0 34.5 34.5
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing (2018) MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 4 0 12 8 2 2 15 86 5 1 93 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 4 0 12 8 2 2 15 86 5 1 93 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 4 0 13 9 2 2 16 93 5 1 101 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 131 57 107 133 57 48 1127 1493 1265 1085 1428 1210
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.76 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1412 1870 1585 1401 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 4 0 13 9 2 2 16 93 5 1 101 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1412 1870 1585 1401 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 131 57 107 133 57 48 1127 1493 1265 1085 1428 1210
V/C Ratio(X) 0.03 0.00 0.12 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 555 528 584 495 1316 1493 1265 1336 1428 1210
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.8 0.0 35.0 37.8 37.6 37.7 1.6 1.7 1.6 2.2 2.4 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.9 0.0 35.5 38.1 37.9 38.0 1.6 1.8 1.6 2.2 2.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS D A D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 17 13 114 102
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.1 38.0 1.8 2.5
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.3 6.9 7.5 65.6 6.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 30.0 25.0 11.5 30.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.8 2.6 2.1 3.1 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 6.3
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing (2018) MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 60 24 79 48 8 22 99 94 8 99 6
Future Volume (vph) 5 60 24 79 48 8 22 99 94 8 99 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 16.0 16.0 34.0 34.0 16.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 20.0% 20.0% 42.5% 42.5% 20.0% 42.5%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing (2018) MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\01- Existing MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 60 24 79 48 8 22 99 94 8 99 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 60 24 79 48 8 22 99 94 8 99 6
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 62 25 81 49 8 23 102 97 8 102 6
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 239 169 68 207 250 244 984 1267 1073 893 1133 67
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.68 0.68 0.02 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 1346 1267 511 1310 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1749 103
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 0 87 81 49 8 23 102 97 8 0 108
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1346 0 1778 1310 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1852
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 3.6 4.8 1.9 0.3 0.3 1.5 1.7 0.1 0.0 1.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.1 0.0 3.6 8.4 1.9 0.3 0.3 1.5 1.7 0.1 0.0 1.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 239 0 238 207 250 244 984 1267 1073 893 0 1199
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.37 0.39 0.20 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 488 0 567 449 596 538 1150 1267 1073 1112 0 1199
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.8 0.0 31.6 35.4 30.8 28.8 3.7 4.4 4.4 4.4 0.0 5.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.6
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.8 0.0 32.5 36.6 31.2 28.8 3.7 4.5 4.6 4.4 0.0 5.4
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 92 138 222 116
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.5 34.2 4.5 5.4
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 58.7 15.2 8.5 56.3 15.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 29.5 25.5 11.5 29.5 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 3.7 5.6 2.3 3.7 10.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 16.4
HCM 6th LOS B
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = EXISTING (2018) AM PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 181

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 39

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = EXISTING (2018) MD PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 186

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 36

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = Existing + Project AM PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 291

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 71

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = Existing + Project MD PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 262

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 38

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD (FHWA's MUTCD 2012, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-103 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet 

(Average Traffic Estimate Form)

___ ___ ___ ___ TRAFFIC CONDITIONS
DIST CO RTE PM CALC DATE

Jurisdiction: City of Indio CHK DATE
Major Street: Jefferson St. Critical Approach Speed (Major) 46 mph
Minor Street: Youngs Wy. Critical Approach Speed (Minor) 30 mph

Major Street Approach Lanes = 1 lane Minor Street Approach Lanes 1 lane

Major Street Future ADT = 3,934 vpd Minor Street Future ADT = 1,201 vpd

Speed limit or critical speed on major street traffic > 64 km/h (40 mph); ….…... √

or

In built up area of isolated community of < 10,000 population …………….….….

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach
Urban Rural Urban Rural

1 3,934  1 1,201 8,000 5,600 2,400 1,680
2 +  1 9,600 6,720 2,400 1,680
2 +  2 + 9,600 6,720 3,200 2,240

1  2 + 8,000 5,600 3,200 2,240

Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach
Urban Rural Urban Rural

1 3,934  1 1,201 12,000 8,400 1,200 850 *
2 +  1 14,400 10,080 1,200 850
2 +  2 + 14,400 10,080 1,600 1,120

1  2 + 12,000 8,400 1,600 1,120

No one condition satisfied, but following conditions
fulfilled 80% of more …..    A     B   

70% 47%

Note: To be used only for NEW INTERSECTIONS or other locations where it is not reasonable 

to count actual traffic volumes.

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Combination of CONDITIONS A + B

2 CONDITIONS
80%

2 CONDITIONS
80%

Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX

on Major Street Minor Street Approach
(Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)

Major Street  Minor Street

Major Street  Minor Street

CONDITION B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic Vehicles Per Day
Vehicles Per Day on Higher-Volume

XX Major Street Minor Street Approach
(Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)

CONDITION A - Minimum Vehicular Volume Vehicles Per Day
Satisfied Not Satisfied Vehicles Per Day on on Higher-Volume

XX ADT

E+P

JC 09/24/18

RURAL (R)

(Based on Estimated Average Daily Traffic - See Note)

URBAN RURAL Minimum Requirements

R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Warrants\Daily.xlsx\EP
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = EAP 2020 AM PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 239

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 55

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = EAP 2020 MD PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 228

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 39

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD (FHWA's MUTCD 2012, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-103 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet 

(Average Traffic Estimate Form)

___ ___ ___ ___ TRAFFIC CONDITIONS
DIST CO RTE PM CALC DATE

Jurisdiction: City of Indio CHK DATE
Major Street: Jefferson St. Critical Approach Speed (Major) 46 mph
Minor Street: Youngs Wy. Critical Approach Speed (Minor) 30 mph

Major Street Approach Lanes = 1 lane Minor Street Approach Lanes 1 lane

Major Street Future ADT = 3,535 vpd Minor Street Future ADT = 725 vpd

Speed limit or critical speed on major street traffic > 64 km/h (40 mph); ….…... √

or

In built up area of isolated community of < 10,000 population …………….….….

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach
Urban Rural Urban Rural

1 3,535  1 725 8,000 5,600 2,400 1,680
2 +  1 9,600 6,720 2,400 1,680
2 +  2 + 9,600 6,720 3,200 2,240

1  2 + 8,000 5,600 3,200 2,240

Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach
Urban Rural Urban Rural

1 3,535  1 725 12,000 8,400 1,200 850
2 +  1 14,400 10,080 1,200 850
2 +  2 + 14,400 10,080 1,600 1,120

1  2 + 12,000 8,400 1,600 1,120

No one condition satisfied, but following conditions
fulfilled 80% of more …..    A     B   

43% 42%

Note: To be used only for NEW INTERSECTIONS or other locations where it is not reasonable 

to count actual traffic volumes.

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Combination of CONDITIONS A + B

2 CONDITIONS
80%

2 CONDITIONS
80%

Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX

on Major Street Minor Street Approach
(Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)

Major Street  Minor Street

Major Street  Minor Street

CONDITION B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic Vehicles Per Day
Vehicles Per Day on Higher-Volume

XX Major Street Minor Street Approach
(Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)

CONDITION A - Minimum Vehicular Volume Vehicles Per Day
Satisfied Not Satisfied Vehicles Per Day on on Higher-Volume

XX ADT

OY (2020) WP

JC 09/24/18

RURAL (R)

(Based on Estimated Average Daily Traffic - See Note)

URBAN RURAL Minimum Requirements

R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Warrants\Daily.xlsx\2020WP
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = EAP 2025 AM PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 318

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 77

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD 2012 Edition

(FHWA's MUTCD 2009, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)

Traffic Conditions = EAP 2025 MD PEAK HOUR WARRANTS

Major Street Name = Jefferson St. Total of Both Approaches (VPH) = 289

Number of Approach Lanes Major Street = 1

Minor Street Name = Avenue 38 High Volume Approach (VPH) = 43

Number of Approach Lanes Minor Street = 1

(COMMUNITY LESS THAN 10,000 POPULATION OR ABOVE 64 km/h OR ABOVE 40 mph ON MAJOR STREET)

SIGNAL WARRANT NOT SATISFIED

*Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes 

and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold for a minor-street approach with one lane
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California MUTCD (FHWA's MUTCD 2012, as amended for use in California)

Figure 4C-103 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet 

(Average Traffic Estimate Form)

___ ___ ___ ___ TRAFFIC CONDITIONS
DIST CO RTE PM CALC DATE

Jurisdiction: City of Indio CHK DATE
Major Street: Jefferson St. Critical Approach Speed (Major) 46 mph
Minor Street: Youngs Wy. Critical Approach Speed (Minor) 30 mph

Major Street Approach Lanes = 1 lane Minor Street Approach Lanes 1 lane

Major Street Future ADT = 4,329 vpd Minor Street Future ADT = 1,201 vpd

Speed limit or critical speed on major street traffic > 64 km/h (40 mph); ….…... √

or

In built up area of isolated community of < 10,000 population …………….….….

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach
Urban Rural Urban Rural

1 4,329  1 1,201 8,000 5,600 2,400 1,680
2 +  1 9,600 6,720 2,400 1,680
2 +  2 + 9,600 6,720 3,200 2,240

1  2 + 8,000 5,600 3,200 2,240

Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX

Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach
Urban Rural Urban Rural

1 4,329  1 1,201 12,000 8,400 1,200 850 *
2 +  1 14,400 10,080 1,200 850
2 +  2 + 14,400 10,080 1,600 1,120

1  2 + 12,000 8,400 1,600 1,120

No one condition satisfied, but following conditions
fulfilled 80% of more …..    A     B   

71% 52%

Note: To be used only for NEW INTERSECTIONS or other locations where it is not reasonable 

to count actual traffic volumes.

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Combination of CONDITIONS A + B

2 CONDITIONS
80%

2 CONDITIONS
80%

Satisfied Not Satisfied
XX

on Major Street Minor Street Approach
(Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)

Major Street  Minor Street

Major Street  Minor Street

CONDITION B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic Vehicles Per Day
Vehicles Per Day on Higher-Volume

XX Major Street Minor Street Approach
(Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)

CONDITION A - Minimum Vehicular Volume Vehicles Per Day
Satisfied Not Satisfied Vehicles Per Day on on Higher-Volume

XX ADT

OY (2025) WP

JC 09/24/18

RURAL (R)

(Based on Estimated Average Daily Traffic - See Note)

URBAN RURAL Minimum Requirements

R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Warrants\Daily.xlsx\2025WP
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City Zip Code Total Households North Of 10 Fwy

Twentynine Palms  92277 2 Yes

Yucca Valley 92284 4 Yes

Desert Hot Springs 92240 6 Yes

Thousand Palms 92276 10 Yes

Palm Desert (North) 92211 20 Yes

Palm Springs 92263 4 No

Cathedral City 92234 25 No

Ranch Mirage 92270 17 No

Palm desert (South) 92260 67 No

Palm Desert (North) 92211 52 No

Indian wells 92210 8 No

Bermuda Dunes 92203 68 No

La Quinta 92253 148 No

Indio 92201 93 No

North Indio 92203 92 Yes

Thermal 92274 2 No

Mecca 92254 12 No

R:\UXRjobs\_11100‐11500\11513\Excel\[11513‐03 Report.xlsx]Project TD Estimate

The Garden Fellowship Membership Records
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 11 44 7 11 6 48 91 6 8 125 13
Future Volume (vph) 16 11 44 7 11 6 48 91 6 8 125 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 821 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 14.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized

5.1-1



HCM 6th AWSC Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 11 44 7 11 6 48 91 6 8 125 13
Future Vol, veh/h 16 11 44 7 11 6 48 91 6 8 125 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 12 47 7 12 6 51 97 6 9 133 14
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.3 8.4 9.5 9
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 33% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 6% 0%
Vol Thru, % 63% 0% 20% 0% 100% 0% 94% 0%
Vol Right, % 4% 0% 80% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 145 16 55 7 11 6 133 13
LT Vol 48 16 0 7 0 0 8 0
Through Vol 91 0 11 0 11 0 125 0
RT Vol 6 0 44 0 0 6 0 13
Lane Flow Rate 154 17 59 7 12 6 141 14
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.226 0.028 0.08 0.013 0.018 0.009 0.204 0.017
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.273 6.003 4.933 6.091 5.587 4.881 5.181 4.449
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 680 596 724 587 639 731 693 804
Service Time 3.006 3.747 2.677 3.838 3.334 2.628 2.913 2.181
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.226 0.029 0.081 0.012 0.019 0.008 0.203 0.017
HCM Control Delay 9.5 8.9 8.1 8.9 8.4 7.7 9.2 7.3
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.9 0.1 0.3 0 0.1 0 0.8 0.1
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 34 2 12 6 2 0 14 616 6 0 771 39
Future Volume (vph) 34 2 12 6 2 0 14 616 6 0 771 39
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 29.5 29.5 29.5 14.5 36.0 36.0 14.5 36.0 36.0
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 34 2 12 6 2 0 14 616 6 0 771 39
Future Volume (veh/h) 34 2 12 6 2 0 14 616 6 0 771 39
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 38 2 13 7 2 0 16 684 7 0 857 43
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 155 87 133 154 87 74 487 1573 1333 654 1397 1184
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.04 0.84 0.84 0.00 0.75 0.75
Sat Flow, veh/h 1415 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 38 2 13 7 2 0 16 684 7 0 857 43
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1415 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 0.1 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 7.3 0.1 0.0 17.1 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 7.3 0.1 0.0 17.1 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 155 87 133 154 87 74 487 1573 1333 654 1397 1184
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.43 0.01 0.00 0.61 0.04
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 531 584 555 526 584 495 643 1573 1333 875 1397 1184
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.4 36.4 33.8 36.6 36.4 0.0 3.8 1.6 1.0 0.0 4.7 2.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.8 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 4.4 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 38.2 36.5 34.1 36.7 36.5 0.0 3.8 2.5 1.0 0.0 6.7 2.7
LnGrp LOS D D C D D A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 53 9 707 900
Approach Delay, s/veh 37.2 36.7 2.5 6.5
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 0.0 71.8 8.2 7.5 64.3 8.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 10.0 31.5 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 9.3 4.2 2.1 19.1 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.5 0.1 0.0 4.9 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 6.0
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 33 46 23 80 80 72 21 532 58 84 667 44
Future Volume (vph) 33 46 23 80 80 72 21 532 58 84 667 44
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 14.5 39.0 39.0 14.5 39.0
Total Split (%) 33.1% 33.1% 33.1% 33.1% 18.1% 18.1% 48.8% 48.8% 18.1% 48.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 33 46 23 80 80 72 21 532 58 84 667 44
Future Volume (veh/h) 33 46 23 80 80 72 21 532 58 84 667 44
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 36 50 25 87 87 78 23 578 63 91 725 48
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 204 160 80 219 254 387 451 1098 930 600 1119 74
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.59 0.59 0.11 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 1221 1176 588 1325 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1735 115
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 36 0 75 87 87 78 23 578 63 91 0 773
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1221 0 1764 1325 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1850
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.2 0.0 3.1 5.1 3.4 3.1 0.4 14.8 1.4 1.2 0.0 20.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 5.6 0.0 3.1 8.1 3.4 3.1 0.4 14.8 1.4 1.2 0.0 20.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 204 0 240 219 254 387 451 1098 930 600 0 1194
V/C Ratio(X) 0.18 0.00 0.31 0.40 0.34 0.20 0.05 0.53 0.07 0.15 0.00 0.65
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 374 0 485 403 514 608 585 1098 930 630 0 1194
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 33.8 0.0 31.2 34.9 31.3 24.0 6.9 9.9 7.1 5.3 0.0 8.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.0 0.7 1.2 0.8 0.3 0.0 1.8 0.1 0.1 0.0 2.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.0 1.3 1.7 1.5 1.2 0.1 5.6 0.4 0.3 0.0 6.9
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 34.3 0.0 31.9 36.0 32.1 24.3 7.0 11.7 7.3 5.4 0.0 11.4
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A B A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 111 252 664 864
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.7 31.0 11.1 10.7
Approach LOS C C B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.2 51.4 15.4 8.5 56.1 15.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 34.5 22.0 10.0 34.5 22.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.2 16.8 7.6 2.4 22.4 10.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 3.7 0.4 0.0 4.1 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 14.9
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 77 386 579 67 144 32
Future Volume (vph) 77 386 579 67 144 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 0
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 812 629 528
Travel Time (s) 18.5 10.7 9.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 77 386 579 67 144 32
Future Vol, veh/h 77 386 579 67 144 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 150 0 150 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 84 420 629 73 157 35
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1506 175 192 0 - 0
          Stage 1 175 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1331 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 133 868 1381 - - -
          Stage 1 855 - - - - -
          Stage 2 247 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 72 868 1381 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 2791 - - - - -
          Stage 1 466 - - - - -
          Stage 2 247 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.9 8.8 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1381 - 2791 868 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.456 - 0.03 0.483 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.8 - 6.3 13 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.4 - 0.1 2.7 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 307 0 646 498 32
Future Volume (vph) 0 307 0 646 498 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 331 435 629
Travel Time (s) 7.5 7.4 10.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Existing + Project AM Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 307 0 646 498 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 307 0 646 498 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 334 0 702 541 35
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 559 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.22 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.318 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 529 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 529 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 22.7 0 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 529 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.631 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 22.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS - C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 4.4 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 10 15 9 14 9 57 108 9 10 72 6
Future Volume (vph) 13 10 15 9 14 9 57 108 9 10 72 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 821 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 14.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 10 15 9 14 9 57 108 9 10 72 6
Future Vol, veh/h 13 10 15 9 14 9 57 108 9 10 72 6
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 14 11 16 10 15 10 61 116 10 11 77 6
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.2 8.2 9.6 8.6
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 33% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 12% 0%
Vol Thru, % 62% 0% 40% 0% 100% 0% 88% 0%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 60% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 174 13 25 9 14 9 82 6
LT Vol 57 13 0 9 0 0 10 0
Through Vol 108 0 10 0 14 0 72 0
RT Vol 9 0 15 0 0 9 0 6
Lane Flow Rate 187 14 27 10 15 10 88 6
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.264 0.023 0.037 0.016 0.023 0.013 0.127 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.073 5.938 5.01 5.939 5.436 4.731 5.204 4.44
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 709 603 714 603 659 756 690 806
Service Time 2.795 3.671 2.743 3.671 3.167 2.462 2.93 2.167
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.264 0.023 0.038 0.017 0.023 0.013 0.128 0.007
HCM Control Delay 9.6 8.8 7.9 8.8 8.3 7.5 8.7 7.2
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.4 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 0 12 8 2 2 15 113 5 1 714 37
Future Volume (vph) 6 0 12 8 2 2 15 113 5 1 714 37
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 29.5 29.5 29.5 14.5 36.0 36.0 14.5 36.0 36.0
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 6 0 12 8 2 2 15 113 5 1 714 37
Future Volume (veh/h) 6 0 12 8 2 2 15 113 5 1 714 37
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 7 0 13 9 2 2 16 123 5 1 776 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 134 61 111 136 61 51 553 1489 1262 1056 1424 1207
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.76 0.76
Sat Flow, veh/h 1412 1870 1585 1401 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 7 0 13 9 2 2 16 123 5 1 776 40
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1412 1870 1585 1401 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.1 0.0 13.5 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.1 0.1 0.0 13.5 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 134 61 111 136 61 51 553 1489 1262 1056 1424 1207
V/C Ratio(X) 0.05 0.00 0.12 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 555 528 584 495 709 1489 1262 1274 1424 1207
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.7 0.0 34.9 37.7 37.5 37.5 2.8 1.8 1.7 2.2 3.9 2.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.9 0.0 35.4 37.9 37.7 37.8 2.8 1.9 1.7 2.2 5.4 2.4
LnGrp LOS D A D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 20 13 144 817
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.2 37.8 2.0 5.2
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.2 7.1 7.5 65.4 7.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 10.0 31.5 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 3.1 2.6 2.1 15.5 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.8
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 7 60 24 79 48 11 22 121 94 81 611 43
Future Volume (vph) 7 60 24 79 48 11 22 121 94 81 611 43
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 14.6 14.6 38.8 38.8 14.6 38.8
Total Split (%) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 18.3% 18.3% 48.5% 48.5% 18.3% 48.5%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 7 60 24 79 48 11 22 121 94 81 611 43
Future Volume (veh/h) 7 60 24 79 48 11 22 121 94 81 611 43
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 7 62 25 81 49 11 23 125 97 84 630 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 238 169 68 206 249 379 520 1108 939 931 1120 78
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.59 0.59 0.11 0.65 0.65
Sat Flow, veh/h 1343 1267 511 1310 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1728 121
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 7 0 87 81 49 11 23 125 97 84 0 674
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1343 0 1778 1310 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1849
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 0.0 3.6 4.8 1.9 0.4 0.4 2.3 2.1 1.1 0.0 16.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 0.0 3.6 8.4 1.9 0.4 0.4 2.3 2.1 1.1 0.0 16.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.07
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 238 0 237 206 249 379 520 1108 939 931 0 1198
V/C Ratio(X) 0.03 0.00 0.37 0.39 0.20 0.03 0.04 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.00 0.56
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 430 0 491 394 517 605 656 1108 939 968 0 1198
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.9 0.0 31.6 35.4 30.9 23.3 6.1 7.1 7.1 3.4 0.0 7.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.8 0.2 0.1 0.9 0.7 0.3 0.0 5.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.9 0.0 32.5 36.6 31.2 23.4 6.1 7.3 7.3 3.4 0.0 9.7
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 94 141 245 758
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.5 33.7 7.2 9.0
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.0 51.9 15.2 8.5 56.3 15.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.1 34.3 22.1 10.1 34.3 22.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.1 4.3 5.6 2.4 18.2 10.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 1.0 0.3 0.0 4.0 0.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 13.3
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 73 366 29 100 94 2
Future Volume (vph) 73 366 29 100 94 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 0
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 812 629 528
Travel Time (s) 18.5 10.7 9.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 73 366 29 100 94 2
Future Vol, veh/h 73 366 29 100 94 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 150 0 150 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 79 398 32 109 102 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 276 103 104 0 - 0
          Stage 1 103 - - - - -
          Stage 2 173 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 714 952 1488 - - -
          Stage 1 921 - - - - -
          Stage 2 857 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 698 952 1488 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 709 - - - - -
          Stage 1 901 - - - - -
          Stage 2 857 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.4 1.7 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1488 - 709 952 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 - 0.112 0.418 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 - 10.7 11.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - B B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.4 2.1 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 292 0 129 458 2
Future Volume (vph) 0 292 0 129 458 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 331 435 629
Travel Time (s) 7.5 7.4 10.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Existing + Project MD Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\02 - E+P MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 292 0 129 458 2
Future Vol, veh/h 0 292 0 129 458 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 317 0 140 498 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 499 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.22 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.318 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 572 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 572 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18.9 0 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 572 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.555 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 18.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS - C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 3.4 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) Ambient AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 11 12 7 11 6 9 54 6 8 97 14
Future Volume (vph) 17 11 12 7 11 6 9 54 6 8 97 14
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 1349 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 23.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Opening Year (2020) Ambient AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.2
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 11 12 7 11 6 9 54 6 8 97 14
Future Vol, veh/h 17 11 12 7 11 6 9 54 6 8 97 14
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 12 13 7 12 6 10 57 6 9 103 15
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8 7.9 8.3 8.3
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 13% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 8% 0%
Vol Thru, % 78% 0% 48% 0% 100% 0% 92% 0%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 52% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 69 17 23 7 11 6 105 14
LT Vol 9 17 0 7 0 0 8 0
Through Vol 54 0 11 0 11 0 97 0
RT Vol 6 0 12 0 0 6 0 14
Lane Flow Rate 73 18 24 7 12 6 112 15
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.102 0.028 0.033 0.012 0.017 0.008 0.152 0.017
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.979 5.658 4.788 5.685 5.182 4.479 4.913 4.174
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 722 635 750 631 693 801 732 860
Service Time 2.694 3.374 2.504 3.402 2.899 2.196 2.628 1.889
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.101 0.028 0.032 0.011 0.017 0.007 0.153 0.017
HCM Control Delay 8.3 8.5 7.7 8.5 8 7.2 8.5 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.5 0.1
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) Ambient AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 2 2 12 6 2 1 15 72 6 1 121 1
Future Volume (vph) 2 2 12 6 2 1 15 72 6 1 121 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 16.0 29.5 29.5 29.5 16.0 34.5 34.5 16.0 34.5 34.5
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) Ambient AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 2 12 6 2 1 15 72 6 1 121 1
Future Volume (veh/h) 2 2 12 6 2 1 15 72 6 1 121 1
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2 2 13 7 2 1 17 80 7 1 134 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 128 53 107 128 53 45 1095 1497 1269 1096 1428 1211
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.76 0.76
Sat Flow, veh/h 1414 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2 2 13 7 2 1 17 80 7 1 134 1
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1414 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.0 1.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.0 1.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 128 53 107 128 53 45 1095 1497 1269 1096 1428 1211
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.04 0.12 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 558 526 584 495 1281 1497 1269 1347 1428 1211
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.9 37.8 35.1 38.0 37.8 37.8 1.5 1.7 1.6 2.2 2.4 2.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 38.0 38.1 35.6 38.2 38.1 38.0 1.5 1.7 1.6 2.2 2.5 2.2
LnGrp LOS D D D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 17 10 104 136
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.1 38.2 1.7 2.5
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.5 6.8 7.6 65.6 6.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 30.0 25.0 11.5 30.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.7 2.6 2.1 3.5 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.7
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) Ambient AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1 48 24 83 83 8 22 85 60 7 133 5
Future Volume (vph) 1 48 24 83 83 8 22 85 60 7 133 5
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 18.0 18.0 32.0 32.0 18.0 32.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 22.5% 22.5% 40.0% 40.0% 22.5% 40.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) Ambient AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 48 24 83 83 8 22 85 60 7 133 5
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 48 24 83 83 8 22 85 60 7 133 5
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 52 26 90 90 9 24 92 65 8 145 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 213 163 81 220 258 251 937 1258 1066 915 1153 40
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.67 0.67 0.02 0.64 0.64
Sat Flow, veh/h 1296 1176 588 1321 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1797 62
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1 0 78 90 90 9 24 92 65 8 0 150
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1296 0 1764 1321 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1859
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 3.2 5.3 3.5 0.4 0.3 1.4 1.1 0.1 0.0 2.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.5 0.0 3.2 8.5 3.5 0.4 0.3 1.4 1.1 0.1 0.0 2.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.03
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 213 0 244 220 258 251 937 1258 1066 915 0 1193
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.41 0.35 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.13
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 447 0 562 458 596 538 1145 1258 1066 1179 0 1193
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 32.8 0.0 31.1 34.9 31.2 28.5 3.9 4.5 4.5 4.6 0.0 5.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.2 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.7 1.6 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.8
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 32.8 0.0 31.8 36.1 32.0 28.5 3.9 4.6 4.6 4.6 0.0 5.8
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 79 189 181 158
Approach Delay, s/veh 31.8 33.8 4.5 5.8
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 58.3 15.6 8.6 55.8 15.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 13.5 27.5 25.5 13.5 27.5 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 3.4 5.5 2.3 4.5 10.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 17.5
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) Ambient MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 14 10 14 9 15 9 21 74 9 10 73 6
Future Volume (vph) 14 10 14 9 15 9 21 74 9 10 73 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 1349 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 23.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Opening Year (2020) Ambient MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.4
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 10 14 9 15 9 21 74 9 10 73 6
Future Vol, veh/h 14 10 14 9 15 9 21 74 9 10 73 6
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 11 15 10 16 10 23 80 10 11 78 6
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8 8 8.6 8.4
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 20% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 12% 0%
Vol Thru, % 71% 0% 42% 0% 100% 0% 88% 0%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 58% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 104 14 24 9 15 9 83 6
LT Vol 21 14 0 9 0 0 10 0
Through Vol 74 0 10 0 15 0 73 0
RT Vol 9 0 14 0 0 9 0 6
Lane Flow Rate 112 15 26 10 16 10 89 6
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.155 0.024 0.034 0.015 0.023 0.012 0.125 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.983 5.709 4.795 5.711 5.208 4.505 5.039 4.277
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 722 628 748 628 688 795 714 839
Service Time 2.696 3.431 2.517 3.435 2.932 2.228 2.752 1.991
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.155 0.024 0.035 0.016 0.023 0.013 0.125 0.007
HCM Control Delay 8.6 8.6 7.7 8.5 8.1 7.3 8.5 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.5 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.4 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) Ambient MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 1 12 8 2 2 16 89 5 1 97 1
Future Volume (vph) 4 1 12 8 2 2 16 89 5 1 97 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 17.0 29.5 29.5 29.5 17.0 34.5 34.5 16.0 33.5 33.5
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 21.3% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 21.3% 43.1% 43.1% 20.0% 41.9% 41.9%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) Ambient MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 4 1 12 8 2 2 16 89 5 1 97 1
Future Volume (veh/h) 4 1 12 8 2 2 16 89 5 1 97 1
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 4 1 13 9 2 2 17 97 5 1 105 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 132 58 112 133 58 49 1122 1491 1264 1078 1423 1206
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.76 0.76
Sat Flow, veh/h 1412 1870 1585 1400 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 4 1 13 9 2 2 17 97 5 1 105 1
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1412 1870 1585 1400 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 132 58 112 133 58 49 1122 1491 1264 1078 1423 1206
V/C Ratio(X) 0.03 0.02 0.12 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 558 527 584 495 1330 1491 1264 1329 1423 1206
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.7 37.6 34.8 37.8 37.6 37.6 1.5 1.7 1.6 2.2 2.4 2.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.8 37.7 35.3 38.0 37.8 37.9 1.5 1.8 1.7 2.2 2.5 2.3
LnGrp LOS D D D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 18 13 119 107
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.0 38.0 1.8 2.5
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.3 7.0 7.6 65.4 7.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 30.0 25.0 12.5 29.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.9 2.6 2.1 3.1 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 6.3
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) Ambient MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 62 25 82 50 8 23 103 98 8 103 6
Future Volume (vph) 5 62 25 82 50 8 23 103 98 8 103 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 16.0 16.0 34.0 34.0 16.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 20.0% 20.0% 42.5% 42.5% 20.0% 42.5%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) Ambient MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\03 - EA 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 62 25 82 50 8 23 103 98 8 103 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 62 25 82 50 8 23 103 98 8 103 6
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 64 26 85 52 8 24 106 101 8 106 6
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 243 175 71 211 259 252 974 1258 1066 879 1124 64
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.67 0.67 0.02 0.64 0.64
Sat Flow, veh/h 1343 1264 514 1307 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1753 99
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 0 90 85 52 8 24 106 101 8 0 112
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1343 0 1778 1307 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1852
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 3.7 5.1 2.0 0.3 0.3 1.6 1.8 0.1 0.0 1.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 0.0 3.7 8.7 2.0 0.3 0.3 1.6 1.8 0.1 0.0 1.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.05
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 243 0 246 211 259 252 974 1258 1066 879 0 1188
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.37 0.40 0.20 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.09
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 485 0 567 446 596 538 1138 1258 1066 1099 0 1188
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.5 0.0 31.3 35.2 30.5 28.4 3.8 4.6 4.6 4.6 0.0 5.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.6
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.6 0.0 32.2 36.5 30.9 28.5 3.9 4.7 4.8 4.6 0.0 5.6
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 95 145 231 120
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.1 34.0 4.6 5.6
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.1 58.3 15.6 8.6 55.8 15.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 29.5 25.5 11.5 29.5 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 3.8 5.7 2.3 3.8 10.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.5 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 16.5
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 11 27 7 11 6 27 72 6 8 112 14
Future Volume (vph) 17 11 27 7 11 6 27 72 6 8 112 14
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 821 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 14.0 7.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.6
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 11 27 7 11 6 27 72 6 8 112 14
Future Vol, veh/h 17 11 27 7 11 6 27 72 6 8 112 14
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 12 29 7 12 6 29 77 6 9 119 15
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.1 8.1 8.8 8.7
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 26% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 7% 0%
Vol Thru, % 69% 0% 29% 0% 100% 0% 93% 0%
Vol Right, % 6% 0% 71% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 105 17 38 7 11 6 120 14
LT Vol 27 17 0 7 0 0 8 0
Through Vol 72 0 11 0 11 0 112 0
RT Vol 6 0 27 0 0 6 0 14
Lane Flow Rate 112 18 40 7 12 6 128 15
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.16 0.029 0.054 0.012 0.017 0.008 0.179 0.018
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.147 5.828 4.823 5.881 5.378 4.674 5.04 4.305
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 698 615 743 609 666 765 714 833
Service Time 2.865 3.555 2.55 3.614 3.111 2.406 2.757 2.023
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.16 0.029 0.054 0.011 0.018 0.008 0.179 0.018
HCM Control Delay 8.8 8.7 7.8 8.7 8.2 7.4 8.9 7.1
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.6 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0 0.6 0.1
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 2 12 6 2 1 15 321 6 1 419 19
Future Volume (vph) 17 2 12 6 2 1 15 321 6 1 419 19
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 29.5 29.5 29.5 14.5 36.0 36.0 14.5 36.0 36.0
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 17 2 12 6 2 1 15 321 6 1 419 19
Future Volume (veh/h) 17 2 12 6 2 1 15 321 6 1 419 19
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 19 2 13 7 2 1 17 357 7 1 466 21
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 144 73 124 143 73 62 770 1477 1251 848 1408 1193
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.79 0.79 0.00 0.75 0.75
Sat Flow, veh/h 1414 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 19 2 13 7 2 1 17 357 7 1 466 21
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1414 1870 1585 1398 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.1 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 4.0 0.1 0.0 6.6 0.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.1 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.2 4.0 0.1 0.0 6.6 0.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 144 73 124 143 73 62 770 1477 1251 848 1408 1193
V/C Ratio(X) 0.13 0.03 0.10 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.24 0.01 0.00 0.33 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 558 526 584 495 923 1477 1251 1066 1408 1193
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.5 37.0 34.3 37.2 37.0 37.0 2.0 2.2 1.8 2.4 3.3 2.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.9 37.1 34.6 37.3 37.1 37.1 2.0 2.6 1.8 2.4 3.9 2.5
LnGrp LOS D D C D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 34 10 381 488
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.6 37.3 2.5 3.8
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 67.7 7.6 7.6 64.7 7.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 10.0 31.5 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 6.0 3.1 2.2 8.6 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.0 0.1 0.0 2.8 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 4.9
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 48 24 83 83 37 22 290 60 42 379 23
Future Volume (vph) 16 48 24 83 83 37 22 290 60 42 379 23
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 15.0 15.0 38.0 38.0 15.0 38.0
Total Split (%) 33.8% 33.8% 33.8% 33.8% 18.8% 18.8% 47.5% 47.5% 18.8% 47.5%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 16 48 24 83 83 37 22 290 60 42 379 23
Future Volume (veh/h) 16 48 24 83 83 37 22 290 60 42 379 23
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 17 52 26 90 90 40 24 315 65 46 412 25
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 210 163 82 221 259 347 686 1146 971 768 1119 68
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.61 0.61 0.08 0.64 0.64
Sat Flow, veh/h 1260 1176 588 1321 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1745 106
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 17 0 78 90 90 40 24 315 65 46 0 437
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1260 0 1764 1321 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1851
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 0.0 3.2 5.3 3.5 1.6 0.4 6.3 1.3 0.7 0.0 8.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.5 0.0 3.2 8.5 3.5 1.6 0.4 6.3 1.3 0.7 0.0 8.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 210 0 245 221 259 347 686 1146 971 768 0 1187
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 0.00 0.32 0.41 0.35 0.12 0.03 0.27 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.37
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 390 0 496 409 526 573 828 1146 971 859 0 1187
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 33.2 0.0 31.0 34.9 31.2 25.0 4.9 7.2 6.3 4.1 0.0 6.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.0 0.7 1.2 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 0.0 1.4 1.7 1.6 0.6 0.1 2.3 0.4 0.2 0.0 2.9
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 33.4 0.0 31.8 36.1 32.0 25.2 4.9 7.8 6.4 4.2 0.0 7.6
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 95 220 404 483
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.1 32.4 7.4 7.3
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.9 53.5 15.6 8.6 55.8 15.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.5 33.5 22.5 10.5 33.5 22.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.7 8.3 6.5 2.4 10.9 10.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.0 0.3 0.0 2.5 0.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 13.9
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 35 176 264 70 132 15
Future Volume (vph) 35 176 264 70 132 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 0
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 812 629 528
Travel Time (s) 18.5 10.7 9.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 35 176 264 70 132 15
Future Vol, veh/h 35 176 264 70 132 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 150 0 150 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 38 191 287 76 143 16
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 801 151 159 0 - 0
          Stage 1 151 - - - - -
          Stage 2 650 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 354 895 1420 - - -
          Stage 1 877 - - - - -
          Stage 2 520 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 282 895 1420 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 207 - - - - -
          Stage 1 700 - - - - -
          Stage 2 520 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.8 6.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1420 - 207 895 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.202 - 0.184 0.214 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 - 26.3 10.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - D B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.8 - 0.7 0.8 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 140 0 334 293 15
Future Volume (vph) 0 140 0 334 293 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 331 435 629
Travel Time (s) 7.5 7.4 10.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 140 0 334 293 15
Future Vol, veh/h 0 140 0 334 293 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 152 0 363 318 16
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 326 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.22 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.318 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 715 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 715 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.4 0 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 715 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.213 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 11.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0.8 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 14 10 15 9 15 9 38 91 9 10 74 6
Future Volume (vph) 14 10 15 9 15 9 38 91 9 10 74 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 821 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 14.0 7.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 10 15 9 15 9 38 91 9 10 74 6
Future Vol, veh/h 14 10 15 9 15 9 38 91 9 10 74 6
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 11 16 10 16 10 41 98 10 11 80 6
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.1 8.1 9.1 8.5
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 28% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 12% 0%
Vol Thru, % 66% 0% 40% 0% 100% 0% 88% 0%
Vol Right, % 7% 0% 60% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 138 14 25 9 15 9 84 6
LT Vol 38 14 0 9 0 0 10 0
Through Vol 91 0 10 0 15 0 74 0
RT Vol 9 0 15 0 0 9 0 6
Lane Flow Rate 148 15 27 10 16 10 90 6
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.208 0.024 0.037 0.016 0.024 0.012 0.129 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.045 5.828 4.901 5.829 5.327 4.622 5.124 4.363
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 714 615 731 615 672 774 701 821
Service Time 2.764 3.556 2.629 3.559 3.056 2.351 2.844 2.083
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.207 0.024 0.037 0.016 0.024 0.013 0.128 0.007
HCM Control Delay 9.1 8.7 7.8 8.7 8.2 7.4 8.6 7.1
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.8 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.4 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 1 12 8 2 2 16 101 5 1 380 18
Future Volume (vph) 5 1 12 8 2 2 16 101 5 1 380 18
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 29.5 29.5 29.5 14.5 36.0 36.0 14.5 36.0 36.0
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 1 12 8 2 2 16 101 5 1 380 18
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 1 12 8 2 2 16 101 5 1 380 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 1 13 9 2 2 17 110 5 1 413 20
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 133 59 113 134 59 50 821 1490 1263 1066 1422 1205
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.76 0.76
Sat Flow, veh/h 1412 1870 1585 1400 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 1 13 9 2 2 17 110 5 1 413 20
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1412 1870 1585 1400 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.0 5.4 0.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.0 5.4 0.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 133 59 113 134 59 50 821 1490 1263 1066 1422 1205
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.02 0.12 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.02
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 558 527 584 495 974 1490 1263 1284 1422 1205
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.7 37.5 34.8 37.8 37.5 37.5 1.8 1.8 1.7 2.3 3.0 2.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.8 37.6 35.2 38.0 37.8 37.9 1.8 1.9 1.7 2.3 3.5 2.4
LnGrp LOS D D D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 19 13 132 434
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.0 37.9 1.8 3.4
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.2 7.0 7.6 65.3 7.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 10.0 31.5 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 3.0 2.6 2.2 7.4 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 4.9
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 62 25 82 50 9 23 113 98 41 336 23
Future Volume (vph) 6 62 25 82 50 9 23 113 98 41 336 23
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 11.6 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 28.0 28.0 28.0 28.0 15.0 15.0 37.0 37.0 15.0 37.0
Total Split (%) 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 18.8% 18.8% 46.3% 46.3% 18.8% 46.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 6 62 25 82 50 9 23 113 98 41 336 23
Future Volume (veh/h) 6 62 25 82 50 9 23 113 98 41 336 23
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 6 64 26 85 52 9 24 116 101 42 346 24
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 242 175 71 211 259 339 740 1154 978 914 1109 77
Arrive On Green 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.62 0.62 0.08 0.64 0.64
Sat Flow, veh/h 1341 1264 514 1307 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1729 120
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 6 0 90 85 52 9 24 116 101 42 0 370
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1341 0 1778 1307 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1849
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 3.7 5.1 2.0 0.4 0.4 2.0 2.1 0.6 0.0 7.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.3 0.0 3.7 8.7 2.0 0.4 0.4 2.0 2.1 0.6 0.0 7.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 242 0 246 211 259 339 740 1154 978 914 0 1186
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.37 0.40 0.20 0.03 0.03 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.00 0.31
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 451 0 522 414 549 586 882 1154 978 1013 0 1186
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.6 0.0 31.3 35.2 30.6 24.8 4.6 6.3 6.3 3.9 0.0 6.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 1.6 1.6 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.2 0.0 2.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.6 0.0 32.2 36.5 30.9 24.9 4.6 6.4 6.5 3.9 0.0 7.1
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 96 146 241 412
Approach Delay, s/veh 32.2 33.8 6.3 6.8
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 10.6 53.9 15.6 8.6 55.8 15.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.5 32.5 23.5 10.5 32.5 23.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.6 4.1 5.7 2.4 9.2 10.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.9 0.4 0.0 2.1 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 13.8
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 33 167 13 104 97 1
Future Volume (vph) 33 167 13 104 97 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 0
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 812 629 528
Travel Time (s) 18.5 10.7 9.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 33 167 13 104 97 1
Future Vol, veh/h 33 167 13 104 97 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 150 0 150 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 36 182 14 113 105 1
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 247 106 106 0 - 0
          Stage 1 106 - - - - -
          Stage 2 141 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 741 948 1485 - - -
          Stage 1 918 - - - - -
          Stage 2 886 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 734 948 1485 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 741 - - - - -
          Stage 1 910 - - - - -
          Stage 2 886 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.8 0.8 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1485 - 741 948 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - 0.048 0.191 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 - 10.1 9.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 0.7 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 133 0 117 263 1
Future Volume (vph) 0 133 0 117 263 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 331 435 629
Travel Time (s) 7.5 7.4 10.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 133 0 117 263 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 133 0 117 263 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 145 0 127 286 1
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 287 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.22 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.318 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 752 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 752 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.9 0 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 752 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.192 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 10.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0.7 - -
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Queuing and Blocking Report Opening Year (2020) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 AM.syn SimTraffic Report

Intersection: 4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

Movement EB EB NB
Directions Served L R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 45 62 71
Average Queue (ft) 22 43 30
95th Queue (ft) 51 65 67
Link Distance (ft) 778
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 150
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 58
Average Queue (ft) 40
95th Queue (ft) 61
Link Distance (ft) 297
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 0
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Queuing and Blocking Report Opening Year (2020) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\04 - EAP 2020 MD.syn SimTraffic Report

Intersection: 4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

Movement EB EB NB
Directions Served L R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 38 58 4
Average Queue (ft) 21 40 0
95th Queue (ft) 46 59 6
Link Distance (ft) 778
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 150
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 73
Average Queue (ft) 42
95th Queue (ft) 70
Link Distance (ft) 297
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) Ambient AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 18 13 14 8 13 7 10 60 7 9 107 15
Future Volume (vph) 18 13 14 8 13 7 10 60 7 9 107 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 1349 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 23.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Project Buildout (2025) Ambient AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.4
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 13 14 8 13 7 10 60 7 9 107 15
Future Vol, veh/h 18 13 14 8 13 7 10 60 7 9 107 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 19 14 15 9 14 7 11 64 7 10 114 16
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.1 8 8.4 8.5
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 13% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 8% 0%
Vol Thru, % 78% 0% 48% 0% 100% 0% 92% 0%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 52% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 77 18 27 8 13 7 116 15
LT Vol 10 18 0 8 0 0 9 0
Through Vol 60 0 13 0 13 0 107 0
RT Vol 7 0 14 0 0 7 0 15
Lane Flow Rate 82 19 29 9 14 7 123 16
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.114 0.03 0.039 0.014 0.02 0.009 0.17 0.019
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.03 5.728 4.86 5.757 5.255 4.551 4.961 4.221
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 714 626 738 623 682 787 726 850
Service Time 2.749 3.45 2.581 3.48 2.978 2.274 2.675 1.936
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.115 0.03 0.039 0.014 0.021 0.009 0.169 0.019
HCM Control Delay 8.4 8.6 7.8 8.6 8.1 7.3 8.7 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.4 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.6 0.1
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) Ambient AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 2 2 14 7 2 1 16 79 7 1 133 1
Future Volume (vph) 2 2 14 7 2 1 16 79 7 1 133 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 16.0 29.5 29.5 29.5 16.0 34.5 34.5 16.0 34.5 34.5
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

5.4-3



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) Ambient AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 2 14 7 2 1 16 79 7 1 133 1
Future Volume (veh/h) 2 2 14 7 2 1 16 79 7 1 133 1
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2 2 16 8 2 1 18 88 8 1 148 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 133 58 115 132 58 49 1078 1491 1264 1081 1419 1203
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.76 0.76
Sat Flow, veh/h 1414 1870 1585 1395 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2 2 16 8 2 1 18 88 8 1 148 1
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1414 1870 1585 1395 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.8 0.1 0.0 1.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.2 0.1 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.8 0.1 0.0 1.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 133 58 115 132 58 49 1078 1491 1264 1081 1419 1203
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.10 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 561 524 584 495 1260 1491 1264 1332 1419 1203
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.7 37.6 34.8 37.8 37.6 37.6 1.5 1.7 1.7 2.3 2.5 2.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.7 37.8 35.3 38.0 37.8 37.7 1.5 1.8 1.7 2.3 2.7 2.3
LnGrp LOS D D D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 20 11 114 150
Approach Delay, s/veh 35.8 38.0 1.7 2.7
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.3 7.0 7.8 65.2 7.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 30.0 25.0 11.5 30.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 2.8 2.8 2.2 3.7 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 5.9
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) Ambient AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1 53 26 92 92 9 24 94 67 8 147 6
Future Volume (vph) 1 53 26 92 92 9 24 94 67 8 147 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 17.0 18.0 33.0 33.0 17.0 32.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 21.3% 22.5% 41.3% 41.3% 21.3% 40.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) Ambient AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 53 26 92 92 9 24 94 67 8 147 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 53 26 92 92 9 24 94 67 8 147 6
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 58 28 100 100 10 26 102 73 9 160 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 222 179 87 230 282 275 905 1231 1043 887 1113 49
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.05 0.66 0.66 0.02 0.63 0.63
Sat Flow, veh/h 1283 1192 575 1311 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1779 78
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 1 0 86 100 100 10 26 102 73 9 0 167
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1283 0 1767 1311 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1856
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 3.5 5.9 3.8 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.3 0.1 0.0 3.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.9 0.0 3.5 9.4 3.8 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.3 0.1 0.0 3.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.04
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 222 0 266 230 282 275 905 1231 1043 887 0 1162
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.43 0.36 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.14
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 437 0 563 451 596 541 1108 1231 1043 1125 0 1162
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 32.2 0.0 30.3 34.5 30.5 27.5 4.2 4.9 4.9 5.0 0.0 6.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.3 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.9 1.7 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 32.2 0.0 31.0 35.8 31.3 27.6 4.2 5.1 5.0 5.0 0.0 6.4
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 87 210 201 176
Approach Delay, s/veh 31.0 33.2 4.9 6.3
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 57.1 16.5 8.9 54.6 16.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 12.5 28.5 25.5 13.5 27.5 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 3.6 5.9 2.4 5.0 11.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 17.5
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) Ambient MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 15 11 15 10 16 10 23 82 10 11 80 7
Future Volume (vph) 15 11 15 10 16 10 23 82 10 11 80 7
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 35
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 1349 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 23.0 8.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized

5.4-7



HCM 6th AWSC Project Buildout (2025) Ambient MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.5
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 11 15 10 16 10 23 82 10 11 80 7
Future Vol, veh/h 15 11 15 10 16 10 23 82 10 11 80 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 16 12 16 11 17 11 25 88 11 12 86 8
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.1 8 8.8 8.5
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 20% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 12% 0%
Vol Thru, % 71% 0% 42% 0% 100% 0% 88% 0%
Vol Right, % 9% 0% 58% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 115 15 26 10 16 10 91 7
LT Vol 23 15 0 10 0 0 11 0
Through Vol 82 0 11 0 16 0 80 0
RT Vol 10 0 15 0 0 10 0 7
Lane Flow Rate 124 16 28 11 17 11 98 8
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.173 0.026 0.038 0.017 0.025 0.014 0.138 0.009
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.024 5.784 4.874 5.785 5.282 4.578 5.085 4.323
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 716 620 736 620 679 782 706 829
Service Time 2.74 3.508 2.598 3.51 3.008 2.304 2.804 2.043
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.173 0.026 0.038 0.018 0.025 0.014 0.139 0.01
HCM Control Delay 8.8 8.7 7.8 8.6 8.1 7.4 8.6 7.1
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.5 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) Ambient MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 1 14 9 2 2 17 99 6 1 107 1
Future Volume (vph) 5 1 14 9 2 2 17 99 6 1 107 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 16.0 29.5 29.5 29.5 16.0 34.5 34.5 16.0 34.5 34.5
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1% 20.0% 43.1% 43.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) Ambient MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 1 14 9 2 2 17 99 6 1 107 1
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 1 14 9 2 2 17 99 6 1 107 1
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 1 15 10 2 2 18 108 7 1 116 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 136 63 119 136 63 54 1107 1486 1260 1061 1414 1199
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.79 0.79 0.00 0.76 0.76
Sat Flow, veh/h 1412 1870 1585 1397 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 1 15 10 2 2 18 108 7 1 116 1
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1412 1870 1585 1397 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.0 1.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.4 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.0 1.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 136 63 119 136 63 54 1107 1486 1260 1061 1414 1199
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.02 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 561 526 584 495 1290 1486 1260 1312 1414 1199
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.6 37.4 34.6 37.7 37.4 37.4 1.6 1.8 1.7 2.3 2.5 2.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.7 37.5 35.0 37.9 37.6 37.7 1.6 1.9 1.7 2.3 2.6 2.4
LnGrp LOS D D D D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 21 14 133 118
Approach Delay, s/veh 35.8 37.8 1.8 2.6
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 68.1 7.2 7.8 65.0 7.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 30.0 25.0 11.5 30.0 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 3.0 2.7 2.2 3.3 2.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 6.4
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) Ambient MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 6 69 28 91 55 9 25 114 108 9 114 7
Future Volume (vph) 6 69 28 91 55 9 25 114 108 9 114 7
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 16.0 16.0 34.0 34.0 16.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 37.5% 20.0% 20.0% 42.5% 42.5% 20.0% 42.5%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) Ambient MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\103 - EA 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 6 69 28 91 55 9 25 114 108 9 114 7
Future Volume (veh/h) 6 69 28 91 55 9 25 114 108 9 114 7
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 6 71 29 94 57 9 26 118 111 9 118 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 256 191 78 220 283 276 945 1229 1042 850 1093 65
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.05 0.66 0.66 0.02 0.63 0.63
Sat Flow, veh/h 1335 1262 515 1295 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1748 104
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 6 0 100 94 57 9 26 118 111 9 0 125
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1335 0 1778 1295 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1852
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.3 0.0 4.0 5.6 2.1 0.4 0.4 1.8 2.1 0.1 0.0 2.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.5 0.0 4.0 9.7 2.1 0.4 0.4 1.8 2.1 0.1 0.0 2.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 256 0 269 220 283 276 945 1229 1042 850 0 1158
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.37 0.43 0.20 0.03 0.03 0.10 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.11
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 480 0 567 437 596 541 1103 1229 1042 1066 0 1158
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 30.8 0.0 30.5 34.9 29.7 27.5 4.2 5.0 5.1 5.0 0.0 6.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 1.8 1.8 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.7
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 30.8 0.0 31.4 36.2 30.1 27.5 4.2 5.2 5.3 5.0 0.0 6.2
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 106 160 255 134
Approach Delay, s/veh 31.4 33.5 5.1 6.1
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 6.3 57.1 16.6 8.9 54.5 16.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 11.5 29.5 25.5 11.5 29.5 25.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 4.1 6.0 2.4 4.2 11.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 16.5
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 18 13 46 8 13 7 49 99 7 9 139 15
Future Volume (vph) 18 13 46 8 13 7 49 99 7 9 139 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 821 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 14.0 7.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 13 46 8 13 7 49 99 7 9 139 15
Future Vol, veh/h 18 13 46 8 13 7 49 99 7 9 139 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 19 14 49 9 14 7 52 105 7 10 148 16
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.5 8.5 9.8 9.3
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 32% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 6% 0%
Vol Thru, % 64% 0% 22% 0% 100% 0% 94% 0%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 78% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 155 18 59 8 13 7 148 15
LT Vol 49 18 0 8 0 0 9 0
Through Vol 99 0 13 0 13 0 139 0
RT Vol 7 0 46 0 0 7 0 15
Lane Flow Rate 165 19 63 9 14 7 157 16
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.244 0.032 0.088 0.015 0.022 0.01 0.229 0.02
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.332 6.1 5.044 6.192 5.687 4.981 5.238 4.505
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 673 586 707 576 627 715 685 792
Service Time 3.076 3.851 2.794 3.95 3.445 2.739 2.979 2.247
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.245 0.032 0.089 0.016 0.022 0.01 0.229 0.02
HCM Control Delay 9.8 9.1 8.3 9 8.6 7.8 9.5 7.3
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 1 0.1 0.3 0 0.1 0 0.9 0.1
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 34 2 14 7 2 1 16 626 7 1 788 40
Future Volume (vph) 34 2 14 7 2 1 16 626 7 1 788 40
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 29.5 29.5 29.5 14.5 36.0 36.0 14.5 36.0 36.0
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 34 2 14 7 2 1 16 626 7 1 788 40
Future Volume (veh/h) 34 2 14 7 2 1 16 626 7 1 788 40
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 38 2 16 8 2 1 18 696 8 1 876 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 157 91 142 156 91 77 476 1459 1237 578 1387 1176
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.78 0.78 0.00 0.74 0.74
Sat Flow, veh/h 1414 1870 1585 1395 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 38 2 16 8 2 1 18 696 8 1 876 44
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1414 1870 1585 1395 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 0.1 0.7 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 10.4 0.1 0.0 18.2 0.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.2 0.1 0.7 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.2 10.4 0.1 0.0 18.2 0.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 157 91 142 156 91 77 476 1459 1237 578 1387 1176
V/C Ratio(X) 0.24 0.02 0.11 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.48 0.01 0.00 0.63 0.04
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 561 524 584 495 625 1459 1237 796 1387 1176
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.3 36.3 33.5 36.5 36.3 36.2 4.1 3.1 1.9 3.0 5.0 2.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 38.1 36.4 33.8 36.6 36.4 36.3 4.1 4.2 2.0 3.0 7.2 2.8
LnGrp LOS D D C D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 56 11 722 921
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.8 36.6 4.2 7.0
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 66.9 8.4 7.8 63.8 8.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 10.0 31.5 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 12.4 4.2 2.2 20.2 2.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.4 0.1 0.0 4.7 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 7.0
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 33 53 26 92 92 73 24 544 67 85 686 45
Future Volume (vph) 33 53 26 92 92 73 24 544 67 85 686 45
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 35 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 13.2 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 26.5 26.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 14.5 39.0 39.0 14.5 39.0
Total Split (%) 33.1% 33.1% 33.1% 33.1% 18.1% 18.1% 48.8% 48.8% 18.1% 48.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 33 53 26 92 92 73 24 544 67 85 686 45
Future Volume (veh/h) 33 53 26 92 92 73 24 544 67 85 686 45
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 36 58 28 100 100 79 26 591 73 92 746 49
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 215 181 87 232 284 413 421 1067 904 571 1084 71
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.05 0.57 0.57 0.11 0.62 0.62
Sat Flow, veh/h 1205 1192 575 1311 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1736 114
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 36 0 86 100 100 79 26 591 73 92 0 795
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1205 0 1767 1311 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1850
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.2 0.0 3.5 5.9 3.8 3.1 0.4 15.9 1.7 1.3 0.0 22.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.0 0.0 3.5 9.4 3.8 3.1 0.4 15.9 1.7 1.3 0.0 22.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 215 0 268 232 284 413 421 1067 904 571 0 1155
V/C Ratio(X) 0.17 0.00 0.32 0.43 0.35 0.19 0.06 0.55 0.08 0.16 0.00 0.69
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 364 0 486 394 514 608 546 1067 904 600 0 1155
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 33.1 0.0 30.2 34.4 30.4 23.0 7.9 10.8 7.7 6.0 0.0 9.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.0 0.7 1.3 0.7 0.2 0.1 2.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 3.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.0 1.5 1.9 1.7 1.1 0.1 6.2 0.5 0.3 0.0 8.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 33.5 0.0 30.9 35.7 31.1 23.2 7.9 12.9 7.9 6.1 0.0 13.2
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A B A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 122 279 690 887
Approach Delay, s/veh 31.7 30.5 12.1 12.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.2 50.1 16.7 8.9 54.5 16.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 34.5 22.0 10.0 34.5 22.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.3 17.9 8.0 2.4 24.6 11.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 3.7 0.4 0.0 3.8 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 16.1
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 77 386 579 77 161 32
Future Volume (vph) 77 386 579 77 161 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 0
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 812 629 528
Travel Time (s) 18.5 10.7 9.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 77 386 579 77 161 32
Future Vol, veh/h 77 386 579 77 161 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 150 0 150 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 84 420 629 84 175 35
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1535 193 210 0 - 0
          Stage 1 193 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1342 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 128 849 1361 - - -
          Stage 1 840 - - - - -
          Stage 2 244 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 69 849 1361 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 2306 - - - - -
          Stage 1 452 - - - - -
          Stage 2 244 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.2 8.7 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1361 - 2306 849 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.462 - 0.036 0.494 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.9 - 6.6 13.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.5 - 0.1 2.8 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 307 0 656 515 32
Future Volume (vph) 0 307 0 656 515 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 331 435 629
Travel Time (s) 7.5 7.4 10.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 307 0 656 515 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 307 0 656 515 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 334 0 713 560 35
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 578 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.22 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.318 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 516 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 516 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 23.9 0 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 516 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.647 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 23.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS - C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 4.6 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 15 11 17 10 16 10 60 119 10 11 82 7
Future Volume (vph) 15 11 17 10 16 10 60 119 10 11 82 7
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 50 0 0 0 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1696 2120 821 428
Travel Time (s) 38.5 48.2 14.0 7.3
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th AWSC Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

1: Jefferson St./Westwick St. & Avenue 38

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 11 17 10 16 10 60 119 10 11 82 7
Future Vol, veh/h 15 11 17 10 16 10 60 119 10 11 82 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 16 12 18 11 17 11 65 128 11 12 88 8
Number of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 3 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2 1 2 3
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 2 3 2
HCM Control Delay 8.4 8.3 9.9 8.8
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 WBLn3 SBLn1 SBLn2
Vol Left, % 32% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 12% 0%
Vol Thru, % 63% 0% 39% 0% 100% 0% 88% 0%
Vol Right, % 5% 0% 61% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 189 15 28 10 16 10 93 7
LT Vol 60 15 0 10 0 0 11 0
Through Vol 119 0 11 0 16 0 82 0
RT Vol 10 0 17 0 0 10 0 7
Lane Flow Rate 203 16 30 11 17 11 100 8
Geometry Grp 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Degree of Util (X) 0.289 0.027 0.043 0.018 0.026 0.014 0.146 0.009
Departure Headway (Hd) 5.126 6.038 5.104 6.04 5.536 4.831 5.269 4.508
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 701 593 701 592 646 740 681 793
Service Time 2.851 3.774 2.84 3.779 3.275 2.569 2.999 2.238
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.29 0.027 0.043 0.019 0.026 0.015 0.147 0.01
HCM Control Delay 9.9 8.9 8.1 8.9 8.4 7.6 8.9 7.3
HCM Lane LOS A A A A A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.5 0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 7 1 14 9 2 2 17 126 6 1 728 38
Future Volume (vph) 7 1 14 9 2 2 17 126 6 1 728 38
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 200 200 100 50 500 0 100 50
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1038 624 1416 269
Travel Time (s) 23.6 14.2 24.1 4.6
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA pm+ov Perm NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 5 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Detector Phase 4 4 5 8 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 23.5 23.5 23.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 28.5 28.5
Total Split (s) 29.5 29.5 14.5 29.5 29.5 29.5 14.5 36.0 36.0 14.5 36.0 36.0
Total Split (%) 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 36.9% 36.9% 36.9% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0% 18.1% 45.0% 45.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
Description: 

Splits and Phases:     2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

2: Jefferson St. & Avenue 39

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 7 1 14 9 2 2 17 126 6 1 728 38
Future Volume (veh/h) 7 1 14 9 2 2 17 126 6 1 728 38
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 8 1 15 10 2 2 18 137 7 1 791 41
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 139 67 122 139 67 56 542 1483 1257 1034 1411 1196
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.79 0.79 0.00 0.75 0.75
Sat Flow, veh/h 1412 1870 1585 1397 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 8 1 15 10 2 2 18 137 7 1 791 41
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1412 1870 1585 1397 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.3 0.1 0.0 14.4 0.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 1.3 0.1 0.0 14.4 0.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 139 67 122 139 67 56 542 1483 1257 1034 1411 1196
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 0.02 0.12 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.01 0.00 0.56 0.03
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 530 584 561 526 584 495 692 1483 1257 1251 1411 1196
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 37.5 37.2 34.4 37.5 37.2 37.2 3.0 1.9 1.7 2.4 4.2 2.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.7 37.3 34.9 37.7 37.4 37.5 3.0 2.0 1.7 2.4 5.8 2.5
LnGrp LOS D D C D D D A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 24 14 162 833
Approach Delay, s/veh 35.9 37.6 2.1 5.6
Approach LOS D D A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 4.7 67.9 7.4 7.8 64.9 7.4
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 31.5 25.0 10.0 31.5 25.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.0 3.3 2.7 2.2 16.4 2.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 6.2
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 8 69 28 91 55 12 25 136 108 82 626 44
Future Volume (vph) 8 69 28 91 55 12 25 136 108 82 626 44
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 175 205 500 195 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90 90 90
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 1680 1768 679 1272
Travel Time (s) 38.2 40.2 11.6 21.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 26.5 26.5 19.5 19.5 14.5 14.5 26.5 26.5 14.5 19.5
Total Split (s) 26.6 26.6 26.6 26.6 14.6 14.6 38.8 38.8 14.6 38.8
Total Split (%) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 18.3% 18.3% 48.5% 48.5% 18.3% 48.5%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None C-Max C-Max None C-Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycle Length: 80
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:NBTL and 6:SBTL, Start of Yellow
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40
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HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

3: Jefferson St. & Avenue 40

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 8 69 28 91 55 12 25 136 108 82 626 44
Future Volume (veh/h) 8 69 28 91 55 12 25 136 108 82 626 44
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, 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
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 8 71 29 94 57 12 26 140 111 85 645 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 255 190 78 219 282 407 491 1075 911 889 1081 75
Arrive On Green 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.05 0.57 0.57 0.11 0.63 0.63
Sat Flow, veh/h 1332 1262 515 1295 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 1728 121
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 8 0 100 94 57 12 26 140 111 85 0 690
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1332 0 1778 1295 1870 1585 1781 1870 1585 1781 0 1849
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 0.0 4.1 5.6 2.1 0.5 0.4 2.8 2.6 1.2 0.0 17.8
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.6 0.0 4.1 9.7 2.1 0.5 0.4 2.8 2.6 1.2 0.0 17.8
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.29 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.07
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 255 0 268 219 282 407 491 1075 911 889 0 1157
V/C Ratio(X) 0.03 0.00 0.37 0.43 0.20 0.03 0.05 0.13 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.60
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 422 0 491 382 517 606 618 1075 911 925 0 1157
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 30.9 0.0 30.6 34.9 29.8 22.3 6.8 7.8 7.8 3.9 0.0 8.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.9 1.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 2.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 1.8 1.8 1.0 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.8 0.3 0.0 6.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 30.9 0.0 31.4 36.3 30.1 22.3 6.8 8.1 8.1 3.9 0.0 11.2
LnGrp LOS C A C D C C A A A A A B
Approach Vol, veh/h 108 163 277 775
Approach Delay, s/veh 31.4 33.1 8.0 10.4
Approach LOS C C A B

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 13.0 50.5 16.6 8.9 54.6 16.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.1 34.3 22.1 10.1 34.3 22.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.2 4.8 6.1 2.4 19.8 11.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 1.1 0.4 0.0 3.9 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 14.4
HCM 6th LOS B
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 73 366 29 115 108 2
Future Volume (vph) 73 366 29 115 108 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 150 0 150 0
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 90 90
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 812 629 528
Travel Time (s) 18.5 10.7 9.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 73 366 29 115 108 2
Future Vol, veh/h 73 366 29 115 108 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 150 0 150 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 79 398 32 125 117 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 307 118 119 0 - 0
          Stage 1 118 - - - - -
          Stage 2 189 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 685 934 1469 - - -
          Stage 1 907 - - - - -
          Stage 2 843 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 670 934 1469 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 690 - - - - -
          Stage 1 887 - - - - -
          Stage 2 843 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.6 1.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1469 - 690 934 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 - 0.115 0.426 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 - 10.9 11.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - B B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.4 2.2 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 0 292 0 144 472 2
Future Volume (vph) 0 292 0 144 472 2
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 40 40
Link Distance (ft) 331 435 629
Travel Time (s) 7.5 7.4 10.7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 6th TWSC Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn Synchro 10 Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 292 0 144 472 2
Future Vol, veh/h 0 292 0 144 472 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 317 0 157 513 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 514 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.22 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.318 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 560 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 560 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 19.5 0 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 560 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.567 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 19.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS - C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 3.5 - -
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Queuing and Blocking Report Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project AM Peak Hour

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 AM.syn SimTraffic Report

Intersection: 4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

Movement EB EB NB NB SB
Directions Served L R L T TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 128 134 193 44 35
Average Queue (ft) 59 77 93 4 4
95th Queue (ft) 124 129 182 60 24
Link Distance (ft) 778 567 452
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 150
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 0 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8 0 2

Intersection: 5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 163
Average Queue (ft) 94
95th Queue (ft) 173
Link Distance (ft) 297
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 10
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Queuing and Blocking Report Project Buildout (2025) w/ Project MD Peak Hour

The Garden Fellowship Traffic Impact Analysis Urban Crossroads, Inc.
R:\UXRjobs\_11100-11500\11513\Synchro\104 - EAP 2025 MD.syn SimTraffic Report

Intersection: 4: Jefferson St. & Youngs Wy.

Movement EB EB NB
Directions Served L R L
Maximum Queue (ft) 42 103 24
Average Queue (ft) 30 66 2
95th Queue (ft) 48 98 18
Link Distance (ft) 778
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 150
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 5: Jefferson St. & S. Dwy.

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 161
Average Queue (ft) 81
95th Queue (ft) 148
Link Distance (ft) 297
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 0
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Scale: 1/16” = 1’
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Image: Secondary Monument Sign Typical - SM01, SM02
Size: See Following Pages
Material: TBD
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Vehicular Wayfinding Typical

NOT TO SCALE
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Image: Pedestrian Wayfinding Typical - PW01-PW11
Size: See Following Pages
Material: TBD

Pedestrian Wayfinding Typical

Front View Side View
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Image: PW01
Size: 37.4” x 80”
Material: TBD

Scale: 1/16” = 1’
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