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1. Introduction

GENIVAR Consultants LLP has been retained to complete a Traffic Impact Study for a residential
development located at the northeast quadrant of Yonge Street and Eagle Street in the town of
Newmarket. The site location is shown in Figure 1. The proposed development consists of 38
townhouses and a condominium building with 154 units. Access to and from the site is proposed
at the north side of Eagle Street.

This report includes the foliowing:
-2 a review of the existing adjacent roadway network

- an estimate of the traffic generated by the site and distributed and assigned to the boundary
roads

NP

an assessment of future background and future total traffic conditions at the intersections
and site driveways

a review of site accesses to ensure efficient traffic operations

a review of the layout of internal roadways

vodod

site plan and roadway improvement recommendations

<> a review of site parking requirements with consideration for future transit use
Information used in this Traffic Impact Study includes:

-> North Yonge Street Corridor Class Environmental Assessment, August 2008

- Town of Newmarket Site Plan Approval Process Manual and Development Standards
Checklist document

Town of Newmarket Engineering Design Standards and Criteria

Town of Newmarket Comprehensive Zoning By-law, 3rd Draft, May 2010
Town of Newmarket Official Plan, 2006

York Region Access Guidelines for Regional Roads, 2007

York Region Transit website

N N N

York Region Average Annual Daily Traffic volumes at Yonge Street near Eagle Street, 2004
to 2009

N

site plan and site statistics prepared by PDA Architects, May 2010

N2

turning movement count, Yonge Street and Eagle Street, York Region, Wednesday
February 11, 2009

- turning movement count, Eagle Street and Sandford Street/Carol Avenue, Town of
Newmarket, Wednesday October 14, 2009

GENIVAR 1
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- turning movement counts at Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard and at Eagle Street and
Donlin Avenue, GENIVAR, Thursday May 27, 2010

> signal timing plans for Yonge Street and Eagle Sireet and for Eagle Street and Sandford
Street/Carol Avenue, York Region

> gap and queue survey at Eagle Street between Dixon Boulevard and Donlin Avenue,
GENIVAR, Thursday May 27 and Wednesday June 2, 2010

> plan and profile drawings, Eagle Street from Yonge Street to Sandford Street/Carol Avenue,
York Region, P-1017-028-005, P-1017-028-006, P-1017-028-007

<> 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS) data

> Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads, 1999 Edition, Transportation Association of
Canada (TAC)

> Trip Generation, 8th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)

> recorded observations and photographs from a site visit completed by GENIVAR staff, May
27,2010

Intersection capacity and queuing analyses were completed using Synchre 7.0 and SimTraffic
7.0 software.

Prior to commencing the analysis for this project, GENIVAR staff contacted transportation staff
at the Town of Newmarket and York Region and submitted the Terms of Reference outlining the
proposed study methodology and assumptions. The assumptions and methodology used in the
report reflect comments received from Town and Region staff. The Terms of Reference for the
study and Town of Newmarket comments are provided in Appendix A.

GENIVAR has worked with Town staff, John de Valence, PDA Architects and Peter E. Allen,
Peter E. Allen & Associates, Planning Consultants, in developing the transportation proposals
and their design incorporated in this report.
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N 4

Existing Site

The site is located at the north side of Eagle Street, roughly between Dixon Boulevard and
Donlin Avenue. The site is currently vacant.

2.1.1 Adjacent Land Uses

The study area includes Eagle Street, extending from Yonge Street to Sandford Street/Carol
Avenue.

At the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street, there is an ESSO service station at the
northeast corner, a Petro Canada service station at the southeast corner, Ontario Court House,
Judicial District of York at the southwest quadrant and Doane House Hospice and Eldred King
Gardens at the northwest quadrant.

The remaining land uses at Eagle Street between Yonge Street and Sandford Street/Carol
Avenue are mainly residential single family dwellings.

2.2 Proposed Land Use

The proposed development consists of two parcels: Parcel A and Parcel B. Parcel A is a
condominium building with 154 units. Parcel B contains 38 townhouse units. Parcel A and
Parcel B combined contain 192 units.

The proposed site plan is provided in Figure 2. The proposed development is expected to be
completed in one phase, within a five-year horizon period.

2.2 Site Access
Access to the site is proposed to be provided by two driveways, described as follows:

* a full-moves driveway located approximately 58 metres east of Dixon Boulevard (measured
from centreline to centreline), with a 9.0 metre curb radii and a 7.5 metre width

* aright-infright-out driveway located approximately 19.0 metres west of Donlin Avenue
(measured from centreline to centreline), with an 8.0 inbound curb radius, a 12.0 metre
outbound curb radius, a 4.0 metre entrance width and a 6.0 metre exit width

A detailed review of the site accesses is provided in Section 6, Site Plan Review.
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n 4

3.1 Roads

The boundary roads in the vicinity of the site are Yonge Street, Eagle Street, Dixon Boulevard,
Donlin Avenue, Sandford Street and Carol Avenue. The roadways are described as follows:

Yonge Street is an arterial roadway operated under the jurisdiction of the Regional Municipality
of York. Within the study area, Yonge Street consists of four general purpose lanes with a
centre left-turn lane. Yonge Street has a posted speed limit of 60 km/h.

Eagle Street is a primary collector roadway whose ownership was recently transferred from the
Regional Municipality of York to the Town of Newmarket. Eagle Street is a two-lane roadway,
with an approximately 24-metre right-of-way and has a posted speed limit of 50 km/h.

Dixon Boulevard is a north-south, two-lane local roadway with a posted speed limit of 50 km/h.
Dixon Boulevard forms a stop-controlled intersection with Eagle Street.

Donlin Avenue is a north-south, two-lane local roadway with a posted speed limit of 50 km/h.
Dixon Boulevard forms a stop-controlled intersection with Eagle Street. No parking signs are
posted on Donlin Avenue.

Sandford Street and Carol Avenue are two-lane local roadways with a posted speed limit of
50 km/h. Eagle Street forms a signalized intersection with Sandford Street/Carol Avenue.

Roadway characteristics for the study area are provided in Figure 3.

GENIVAR 9
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3.2 [ransit Service

The study area is served by both York Region Transit and VIVA services.
3.2.1 York Region Transit

York Region Transit service routes in the study area are described as follows:

- Route 56 runs from the Newmarket GO Bus terminal to the 404 Town Centre, passing the
study area at Eagle Street between Yonge Street and Sandford Street/Carol Avenue. The
service frequency is generally every half-hour during peak periods.

Route 98 operates between the Upper Yonge Place to the intersection of Yonge Street and
Green Lane, passing the study area at the intersection of Eagle Street and Yonge Street.
The service frequency is generally every half-hour.

N

-~ Route 520/521 is a community bus that operates between Yonge Street and Green Lane
and Leslie Street and Gorham Street, passing the study area at Eagle Street between
Yonge Street and Sandford Street/Carol Avenue. The service frequency is generally every
hour and service ends at 4:00pm.

3.2.2 VIVA

In addition to these York Region Transit services, York Region has been operating VIVA rapid
transit services along Yonge Street since 2005. The VIVA Blue route travels along Yonge Street
from Finch Station in the city of Toronto northward to the Newmarket terminal at Eagle Street
and Davis Drive. The headway of the VIVA Blue route within the study area is 10 minutes during
the weekday AM and PM peak periods and 15 minutes in the off-peak periods.

Figure 4 shows current York Region Transit/VIVA service currently operating within the study
area.

GENIVAR 11
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3.3 'raffic Volum

Intersection turning movement counts for the intersections within the study area were obtained
from the sources shown in Table 1.

Table 1 — Source of Intersection Turning Movement Counts

Eagle Street
Intersection at:

Count Date and Times Source

Wednesday February 11, 2009 York
7:00-9:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m.-2:00 p.m., 3:00-6:00 p.m. Region
May 27, 2010
Dixon Street TharscayMap=r, 22 GENIVAR
6:30-9:30 a.m., 4:30-6:30 p.m.

Thursday May 27, 2010

Yonge Street

Donlin A e GENIVAR
oniin Avent 6:30-9:30 a.m., 4:30-6:30 p.m.

Sandford Street/Carol Wednesday October 14, 2009 Town of

Avenue 7:00-9:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m.-2:00 p.m., 3:00-6:00 p.m. Newmarket

The weekday AM and PM peak hours determined from the intersection turning movement
counts and assessed in this study are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2 — Peak Hours Obtained from Intersection Turning Movement
Counts

Eagle Street Weekday Peak Hour
Intersection at AM PM
Yonge Street 8:00 to 9:00 4:30 to 5:30
Dixon Street 7:45 to 8:45 4:30 to 5:30
Donlin Avenue 8:00 to 9:00 4:30 to 5:30
Sandford Street/Carol Avenue 8:00 to 9:00 4:30 to 5:30

As a worst-case scenario, the hours at which each intersection peaked were assessed in this
study. For consistency, eastbound and westbound traffic volumes at Eagle Street were
balanced between Yonge Street and Sandford Street/Carol Avenue (increased where
appropriate).

Existing peak hour traffic volumes at the boundary roads during the roadway weekday AM and
PM peak hours are shown in Figure 5. Detailed intersection turning movement count summaries
and signal timing plans are provided in Appendix B.
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3.4 Intersection Capacity and Queuing Analyses,

Intersection capacity analyses for existing 2010 traffic conditions were completed for the

Eailctinms aaalid
Existing Conditi

boundary road intersections to determine the existing level of service (LOS) during the roadway
weekday AM and PM peak hours. Intersection capacity and queuing analyses were completed
using Synchro 7 and SimTraffic 7 software. The overall degree of saturation. level of service
and queuing for the intersections analyzed are presented in Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5.
Detailed calculations are included in Appendix C and level of service definitions are provided in

Appendix D.

Table 3 — 2010 Existing Traffic Conditions — Signalized Intersections

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay Delay

Movement V/C (sec.) LOS Vv/C (sec.) LOS

Yonge Street and Eagle Street 0.75 29 C 0.87 41 D
Eastbound Left 0.26 44 D 0.48 50 D
Eastbound Through 0.74 56 E 0.84 67 E
Eastbound Right 0.14 42 D 0.40 48 D
Westbound Left 0.63 39 D 1.12 149 F
Westbound Through 0.62 39 D 0.62 44 D
Westbound Right 0.08 31 Cc 0.15 36 D
Northbound Left 0.77 26 C 0.85 39 D
Northbound Through 0.53 23 C 0.74 29 Cc
Northbound Right 0.19 18 B 0.19 19 B
Southbound Left 0.34 17 B 0.67 30 C
Southbound Through 0.61 28 C 0.64 31 C
Southbound Right 0.08 20 B 0.02 21 C

Eagle Street at Carol

Avenue/Sandford Street 0.46 10 A 0.51 10 B
Eastbound Left 0.03 4 A 0.08 5 A
Eastbound Through 0.49 6 A 0.48 6 A
Eastbound Right 0.03 4 A 0.05 4 A
Westbound Left 0.17 6 A 0.22 6 A
Westbound Through-Right 0.43 T A 0.52 8 A
Northbound Left 0.25 21 C 0.34 22 C
Northbound Through-Right 0.32 21 Cc 0.46 22 C
Southbound Left 0.14 20 C 0.22 21 C
Southbound Through-Right 0.21 21 C 0.37 21 C
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Table 4 — 2010 Existing Traffic Conditions — Unsignalized Intersections

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay Delay

Movement (sec.) LOS (sec.) LOS

Eagle Street at Dixon Boulevard 1 A 2 B
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 1 A
Northbound Left/Through/Right 24 C 32 D
Southbound Left/Through/Right 21 C 17 C

Eagle Street at Donlin Avenue 0 A 0 A
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Northbound Left/Through/Right 16 C 21 Cc
Southbound Left/Through/Right 12 B 18 C

Results of the capacity analyses indicate that the study area intersections are currently
operating at a good to acceptable overall level of service and delay during the weekday AM and
PM peak hours.

The westbound left-turn movement at the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street
operates over capacity during the PM peak hour. This movement cannot be improved (under a
volume-to-capacity ratio of under 1.0) by signal timing adjustments at the intersection.
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Table 5 — 2010 Existing Traffic Conditions — Queue Lengths

Intersection Available 95th Percentile Queues
Movement Storage (m) | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Yonge Street at Eagle Street
Eastbound Left 52 23 60
Eastbound Right 42 45 64
Westbound Left 40 64 100
Westbound Right 38 39 64
Northbound Left 55 53 a8
Northbound Right 55 26 80
Southbound Left 59 57 67

Eagle Street at Carol
Avenue/Sandford Street

Eastbound Left 50 5 9
Eastbound Right 16 9 21
Westbound Left 20 35 35
Northbound Left 45 18 19
Southbound Left 30 10 18

Note: The value reported in the Synchro analysis as the 95 percentile is an adjusted value that is calculated by taking the average queue and adding a
standard deviation of 1.67. This results in a value that is higher than the 95 percentile and a value that is not necessarily ever observed. Therefore, the
value reported as the 95 percentile must be used with caution, since it may result in significant over-design, if applied as reported.

Results of the vehicle queuing analyses are as follows:

—~ At Yonge Street and Eagle Street during the AM peak hour, the westbound left-turn and
northbound left-turn queue lengths exceed available storage lengths. However, queue
length survey results provided in the next section indicate that westbound left turn vehicle
gueues do not block the proposed locations of the site driveways and the northbound left
turn movement is unrelated to traffic at the site.

At Yonge Street and Eagle Street during the PM peak hour, all turning movement queue
lengths exceed available storage lengths. However, as indicated in the following section,
vehicle queues at the Yonge Street intersection do not have an impact on the proposed
locations of the site driveways.

N

o

At Eagle Street and Carol Avenue/Sandford Street during the AM peak hour, the westbound
left-turn queue lengths exceed available storage lengths. During the PM peak hour, the
eastbound right-turn and westbound left-turn queue lengths exceed available storage
lengths provided. However, site traffic generated by the proposed development would not
impact these turning movements.

A A 1 &
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In addition to analyzing peak hour intersection queue lengths using Synchro and SimTraffic 7.0
software, GENIVAR commissioned intersection queue surveys on Thursday May 27, 2010, at
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Yonge Street and Eagle Street to determine whether existing queues could block the proposed
site driveway locations.

Vehicle queues during the AM peak hour for westbound left-turn movements at Yonge Street
and Eagle Street did not extend beyond Dixon Boulevard. During the AM peak hour, there were
no vehicle queues for westbound left-turn traffic at Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard.

PM peak hour the queue length surveys for westbound left-turn movements at Yonge Street and
Eagle Street and for westbound left-turn movements at Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard
indicated that vehicle queues extended east of Dixon Boulevard three times for less then seven
seconds per occurrence. The maximum vehicle queue length for the westbound left turns at
Yonge Street and Eagle Street was recorded to be one vehicle in length, measured from a point
east of the Yonge Street and Dixon Boulevard intersection. The vehicle queue summary is
provided in Appendix G.

In summary, the site driveways are not expected to be blocked by westbound left-turn traffic at
the intersections of Yonge Street and Eagle Street and at Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard
during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.
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4.1 Traffic Generation

Trip generation estimates for the site during the weekday AM and PM peak hours are generally
determined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manuals, 8th
Edition. ITE rates for condominiums/townhomes (ITE Land Use Code 230) for the weekday AM
peak hour is 0.44 trips per unit and for the weekday PM peak hour is 0.52 trips per unit.

Based on discussions with the Town of Newmarket, the ITE trip generation rates for
townhouses are considered to be low, and given the nature of the townhouses and area
context, it is expected that the auto ownership would be higher.

A review of the 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey data (provided in Appendix E) was used
to determine trips made from comparable municipalities to Newmarket (Richmond Hill and
Markham) per number of townhouse units within the municipality. Based on the review, a more
conservative trip rate for the proposed development was obtained of 0.88 and 0.87 trips per unit
during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The directional distribution for site
trips was obtained from ITE Land Use Code 230, Residential Condominiums/Townhomes. The
results are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6 — Estimated Trip Generation, Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours

Land Use Units AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
In Out Total In Out Total
192 17% 83% 100% 67% 33% 100%
Condominium/ Rate 0.15 0.73 0.88 0.58 0.29 0.87
Townhouse Trips 29 140 169 112 55 167

Source: 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey Information.

The proposed development is expected to generate 169 trips (29 inbound trips and 140
outbound trips) during the weekday AM peak hour and 167 trips (112 inbound trips and 55
outbound trips) during the weekday PM peak hour.

) Tris Dictrikiitiarn and Acainnmart
4.2 I'rip Distribution and Assignment
] e

Site traffic distribution for the proposed development is based on information provided by 2006
TTS data for travel to and from the Town of Newmarket, as summarized in Table 7 and detailed
information is provided in Appendix E.
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Table 7 — Estimated Site Trip Distribution

Location Percent Trips Direction

Hamilton 0 Hwy 404 to Hwy 401

Halton 1 Hwy 404 to Hwy 401

Peel 3 Hwy 404 to Hwy 401

Toronto 26 Hwy 404 to DVP

Durham 1 East on Leslie Street to Vivian Road
Georgina 1 North on Yonge Street

East Gwillimbury 1 North on Leslie Street

Newmarket 34 Local Roads

Aurora 8 South on Yonge Street and Leslie Street
Richmond Hill 5 South on Yonge Street and Leslie Street
Whitchurch-Stouffville 2 South on Leslie Street to Vivian Road
Markham 9 South on Leslie Street to Vivian Road
Vaughan 7 South on Yonge Street

King 2 South on Yonge Street

Total 100

Source: 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey Information.

Based on the site traffic distribution obtained from Table 7, peak hour site traffic volumes were
assigned to the boundary roadways, as illustrated in Figure 6.
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E A g T
5.1 Futur

The future background traffic is estimated to be the current traffic volumes added to annual
growth in through traffic on the boundary roads and added to planned developments or
developments under construction within the immediate study area. Future background traffic
growth is assessed for a five-year horizon period from the base year.

5:1.1 Annual Traffic Growth Rate
Eagle Street

Future background traffic volume growth at Yonge Street in the study area was estimated based
on a comparison of the 2009 traffic count at Yonge Street and Eagle Street and the 2010 traffic
count at Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard for eastbound and westbound volumes during the
PM peak hour, as provided in Table 8.

Table 8 — Annual Traffic Volume Growth Rate

Location Year Eastbound Westbound Both
Directions
Yonge Street and Eagle Street 2009 549 577 1126
Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard 2010 558 596 1154
Exponential Growth Rate from 2009 to 2010 2.5%

Based on the review, a 2.5 percent annual growth rate was applied to eastbound and
westbound through traffic volumes at Eagle Street in the study area for a five-year horizon
period.

Yonge Street

Future background traffic volume growth at Yonge Street in the study area was estimated based
on a comparison of Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) counts provided by York Region. The
traffic volume comparison is shown in Table 9 and source data is provided in Appendix F.
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Table 9 — Annual Traffic Volume Growth Rate

Year Yonge Street Yonge Street
North South North South
of of Both Growth of of Both Growth
Mulock Mulock Directions Rate Davis Davis  Directions Rate
Drive Drive Drive Drive
2004 31,041 0 n/a 0 0 n/a
2005 0 0 0 0 33,781 n/a
2006 36,551 31,268 67,819 37,534 32,814 70,348
2007 37,625 34,035 71,660 5.7% 39,489 34,472 73,961 5.1%
2008 36,625 30,988 67,613 -56% | 37,724 31,387 69,111 -6.6%
2009 40,922 30,913 71,835 6.2% 41,521 35,370 76,891 11.3%

Exponential Growth Rate from 2006 to
2009 1.9%
Average of Both Directions 2.5%

Source: AADT Counts provided by York Region

Additionally, the North Yonge Street Corridor Environmental Assessment, 1B Group, August
2008, was reviewed to determine future traffic growth. Future land use projections were
determined by land use (population and employment) forecasts supplied by York Region as part
of the Travel Demand Forecasting Model. Based on the York Region Transportation Demand
Model, volumes on Yonge Street between Green Lane and Mulock Drive are projected to
increase by at least 2 to 3 percent per annum until 2021, assuming current travel behaviour and
the current transit infrastructure’.

Based on the review, a 2.5 percent annual growth rate was applied to northbound and
southbound through traffic volumes at Yonge Street in the study area for a five-year horizon
period.

8.1.2 Other Area Developments

Based on discussions with Town of Newmarket Planning staff, there is one planned
development of significance within the study area, which is a 400-unit residential condominium
proposal at the northeast corner of Yonge Street and Millard Avenue. The site trips generated
by the development (passing through the study area along the Yonge Street corridor) is
accounted for in the future land use projections provided by York Region, resulting in the 2.5
percent per annum growth rate applied to the Yonge Street corridor (baseline conditions).

A map of development applications in the study area and related correspondence with Planning
staff are provided in Appendix F.

' North Yonge Street Corridor Public Transit and Associated Road Improvements Environmental Assessment, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2, page 4-1.
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Based on correspondence with the Town of Newmarket, there are no roadway improvements
scheduled at Eagle Street within the study area.

Yonge Street Corridor Improvements

Roadway and transit improvements in the Yonge Street corridor are based on a review of the
North Yonge Street Corridor Environmental Assessment, IBI Group, August 2008.

Based on the review, the preferred alternative within the study area includes improvements to
enhance the capacity of Yonge Street, which could include widening from the existing four
through lanes and centre left-turn lane to six through lanes and a centre left-turn lane, and/or
various intersection improvements to enhance the capacity and movements within the corridor.
These improvements would be implemented in conjunction with transit improvements.

The study findings demonstrate that increased through lane capacity by up to 50 percent (i.e.
four to six lanes), would significantly improve traffic operations and safety on Yonge Street.
Improvements to the Yonge Street capacity is the preferred transportation solution since it
addresses both local and through traffic capacity, operations and safety between Mulock Drive
and Green Lane. The potential widening in 2011 is to be determined as part of the EA study?.

The preferred initial response to immediate and medium-term conditions for transit
improvements at Yonge Street between Mulock Drive and Green Lane include rapid transit
operating in mixed traffic curb high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes in conjunction with the
widening of Yonge Street to six lanes.

The technically preferred design for long-term conditions (at such time as ridership in this
section warrants dedicated lanes and transit reliability in mixed traffic is degraded) includes the
widening of Yonge Street from Mulock Drive and Green Lane to accommodate rapid transit
operating in a dedicated median rapidway.

Yonge Street Corridor Auto Trip Reduction

The introduction of rapid transit service along Yonge Street, integrated with other transit
systems serving the area, will contribute to a reduction in traffic volumes along Yonge Street
and surrounding streets. The North Yonge Street Corridor Environmental Assessment findings
indicate that auto volume forecast 2021 volumes north of Eagle Street are expected to decrease
from approximately 2,125 to 1,625 (by 24 percent) during the AM and PM peak hours with the
implementation of full bus rapid transit.

As a worst-case scenario, a transit trip reduction factor was not applied to the estimated future
background traffic growth and site generated traffic in the study area for auto use. The roadway
improvements (planned widening to six travel lanes at Yonge Street) are assumed in this study

2 North Yonge Street Corridor Public Transit and Associated Road Improvements Transit Class Environmental Assessment, 1Bl Group, August 2008,
Section 3.2, page 32

* North Yonge Street Corridor Public Transit and Associated Road Improvements Transit Class Environmental Assessment, 1B Group, August 2008,
Pages 62 and 63, Exhibits 5.2 and 5.3
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to not be in place for 2015 traffic conditions. 2015 future background traffic volumes for the
study area are presented in Figure 7.

514 Intersection Capacity and Queuing Analysis, Future Background Traffic
Conditions

Intersection capacity analyses for 2015 background traffic conditions were completed for the
boundary road intersections to determine the future level of service (LOS) during the roadway
weekday AM and PM peak hours. Intersection capacity and queuing analyses were completed
using Synchro 7 and SimTraffic 7 software.

The overall degree of saturation, level of service and queuing for the intersections analyzed are
presented in Table 10, Table 11 and Table 12. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix C
and level of service definitions are provided in Appendix D.
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Table 10 — 2015 Future Background Traffic Conditions — Signalized
Intersections

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay Delay
Movement V/IC (sec.) LOS ViC (sec.) LOS

Yonge Street at Eagle Street . 0.85 36 D 0.93 50 D
Eastbound Left - 0.27 43 D 0.47 39 D
Eastbound Through 0.84 63 E 0.94 70 E
Eastbound Right 0.24 42 D 0.37 37 D
Westbound Left 0.68 41 D 1.08 121 F
Westbound Through 0.69 40 D 0.67 34 C
Westbound Right 0.09 30 C 0.13 26 C
Northbound Left 0.88 51 C 0.95 71 E
Northbound Through 0.63 27 D 097 . 48 D
Northbound Right 0.21 21 C 0.21 20 B
Southbound Left 0.42 21 C 0.80 49 D
Southbound Through 0.75 35 D 0.93 47 D
Southbound Right 0.09 23 C 0.02 23 C

Eagle Street at Carol '

Avenue/Sandford Street 0.51 10 8 0.57 11 B
Eastbound Left ' 0.03 4 A 0.09 5 A
Eastbound Through 0.56 7 A 0.55 7 A
Eastbound Right 0.03 4 A 0.06 4 A
Westbound Left 0.19 6 A 0.25 7 A
Westbound Through-Right 0.50 8 A 0.59 9 A
Northbound Left 0.25 21 C 0.34 22 C
Northbound Through-Right 0.32 21 C 0.46 21 C
Southbound Left 0.14 20 C 0.22 21 C
Southbound Through-Right 0.21 21 C 0.38 22 C

GENIVAR 28



Eagle Sfreet Proposed Condominium Development 10-024
Traffic Impact Study - Final February 24, 2011

Table 11 — 2015 Future Background Traffic Conditions — Unsignalized
Intersections

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay Delay
Movement (sec.) LOS (sec.} LOS

Eagle Street at Dixon Boulevard/

Existing Driveway 2 A 2 B
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 1 A
Northbound Left/Through/Right 32 D 49 . E
Southbound Left/Through/Right 26 D 22 C

Eagle Street at Donlin Avenue/

Existing Driveway 0 A 0 A
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0] A
Westbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Northbound Left/Through/Right 17 C 24 C
Southbound Left/Through/Right 12 B 19 C

Recommended improvements under future background iraffic conditions at the intersection of
Eagle Street and Yonge Street during the weekday AM peak hour include maintaining the 130
second cycle length from existing conditions, but increasing the westbound left and through
movements and northbound left movement slightly (by one second) to improve the overall
volume-to-capacity ratio. For the weekday PM peak hour, the cycle length was reduced from
130 seconds to 110 seconds, as compared to existing conditions. The proposed cycle length
adjustment would not affect intersection operations at upstream and downstream intersections
along Yonge Street as they are not coordinated with the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle
Street.

Results of the capacity analyses indicate that the intersections continue to operate at an
acceptable level of service and delay similar to existing conditions.

Similar to existing conditions, during the weekday PM peak hour, the westbound left-turn
movement is over capacity. However, the recommended signal timing adjustments improved the
volume-to-capacity ratio of the turning movement to operate better than in existing conditions.
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Table 12 — 2015 Future Background Traffic Conditions — Queue Lengths

Intersection Available 95th Percentile Queues
Movement Storage (m) | AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Eagle Street at Yonge Street '
Eastbound Left 52 21 49
Eastbound Right 42 67 69
Westbound Left 40 59 81
Westbound Right 38 56 68
Northbound Left 55 73 87
Northbound Right 55 68 76
Southbound Left 59 48 53

Eagle Street at Carol

Avenue/Sandford Street
Eastbound Lefi 50 8 15
Eastbound Right 16 21 12
Westbound Left 20 22 40
Northbound Left 45 13 32
Southbound Left 30 12 17

Note: The value reported in the Synchro analysis as the 95 percentile is an adjusted valus that is calculated by taking the average queue and adding a
standard deviation of 1.67. This results in a value that is higher than the 95 percentile and a value that is not necessarily ever observed. Therefore, the

value reported as the 95 percentile must be used with caution, since it may result in significant over-design, if applied as reported.

Results of the vehicle queuing analyses are as follows:

> Atthe intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street during the peak hours, the eastbound

right-turn, westbound left-turn, westbound right-tum, northbound left-turn and northbound
right-turn vehicle queue lengths exceed available storage lengths. However, these queue
length deficiencies are the result of background traffic volume increases and not related to
site traffic.

At the intersection of Eagle Street and Carol Avenue/Sandford Street during the weekday
AM peak hour, the eastbound right-turn and westbound [left-turn queues exceed available
storage lengths. During the weekday PM peak hour, the westbound left-turn queues exceed
available storage. However, these queue length deficiencies are the result of background
traffic volume increases and not related to site traffic.

Future baseline conditions were assumed for the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle
Street, meaning increased growth in auto traffic without improvements such as widening
Yonge Street in conjunction with improving transit infrastructure. The results of the analysis
indicate that the planned improvements recommended in the North Yonge Street Corridor
Environmental Assessment study will have a positive effect on maintaining a good levei of
service and delay at the Yonge Street. The York Region potential improvements include:

o rapid transit operating in mixed traffic curb high occupancy vehicle lanes in conjunction
with the widening of Yonge Stireet 1o six lanes in the short to intermediate term
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o rapid transit operating in a dedicated median rapidway in the long-term

In summary, increased traffic volumes at the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street,
mainly in the northbound and southbound direction in the weekday PM peak hour is a result of
background traffic volumes in the Yonge Street corridor. Overall, the intersection operates at an
acceptable level of service under future background traffic conditions.

52 Future Total Traffic Conditions

Future total traffic conditions include the addition of 2015 future background traffic volumes to
the estimated site traffic volumes in the study area during the peak hours, as presented in
Figure 8. '

5.2.1 intersection Capacity and Queuing Analysis, Future Total Traffic Conditions

Intersection capacity analyses for 2015 total traffic conditions were completed for the boundary
road intersections to determine the future level of service (LOS) during the roadway weekday
AM and PM peak hours. Intersection capacity and queuing analyses were compleied using
Synchro 7 and SimTraffic 7 software.

The overall degree of saturation, ievel of service and queuing for the intersections analyzed are
presented in Table 13, Table 14 and Table 15. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix C
and level of service definitions are provided in Appendix D.
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Table 13 — 2015 Future Total Traffic Conditions — Signalized Intersections

Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay Delay

Movement V/C (sec.) LOS V/IC (sec.) LOS

Yonge Street and Eagle

Street 0.84 39 D 0.97 53 D
Eastbound Left 0.27 43 D 0.47 39 D
Eastbound Through 0.84 64 E 0.95 72 E
Eastbound Right 0.24 42 D 0.37 37 D
Westbound Left 0.94 79 E 1.22 168 F
Westbound Through 0.70 40 D 067 34 C
Westbound Right 0.10 30 C 0.13 26 C
Northbound Left 0.88 52 D 0.95 72 E
Northbound Through 0.64 28 C 098 48 D
Northbound Right 0.23 21 C 0.27 21 Cc
Southbound Left 0.43 21 C 0.84 56 E
Southbound Through 0.75 36 D 0.93 48 D
Southbound Right 0.09 24 C 0.02 23 C

Eagle Street at Carol

Avenue/Sandford Street 0.55 10 B 0.59 11 B
Eastbound Left 0.03 4 A 0.10 5 A
Eastbound Through 0.61 8 A 0.57 7 A
Eastbound Right 0.04 4 A 0.06 5 A
Westbound Left 0.21 6 A 0.27 7 A
Westbound Through-Right 0.50 8 A 0.63 10 A
Northbound Lefi 0.25 21 c 0.37 22 C
Northbound Through-Right | 0.32 21 C 0.46 22 C
Southbound Left 0.14 20 C 0.22 21 C
Southbound Through-
Right 0.21 21 C 0.38 22 C
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Table 14 — 2015 Future Total Traffic Conditions — Unsignalized
Intersections

Intersection : AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Delay Delay
Movement (sec.) LOS (sec.) LOS

Eagle Street at Dixon Boulevard/

Existing Driveway 2 A 2 B
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 1 A
Northbound Left/Through/Right -39 E 66 F
Southbound Left/Through/Right 30 D 25 C

Eagle Street at Donlin Avenue/

Existing Driveway 0 A 0 A
Eastbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Westbound Left/Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Northbound Left/Through/Right 18 C 28 D
Southbound Left/Through/Right 12 B 22 C

Eagle Street at Site Driveway 1 3 B 2 E
Eastbound Through/Left 1 A 2 A
Westbound Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Southbound Left/Right 34 D 23 C

Eagle Street at Site Driveway 2 0 A 0 A
Westbound Through/Right 0 A 0 A
Southbound Right 12 B 14 B

Results of the capacity analyses indicate that the intersections continue to operate at an
acceptable leve! of service and delay, similar to future background conditions.

The site driveways are expected to operate at an acceptable level of service and delay during
the weekday AM and PM peak hours.

During the weekday PM peak hour, the westbound left-turn movement is expected to be over
capacity. However, with the proposed signal timing improvements introduced under future
background traffic conditions, the turning movement operates similar to the existing situation
under future total traffic conditions.
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Table 15 — 2015 Future Total Traffic Conditions — Queue Lengths

Intersection
Movement

Available
Storage (m)

95th Percentile Queues

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Eagle Street at Yonge Street

Eastbound Left 52 45 45
Eastbound Right 42 68 68
Westbound Left 40 84 94
Westbound Right 38 41 50
Northbound Left 55 56 99
Northbound Right 55 67 81
Southbound Left 59 52 78
Eagie Street at Carol
Avenue/Sandford Street
Eastbound Left 50 6 9
Eastbound Right 16 19 33
Westhound Left 20 24 31
Northbound Left 45 19 20
Southbound Left 30 18 24
Eagle Street at Site Driveway 1
Eastbound Left/Through 50 13 37
Southbound Left/Right 30 20 21
Eagle Street at Site Driveway 2
Southbound Right 20 0 0

Note: The value reported in the Synchro analysis as the 95 percenile is an adjusied value that is calculated by taking the average queue and adding &
standard deviation of 1.87. This results in a value that is higher than the 95 percentile and a value that is not necessarily ever cbserved. Therefore, the

value reported as the 95 percentile must be used with caution, since it may result in significant over-design, if applied as reported.

Results of the vehicle queuing analyses are as follows:

<> At the infersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street during the peak hours, the eastbound
right-turn, westbound left-turn, westbound right-turn, northbound left-turm and northbound
right-turn vehicle queue lengths exceed available storage lengths. During the weekday PM
peak hour, the southbound left-turn queues exceed available storage. However, only the
westbound turning movement are reiated to site traffic and the resulis indicate that the
proposed site driveways would not be blocked by vehicle queues at the intersection.

— At the intersection of Eagle Street and Carol Avenue/Sandford Street during the weekday
AM peak hour, the eastbound right-turn and westbound left-turn queues exceed available
storage. During the weekday PM peak hour, the westbound left-turn queues exceed
available storage. However, only the westhound turning movement are related to site traffic
and the results indicate that the proposed site driveways would not be blocked by vehicle

queues at the intersection.
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As previously noted, future baseline conditions were assumed for the intersection of Yonge
Street and Eagle Street, meaning increased growth in auto traffic without improvements such as
widening Yonge Street in conjunction with improving transit infrastructure. Planned
improvements recommended in the North Yonge Street Corridor Environmental Assessment
study could improve the level of service and delay along the Yonge Street corridor under future
conditions.

In summary, increased traffic volumes at the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street,
mainly in the northbound and southbound direction in the weekday PM peak hour is the resuit of
background fraffic volumes in the Yonge Street corridor. Overall, the intersection operates at an
acceptable level of service and delay, below an overall volume to capacity ratio of 1.0 during the
weekday PM peak hour.
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6. Site Plan Review
6.1 Site Access Assessment

6.1.1 Spacing

The proposed driveway spacing (measured from centreline to centreline) is as follows:
- Driveway 1 at Eagle Street is located approximately 58 metres east of Dixon Boulevard
- Driveway 2 at Eagle Street is located approximately 19 metres west of Donlin Avenue

According to TAC guidelines for driveway spacing on local and collector roadways (Section
3.2.9.8 and Figure 3.2.9.3), spacing between an intersection and a fuil-moves driveway should
provide for a 2.0-metre tangent length between curb returns. The proposed full moves
driveways (Driveway 1) meets this requirement.

According to York Region Access Guidelines, proposed driveways should be outside the
influence area of the Regional Road intersections (Yonge Street and Eagle Street), and
assuming that Eagle Street is a commercial commuter roadway, a proposed minor access
should be located at least 70 metres from the Regional intersection (YR Access Guidelines,
page 14). All proposed driveway locations meet this requirement as the nearest access
(Driveway 1) is located approximately 150 meires east of Yonge Street.

According to the Town of Newmarket Comprehensive Zoning By-law, Section 5.5, the minimum
distance between a driveway and intersection for street lines measured along the street line
intersected by such driveway should be 15 mefres. As Driveway 2 does not mest this
requirement, Driveway 2 is proposed as a right-in/right-out configuration to minimize turning
conflicts with Donlin Avenue.

6.1.2 Right-in, Right Out Access Design

The design of Driveway 2, the right-in, right-out driveway, is based on a review of York Region
Access guidelines and a review of TAC guidelines, specifically TAC Figure 3.2.9.1. The
driveway width of the outbound radii were designed to accommodate a moving truck (an HSU
vehicle) and a fire truck. The design was further refined by PDA Architects and consists of an
8m inbound radius and 12m outbound radius. The inbound lane width is 4m and the outbound
lane width is 6m for the site driveway.

6.1.3 Sight Distance Review

Horizontal tuming sight distances for the proposed driveways on Eagle Street were reviewed
based on a design speed of 7G km/h. The desired turning sight distance of 275 metres is used,
as identified in Table 1.2.5.6 of the TAC manual.

The sight distance availability for Driveways 1 and 2 were compared to the required value from
the TAC manual and the resuits are summarized in Table 16.
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Table 16 — Approximate Horizontal Turning Sight Distance

Actual Sight Required Sight

Driveway # Direction Distance Distance

Right turn (looking east)
1 g ( 9 >275m 275 m

Left turn (looking west)

Right turn (looking east)
2 >275 m 275 m
' Left turn (looking west})

Vertical Stopping Sight Distances (SSD) for proposed driveways on Eagle Street were
reviewed. Based on a design speed of 70 km/h, the desired stopping sight distance ranges from
99.1 to 110.8 metres on Sag Vertical Curves, as identified in Table 2.1.3.4 of the TAC Manual.
For the sight distance investigation, the stopping sight distance is measured based on an eye
height of 1.05 metres to the object height of 0.38 metres.

The sight distance availability for Driveways 2 and 3 were compared to the required value from
the TAC Manual and the results are summarized in Table 17.

Table 17 — Approximate Vertical Stopping Sight Distance

Actual Sight Required Sight

Driveway # Direction Distance Distance

Looking East
1 >111m 99.1-110.8m
Looking West

Looking East '
2 >111m 99.1-110.8m
Looking West

In summary, the proposed driveways meet minimum horizontal and vertical sight distance
requirements.

6.1.4 Driveway Gap Analysis
6.1.4.1 Existing Trafiic Conditions at Site Driveway

Gap analyses were completed at the site driveways on Eagle Street for vehicles making left-
turns to enter the site and for vehicles making left-turns to exit the site to determine if sufficient
gaps will be available at the proposed driveway location(s).

Field surveys were completed by GENIVAR on Thursday May 27, 2010, at the proposed
location of the site driveway (Eagle Street between Dixon Boulevard and Donlin Avenue) during
the weekday peak periods. The results were analyzed using the ITE Traffic Engineering
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Handbook, 5th Edition {(pg. 124, Table 4-18) methodology for determining critical gaps (the time
required for the first vehicle to accept a gap in roadway ftraffic) and follow-up times (the time
required for the second vehicle to accept a gap in roadway traffic). The gap survey data is
provided in Appendix G and the resulis of the analysis are presented in Table 18.

At the proposed location for a site driveway at Eagle Street, a southbound left turn is available
when both eastbound and westbound lanes are clear at Eagle Street and an eastbound left turn
is available with the westbound lane is clear on Eagle Sfreet.

Table 18 — Critical Gaps and Follow-up Times at Eagle Street and Site
Driveway — Existing Traffic Volumes

Eastbound Left-turn  Southbound Lefi-

Time Period from turn from
Eagle Street Site Driveway

Capacity 634 157

AM Peak Hour Site Traffic 17 63
Residual _ 617 94
Capacity 501 59

PM Peak Hour Site Traffic 71 27
Residual 430 32

Results of the analysis indicate that if the site were developed today, trafiic entering and exiting
at the site driveway(s) are expected to have sufficient available gaps in roadway traffic during
the weekday AM and PM peak hours.

6.1.4.2 Future Traffic Conditions at Site Driveways

A comparison of existing through roadway volumes and future through and future lefi-turn
roadway volumes entering the site at the site driveway indicate approximately a 12.5 percent
increase (2.5 percent per annum) in traffic volumes on Eagle Street with the site in operation by
2015. The results of the analysis for future conditions are shown in Table 19.

Table 19 — Critical Gaps and Follow-up Times at Eagle Street and Site
Driveway — Future Traffic Volumes

Eastbound Left-turn  Southbound Lefit-turn

Time Period from from
Eagle Street Site Driveway

Capacity 555 137

AM Peak Hour Site Traffic 17 63
Residual 538 74
Capacity 438 52

PM Peak Hour Site Traffic 71 27
Residual 367 25
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Results of the gap analyses under future traffic conditions indicate that all movements entering
and exiting the site driveway(s) are expected to have sufficient available gaps during the
weekday AM and PM peak hours with the increase in traffic volumes estimated on Eagle Street.

6.2 On-site Parking
6.2.1 Parking Space Dimensions

On-site visitor parking spaces are provided with a stall length of 6.0 metres and a width of 2.60
metres, as per Section 5.2.2 (page 45) of the Town of Newmarket Zoning By-law, May 2010.

6.2.2 Parking Requirements and Supply

As per Section 5.3.1 (page 46) of the Town of Newmarket Zoning By-law, May 2010,
requirements for residential tenant at the condominium building is 1.5 spaces per unit,
requirements for residential tenant parking at the townhomes is 2.0 spaces per unit, and
requirements for residential visitor parking is 0.25 spaces per unit. The overall parking
requirement for the site containing 154 condominium units and 38 townhouse units is 356
parking spaces. The site parking requirements and supply are shown in Table 20.

Table 20 —- Parking Requirements and Supply

Type of Parking Units Parking Requirement Parking

Rate Requirement Provided

(spaces/unit) (spaces) (spaces)
Condominium - Tenant 154 1.5 231 231
Condominium - Visitor 0.25 39 39
Townhouse - Tenant 38 2.0 76 76
Townhouse - Visitor 0.25 10 14
Total 192 356 360

6.2.3 Site Parking Demands Based on Local Data

A review of the 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS) information on auto ownership for
the planning district, in which the subject site is located, indicates the following trends:

- For townhomes, 3 percent do not own a vehicle, 47 percent own one vehicle, 42 percent
own two vehicles, and 8 percent own three or more vehicles.

<> For apartments (including condominiums}, 13 percent do not own a vehicle, 73 percent own
one vehicle, 14 percent own two vehicles, and 0 percent own three or more vehicles.

Applying these statistics to the proposed development resulis in a parking demand for 214
spaces for residential tenant/owner uses (or a parking rate of 1.12 spaces per unif). The results
are summarized in Table 21.
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As previously mentioned, applying the Newmarket by-law rate of 0.25 parking spaces per unit
results in a visitor parking requirement of 49 spaces. As a result, the overall parking demand at
the site is expected to be 263 parking spaces.

In summary, the proposed parking supply of 360 spaces meets Newmarket zoning by-law
requirement of 356 spaces, of which 307 spaces are required for residents and 42 spaces are
required for visitors. Based on the TTS review for local characteristics within the Town, the site
parking demands could be as low as 263 parking spaces, of which 214 spaces would be for

residents and 49 spaces would be for visitors.
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Table 21 — Review of Anticipated Vehicle Ownership at the Site

Dwelling Type and Newmarket 2006 TTS Data

Vehicle Ownership TTS Auto Ownership, Newmarket
Units _ (Planning District 27)

Townhomes Condominium Total

Condominium

Private Road 154

Town House

Private Road 38

Total units 102

% unifs without vehicle = 3% 13%

units without a vehicle = 1 20

units with a vehicle = 37 134

% units with 1 vehicle = 47% 73%

% units with 2 vehicles = 42% 14%

% units with 3+ vehicles = 8% 0%

units with a vehicle:

1-vehicle units = 18 112

2-vehicle units = 32 43

3+-vehicle units = 9 0

Total parking= 59 155 214
Parking ratio = 1.12

Source: 2008 Transporiation Tomorrow Survey data
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8.3 Internal Plan Review

The proposed internal roadways and site accesses were reviewed using AutoTURN 6.0 vehicle
turning template software, as provided in Figure 9 through Figure 14.

Turning templaies reviewed include:
- fire truck site access and egress and on-site circulation within the designated fire route

- TAC heavy single unit vehicle {(moving truck) accessing and egressing the loading area to
and from Eagle Street

- garbage truck accessing and egressing the loading area fo and from Eagle Street

Resulis of the turning template review indicate that the site provides for the safe and efficient
circulation of vehicles expected to use the site.
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Figure 9

Vehicle Turning Template Review of Fire Truck Entering Site and Circulating On-site
Proposed Condominium Development, Eagle Street, Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 10

Vehicle Turning Template Review of Fire Truck Exiting Site
Proposed Condominium Development, Eagle Street, Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 11

Vehicle Turning Template Review of Garbage Truck Entering Site and Accessing Loading Area
Proposed Condominium Development, Eagle Street, Traffic Impact Study
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Eagle Street Proposed Condominium Development : 10-024

~ Traffic Impact Study - Final February 24, 2011
7. Summary and Conclusions
71 Summary

The Traffic Impact Study for the proposed condominium development at Eagle Street in the
Town of Newmarket is summarized as follows: '

> The proposed development consists of two parcels: Parcel A and Parcel B. Parcel Ais a
: condominium building with 154 units. Parce[ B contalns 38 townhouse unlts Parcel A and
Parcel B combined contains 192 units.

<> Results of the existing capacity analyses indicate that the study area intersections are
currently operating at a good level of service and delay during the weekday AM and PM
peak hours. :

-~ The proposed development is expected to generate 169 trips (29 in'bound‘trips and 140
outbound trips) during the weekday AM peak hour and 167 trips (112 inbound trips and 55
ocutbound trips) during the weekday PM peak hour. Site trips were distributed and assigned
to the boundary roadways based on TTS data and local area travel patterns.

| _

- A 2.5 percent annual growth rate was applied to through traffic volumes at Yonge Street in
the study area for a 5-year horizon period based on a review of the North Yonge Street
Corridor EA and a review ojf historic AADT counts. Similarly, a 2.5 percent annual growth
rate is applied to through traﬁ" ic volumes at Eagle Street for a 5-year horizon perlod to
determine future background traffic growth.

- There is one planned area development of significance included in the analysis of
background traffic volumes| which is a 400-unit residential condominium proposal at the
northeast corner of Yonge Street and Millard Avenue.

-~ There are no roadway improvements scheduled at Eagle Street within the study area.

< Transit improvements in the Yonge Street corridor were outlined in the North Yonge Street
Corridor Environmental Assessment, 1Bl Group, August 2008. The preferred initial response
to immediate and medlum-term conditions for transit improvements at Yonge Street
between Mulock Drive and |Green Lane include rapid transit operating in mixed traffic curb

high occupancy vehicle Iancles in conjunction with the widening of Yonge Street to six lanes.

The traffic assessment aSSLljmes a worst-case scenario with no transit improvements.

> Results of the future background traffic capaCIty analyses indicate that the study area
intersections continue to ogerate at an acceptable level of service (Yonge Street and Eagle
Street operates below a vol\ume-to-capamty ratio of 1.0). Similar to existing conditions,
during the weekday PM peé;!k hour, the westbound left turn movement is over capacity.
However, with the proposed signal timing improvements, the intersection movement is
expected to continue to operate similar to the existing situation under future background and

total traffic conditions.
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Eagle Street Proposed Condominium Development : 10-024
Traffic iImpact Study - Final February 24, 2011

>

Results of the total traffic capacity analyses indicate that the intersections continue to
operate at an acceptable level of service and delay, similar to future background conditions.
Site traffic has minimal impact on the overall operations of the study area intersections.

The site driveways are expected to operate with good levels of service and delay, meet
spacing and sight-distance requirements and are expected to operate with sufficient gaps to
allow for site traffic to enter and exit.

The site parking supply meets the parking requirements, as provided by the Town of
Newmarket draft zoning by-law. A review of Transportation Tomorrow Survey data for the
area indicates that site park[ng demands could be lower than the Newmarket by-law
requirement.

The site plan provides for the safe and efficient circulation of flre trucks heavy single-unit
trueks, garbage trucks and passenger vehicles.

7.2 ‘Conclusions

‘The Traffic Impact Study conclusions are as follows:

>

Under future background traffic conditions at the intersection of Eagle Street and Yonge
Street, during the weekday AM peak hour, the westbound left and through movements and
northbound feft movement were increased slightly (by one second) to improve the overall
voiume-to -capacity ratio of the intersection.

Under future background traffic conditions at the intersection of Eagle Street and Yonge
Street, during the weekday PM peak hour, the cyele length was decreased from 130
seconds to 110 seconds to improve the overall volume-to-capacity ratio of the intersection.
The proposed cycle length adjustment would not affect the operation of upstream and
downstream intersections along Yonge Street as they are not coordinated with Eagle Street
and Yonge Street.

Increased traffic volumes at the intersection of Yonge Street and Eagle Street is mainly the
result of increased background traffic, as site traffic volumes have a minimal impact on
intersection operations. Overall, the intersections are expected to continue to operate at an
acceptable level of service (below capacity) in the short-term (five-year horizon). Planned
improvements to transit in the Yonge Street corridor would further improve intersection
operations in the long-term. :

10-024rep11-02-24Final.docx
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10-024
May 28, 2010

Mr. M. Kryzanowski

Town of Newmarket

395 Mulock Drive, P.O. Box 328, STN Main
Newmarket, ON L3X 1V8

Re: Traffic Impact Study Assumptions — Residential Development — Eagle Street,
Town of Newmarket

Dear Mr. Kryzanowski:

GENIVAR has been retaihed to complete a Traffic Ifnpact Study (T1S) and Parking Review for a
proposed residential subdivision located on Eagle Street, east of Yonge Street, in the town of
Newmarket.

This letter outlines the key assumptions, parameters and methodologies for The.Traﬂ'" ic Impact
Study of the proposed development. Please review and prowde comments and additional
information/data where indicated.

Proposed Land Uses
The proposed development will contain two development parcels:

o Parcel A will consist of a 10-storey condominium building with approximatély 141
residential dwelling units and 259 parking spaces

* Parcel B will consist of 41 townhouses and 14 visitor parking spaces

Site Access

The proposed development provides three accesses on Eagle Street. The site will be
interconnected by an internal street.

The site is currently undeveloped and is surrounded by existing residential developments.
Study Area |
Our study area will encompass the proposed site driveways and the intersections of:

» Yonge Street and Eagle Street

s Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard

*» Eagle Street and Donlin Avenue

« Eagie Street and Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

10-0241et10-05-26AnalysisAssumnption.docx
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10-024

Mr. M. Kryzanowski May 28, 2010
Town of Newmarket Page 2
Study Guidelines

GENIVAR will conduct the TIS based on the following guidelines and by-laws:

» Transportation Impact Study Guidelines for Development Applications, York Region,
August 2007

* York Region Official Plan, December 2009

=  Town of Newmarket Official Plan, October 2006

» Comprehensive Zoning By-law, 3rd' Draft, Town of Newmarket, May 2010
Analysis Period |
GENIVAR will analyze weekday AM and PM peak hours.
Study Horizons

Based on the proposed development sizes, it is estimated that the generated peak hour total
site trips will be less than 500. Also, it is anticipated that this development will be implemented
once approval is granted. Therefore, as recommended in the Region’s TIS Guidelines for
Development Applications, the five-year horizon for this project will be assessed, which is 2015.

Traffic Counts
GENIVAR will use traffic counts completed within the last two years, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1 — Traffic Counts Sources

Intersection Date Source

Yonge Street and Eagle Street February 2009  York Region

Eagle Street and Carol To be provided Town of Newmarket
Avenue/Sandford Street

Eagle Street and Dixon Boulevard May 2010 GENIVAR

Eagle Street and Donlin Avenue May 2010 GENIVAR

Action: Please provide the turning movement counts at the intersection of Eagle Street
and Carol Avenue/Sandford Street, as confirmed via email that the Town has
less than two-year old turning movement counts.

GENIVAR has commissioned weekday turing movement counts at the unsignalized
intersection of Eagle Street at Dixon Boulevard and Donlin Avenue. The counts were completed
on Thursday, May 27, 2010.

Trip Generation

Site generated trips will be determined based on fitted curve equations for Residential
Condominium/Townhouse for the retail building provided by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 8th Edition. The following ITE land use codes will be applied:

2] GENIVAR



10-024
Mr. M. Kryzanowski May 28, 2010
Town of Newmarket Page 3

e Condominium units: ITE Land Use Code 230 — Residential Condominium/Townhouse

= Townhouse units: ITE Land Use Code 230 — Residential Condominium/Townhouse
Pass-by Trips/Diverted Link Trips

No pass-by trips or diverted link trips will be accounted for in the AM and PM peak hour site trips
generated by the proposed residential development.

Trip Distribution and Assignment

GENIVAR will distribute and assign site trips based on 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey
(TTS) data for home-based trips and based on local travel patterns for the Town of Newmarket.

Background Traffic Growth Rate

GENIVAR will review historical Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) volume counts (minimum
of the past three years) on Yonge Street and Eagle Street to determine suitable background
traffic growth rates related to through trips.

Area Developments

Action: Please indicate whether there are any other approved and planned
improvements within the immediate study area within the next five years to be
included in our assessment. '

Roadway and Transit Improvements

Action: Please indicate whether there are any roadway, intersection and/or transit
improvements within the study area scheduled within the next five years

Synchro Settings

GENIVAR will input parameters based on the Region’s TIS Guidelines and signal timing data
being collected from the Region. In the absence of the available parameters, GENIVAR will use
the default Synchro 7.0 settings. The key parameters to be used are as follows:

¢ 0.92 peak hour factor (PHF)
e 1900 vphpl ideal saturated flow rate

e zero lost time adjustment

Site Access Review

The site access review will be conducted based on the Town’s May 2010 Comprehensive
Zoning By-law (3rd Draft) and Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads, published by the
Transportation Association of Canada (TAC). The review will include the following:

¢« The driver sight distances, site access spacing, configuration and dimensions at the
locations where the site accesses intersect the boundary roadways to ensure efficient
traffic operations and conformance with Town and Region standards.

+ Discussion with Town staff indicated that the Town required a gap and queuing analysis
completed for the driveways to assess the operations of the multiple access in a
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relatively short distance. A gap survey and a queue survey were conducted on May 27,
2010, for the following locations:

= gap survey for southbound left-turn from the site and eastbound left-tum into the site

= queuing study of westbound left-turn queue on Eagle Street at Yonge Street, Dixon
Boulevard and Donlin Avenue, and westbound left-turn queue on Eagle Street
between Dixon Boulevard and Donlin Avenue

= based on the gap and queuing survey, the study will determine if the proposed site
access locations are acceptable and do not result in conflicts with left-turning
vehicles, and, if turning lanes are required, determine recommended storage and
taper length required to safely accommodate traffic to be generated from the
proposed development

Action: Please advise/provide the standards/guidelines to be used to assess the
driveway access and intersection spacing.

Site Plan Assessment

GENIVAR will conduct a review of the proposed site plan, including the site driveway, site
parking, and on-site circulation based on the Town’s by-laws, assess the operation of
passenger vehicles and service vehicles (fire and garbage) and the aceessibility of parking
spaces using AutoTURN 6.0 vehicle turning template software. '

We would appreciate if you could provide your comments on the above key assumptions and
methodologies and requested datafinformation detailed in this letter by Wednesday, June 2,
2010. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Sharon Sterling, the Project
Manager. - '

Yours truly,
GENIVAR Consultants LP

4t

Anil Seegobin, P.Eng
Traffic Analyst

~ Attachment — Exhibit 1 — Proposed Site Plan and Context
CC: Carl Smith, York Region
Peter Allen, Peter E. Allen & Associates

TY/hf
10-024let10-05-26AnalysisAssumption.docx



Exhibit 1 - Proposed Site Plan and Context
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Monday, June 14, 2010 1:55 PM

Subject: RE: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street - Trip Rates
Date: Tuesday, June 8, 2010 4:06 PM

From: Kryzanowski, Mark <mkryzanowski@newmarket.ca>
To: ENTRA Consultants <anil.seegobin@genivar.com>

Cc: Sharon Sterling <Sharon.Sterling@genivar.com>

Anil,

There seems to be some mis-communication between yourself and Sharon OR maybe | am
missing something. | have a voice message from Sharon that is stating the townhouse rate
was to be used for the condo towers. .

Whoever is the project manager for this project, | would appreciate one (1) email with the
proposed rates one more time, for clarity, for my sake. '

| must apologize that | am not as responsive on this, but | am in the middle of the second last
Council cycle prior to election.

Thank you.

Mark Kryzanowski

Senior Transportation Coordinator
Engineering Services

Town of Newmarket
905-953-5300 extension 2508

From: Anil Seegobin [mailto:Anil.Seegobin@genivar.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 08, 2010 3:21 PM

To: Kryzanowski, Mark

Subject: Re: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street - Trip Rates

Thanks. if you could respond to my previous email (also below) about the trip rates that would
be helpful as well.

The average for Richmond Hill and Markham works out to 0.38 AM and 0.44 PM trips per
apartment style unit. Condos are included as apartment style units. Please confirm that this
approach is OK for generating trips for the condo building. '

Thanks,

Page 1 of 10



Anil

On 08/06/10 2:29 PM, "Kryzanowski, Mark" <mkryzanowski@newmarket.ca> wrote:
Anil,

No planned road improvements in the next 5 years on Eagle from Yonge to Carol.

Mark Kryzanowski

Senior Transportation Coordinator
Engineering Services

Town of Newmarket
905-953-5300 extension 2508

From: Anil Seegobin [mailto:Anil.Seegobin@genivar.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 08, 2010 10:58 AM

To: Kryzanowski, Mark

Cc: Sharon Sterling; Thomas You

Subject: FW: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street

Hi Mark,

Could you please also confirm whether any road improvements are planned at Eagle Street
from Yonge Street to Carol Avenue within the timeframe of the study (the next five years)? If
drawings are available, please provide.

We will coordinate with York Region for info on transit improvements and for roadway
‘improvements at Yonge Street (and review the North Yonge Street EA as requested).

Thanks,
Anil

------ Forwarded Message

From: ENTRA Consultants <anil.seegobin@genivar.com>

Date: Tue, 08 Jun 2010 10:21:47 -0400

To: "Kryzanowski, Mark" <mkryzanowski@newmarket.ca>

Cc: Thomas You <Thomas.You@genivar.com>, Sharon Sterling <Sharon.Sterling@genivar.com>
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Conversation: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street
Subject: Re: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street

Good morning Mark,
Further to Sharon’s email, we’ve completed the trip generation review as requested:

Please see attached. A comparison of Richmond Hill and Markham trips per apartment unit
yields an AM trip rate of 0.38 and a PM trip rate of 0.44.

Note that the proposed development is a condominium building and not an apartment
building. ITE rates for a condo/townhouse (land use code 230} are slightly higher at AM 0.44
and PM 0.49. Please indicate whether you agree with using the rates generated by the TTS
review for the condominium building.

To complete the traffic study, we would also like to request the following:
1. A contact person at the Town (name, email, phone) to provide historic traffic counts (ATR
or AADT) at Eagle Street, east of Yonge Street for the past five years.
2. A contact person at the Town to provide information on area background developments
(and the associated traffic impact studies if the development is significant}.

Thank you for your continued assistance.

# GENIVAR

Anil Seegobin, P.Eng | Traffic Engineer
GENIVAR | Constructive People

2800 Fourteenth Avenue, Suite 210
Markham, ON L3R OE4

(905) 946-8900 | www.GENIVAR.com
Anil.Seegobin@genivar.com

e

Think about it... do you really need to print?

CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING:

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information
which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended
recipient or the person responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are strictly prohibited from
disclosing, distributing, copying or in any way using this message. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender, and destroy and delete any copies you may have received.
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AVERTISSEMENT: : :

Ce message est destiné uniquement a la personne ou a I'organisation a laquelle il est adressé et il peut contenir des
informations privilégiées, confidentielles ou non divulgables en vertu de la loi. Si vous n’étes pas le destinataire du
présent message ni la personne chargée de remetire le présent message a son destinataire, il vous est strictement
interdit de le divulguer, de le distribuer, de le copier ou de I'utiliser de quelque fagon que ce soit. Si vous avez regu la
présente communication par erreur, veuillez én aviser lexpéditeur et détruire ou effacer tous les exemplaires que vous
avez regus.

On 04/06/10 2:01 PM, "Kryzanowski, Mark" <mkryzanowski@newmarket.ca> wrote:
Sharon,

Thank you for the information. | feel that this method is a good alternative for the ITE rates for
townhouses. The rate is more what have seen from some of the larger fownhouse blocks.
However, this method illustrates the potential flaw for apartment rates. | am not sure what
TTS classifies as an ‘apartment’, but a significant number of apartment buildings in the fown
are either senior's apartments or retirement complexes. Peak hour and total trips generation
for these are typically low, and significant enough to possibly skew the results.

| might suggest a similar exercise be undertaken for Richmond Hill and Markham as
comparison. These two municipalities have similar transportation infrastructure and a little
better transit service. These two rates may be reflective of the future trip rate for the
apartment buildings in Newmarket. If they are reasonably comparable, then we can go with
your rates proposed.

Mark Kryzanowski

Senior Transportation Coordinator
Engineering Services

Town of Newmarket
905-953-5300 extension 2508

From: Sharon Sterling [mailto:Sharon.Sterling@genivar.com]
Sent: Friday, June 04, 2010 11:36 AM
To: Kryzanowski, Mark
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Cc: Thomas You; Anil Seegobin; Aida Rifdi
Subject: Re: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street

Hi Mark

Thanks for your comments on our proposed TRF. Regarding the trips rate |
understand your concerns. We do have in-house rate but | am concerns
that they are an over representation of a much more Urban environment
and transit plays a much bigger role so | think you might have the same or
similar concerns as you do with the ITE rates.

As you' know proxy surveys can be very useful, but site and characteristic of
the development has comparable and there is the issue of access when the
site or property is own by a third party.

Therefore, we decided to develop local trip rates using the 2006 TTS data
for Newmarket. | hope we can agree on this approach, the resulting trips
rates are significantly higher than ITE rates.

Methodology

» retrieve the total number of dwelling in Newmarket by type (House,
Apartment and Townhouse)

* retrieve the total number of trips originating from dwelling units in
Newmarket by type (House, Apartment and Townhouse)

- trips were retrieve for the AM and PM peak period,

* mode of travel auto

* used the number of trips and number of dwellings to generate trips per
dwelling type

Results
* House: 1.05/unit AM Peak; 1.17/unit PM Peak
* Townhouse: 0.88/unit AM Peak; 0.87/unit PM Peak
* Apartment : 0.25/unit AM Peak; 0.38/unit PM Peak

Recommendation:
* Use the townhouse trip rate for the site (including high-rise condo and
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Townhouses)
« Townhouse: 0.88/unit AM Peak; 0 87/unit PM Peak
 use ITE Townhouse percentage for the directional Distribution
« AM 17% inbound, 83% outbound
e PM 67% inbound , 33% outbound

The corresponding rate in ITE (Code 230) is 0.44/unit in the AM peak and
0.52/unit in the PM peak.

- The proposed rates are 100% higher in the AM and 65% in the PM.
The summary page is attached.
Mark, please indicate if you can support the prdposed rates?

Site Assignment:

« assignment based on 2006 TTS and local travel pattern
| have also attached our propose site trip assignment, if you have any
comments.

Thanks
Sharon

Z GENIVAR

Sharon Sterling | Director, Traffic Management
GENIVAR | Constructive People

2800 Fourteenth Avenue, Suite 210

Markham, ON L3R OE4

(905) 946-8900 | www.GENIVAR.com

Sharon.Sterling@genivar.com

G

-+ Think about it... do you really need to print?

CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING:
This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information
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which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended
recipient or the person responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are strictly prohibited from
disclosing, distributing, copying or in any way using this message. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender, and destroy and delete any copies you may have received.

AVERTISSEMENT:

Ce message est destiné uniquement & la personne ou 4 I'organisation & laquelle il est adressé et i peut contenir des
informations privilégiées, confidentielles ou non divulgables en vertu de Ia loi. Si vous n'étes pas le destinataire du
présent message ni la personne chargée de remettre le présent message a son destinataire, il vous est strictement
interdit de le divulguer, de le distribuer, de le copier ou de l'utiliser de quelque fagon que ce soit. Si vous avez recu la
présente communication par erreur, veuillez en aviser I'expéditeur et détruire ou effacer tous les exemplaires que vous
avez regus.

From: Heather Ferren <heather.ferren@genivar.com>

Date: Mon, 31 May 2010 16:35:17 -0400

To: Sharon Sterling <sharon.sterling@genivar.com>, Anil Seegobin
<anil.Seegobin@genivar.com>

Subject: FW: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street

# GENIVAR

Heather Ferren | Administrator
GENIVAR | Constructive People
2800 Fourteenth Avenue, Suite 210
Markham, ON L3R OE4

(905) 946-8900 | www.GENIVAR.com
Heather.Ferren@genivar.com

Think about it... do you really need to print?

CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING:

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information
which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended
recipient or the person responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are strictly prohibited from
disclosing, distributing, copying or in any way using this message. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender, and destroy and delete any copies you may have received.

------ Forwarded Message
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From: "Kryzanowski, Mark" <mkryzanowski@newmarket.ca>

Date: Mon, 31 May 2010 16:33:49 -0400

To: Heather Ferren <heather.Ferren@genivar.com>

Cc: "Taylor, Duayne" <dtaylor@newmarket.ca>, "O'Brien, Michelle"
<mobrien@newmarket.ca>, "Ruggle, Dave" <druggle@newmarket.ca>
Subject: Terms of Reference - Eagle Street

Heather, can you please forward this to Sharon and/or Anil, I do not have their
email address.

I have reviewed the Terms of Reference dated May 28, 2010, and offer the
following comments.

1. Traffic Counts. Please find attached is the trafﬁc count for Eagle/Caro/
Sandford. Please submit $80.00 ($76.19 + 3.81 GST) to the Town.

2. Trip generation. While ITE generation rates are industry standards, the
Town would prefer any proxy or in-house rates. Generally, the trip generation rates
for Townhouses appear to be low, and given the nature of the townhouse, it is
expected that the auto ownership would be higher.

3. Background Traffic Growth Rates. York Region has conducted an EA for
the VIVANext project on Yonge Street and Davis Drive. All traffic information
should conform to this. For actually developments within the 5 year timeframe, I
would defer this question to Planning.

4, Roadways and Transit — See above comment regarding VIVANext.
5. Site Access Review. There are standards within the zoning by-law related to
access locations and size. The Town uses TAC and/or York Regions access

guidelines to determine safety of access driveways.

6. The remaining contents are acceptable.
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It should be noted that the traffic counts were undertaken using traffic cameras on
sizeable tri-pods within the Town’s boulevards. These types of traffic counting
equipment would require a Road Occupancy permit. In the future, please ensure
that a Road Occupancy permit is applied for, or Town forces will remove the
counting equipment.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Mark Kryzanowski

Senior Transportation Coordinator
Engineering Services

Community Services Commission

Town of Newmarket

395 Mulock Drive

Newmarket, ON L3Y 4X7

Tel: 905-953-5300 press 2, extension 2508
Fax: 905-953-5138

Email: mkryzanowski@newmarket.ca
www.newmarket.ca <http://www.newmarket.ca>

Newmarket's Vision: "A Community Well Beyond the Ordinary"

"The information contained in this message is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) named above and may not be otherwise distributed,
copied or disclosed. The message may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under the Municipal Freedom
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately advising of the error
and delete the message without making a copy. Thank yvou.”

------ End of Forwarded Message

------ End of Forwarded Message

2l GENIVAR

Anil Seegobin, P.Eng | Traffic Engineer
GENIVAR | Constructive People

2800 Fourteenth Avenue, Suite 210
Markham, ON L3R OE4
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2006 Derived TTS Trip Rates by Dwelling Type for Town of Newmarket

AM

PM

Dwelling Type Total Units | Origin Trips Rate

Or'lgin Trips

Rate

House 19,578 20,497 22,968

W B R

Apértment 3,012 747 0.25 1,145

1.1

0.38

Source: 1. The origin trips made by auto in the Town of Newmarket were derived from the 2006 TTS.
2. The start time of trips were made during the two-hour periods in the AM (7:00-9:00) and in

the PM (16:00-18:00).

3. The total number of households and their distribution by dwelling type were as per the TTS

report for the Town of Newmarket.

USER : Sharon Sterling - Entra Consultants
DATE : Jun 3 2618 (11:03:11)

DATA : 2086 TTS Yers 1.2 Trips

FILTER 1 : mode_prime =» Aulc driver

FILTER 2 : start_time =» 7RG990

FILTER 3 : dwell_type => House, Apartment, Townhouse
FILTER 4 1 pd_hhid = Newmarket

L) : pd_hhildl

COLIMN  : duell type

JHouse ,Apartment ,Townhouse
Newmorket 20497 ,747 ,2205

USER : Sharon Sterling - Entro Consultonts
DATE s Jun 3 2818 {11:83:11)

DATA : 28686 TT5 Vers 1.8 Trips

FILTER 1 : mode_prime == Auton driver

FILTER 2 : stort_time =» 1686-1880

FILTER 3 : duell_type =» House, Apariment, Townhouse
FILTER 4 : pd_hhld =» Newmorket

ROY : pd_hhid

COLURN = dweli_type

JHouse , Apartment , Townhouse

Mewmarket ,22068,1145 2185

|



Derived 2006 TTS Trip Rates for Apartments

Source: 1. The ofigin trips made by mode of aute were derived from the 2006 TTS.
2. The start time of trips were made during the two-hour periods in the AM (7:00-8:00) and in
the PM (16:00-18:00).
3. The iotal number of househeolds and their distribution by dwelling type were as per the TTS summary report.

GENIVAR Consultants 06/08/10 10-024tab10-06-04T TS_Apartments.xisx



Appendix B

Turning Movement Counts and Signal
Timing Plans
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Horizon Data Services Ltd.
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Turning Movement Peak Hour Data Plot (7:45 AM)

Count Name: Dixon Blvd & Eagle St
Site Code:

Start Date: 05/27/2010
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Horizon Data Services Ltd.
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Turning Movement Peak Hour Data Plot (8:00 AM)

Count Name: Eagle St & Donlin Ave
Site Code:

Start Date: 05/27/2010
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Ontario Traffic Inc.

Morning Peak Diagram Specified Period One Hour Peak
From: 7:00:00 From: 8:00:00
To: 9:00:00 To: 9:00:00
Municipality: Newmarket Weather conditions:
Site #: 0900600039
Intersection: Eagle & Carol Person(s) who counted:

TFR File #: 4
Count date:  14-Oct-09

** Signalized Intersection ** Major Road: Eagle runs W/E
North Leg Total: 189 Heavys O 0 1 1 Heavys 0 East Leg Total: 1115
North Entering: 108 Trucks 0O 0 0 0 Trucks 1 East Entering: 499
MNorth Peds: 4 Cars 41 44 22 107 Cars 80 East Peds: 5
Peds Cross: < Totals 41 44 23 ' Totals 81 Peds Cross: &
Carol
Heavys Trucks Cars Totals Cars Trucks Heavys Totals
12 8 492 512 7 0 0 7
408 7 11 426
N 56 3 5 |66
Eagle 473 10 16
W E
Heavys Trucks Cars Totals
0 0 15 15 ES)
6 6 466 | 478
1 1 29 31 Cars Trucks Heavys Totals
7 7 510 Corol 508 9 9 616
Peds Cross: 1 Cars 131 Cars 43 58 110 211 Peds Cross: L
Waest Peds: 1 Trucks 4 Trucks 1 1 3 5 South Peds: 5
West Entering: 524 Heavys 6 Heavys 1 0 2 3 South Entering: 219
West Leg Total: 1036 Totals 141 Totals 45 59 115 South Leg Total: 360

Comments




Ontario Traffic Inc.

Specified Period One Hour Peak

Afternoon Peak Diagram

From: 15:00:00 From: 16:30:00
To: 18:00:00 To: 17:30:00
Municipality: Newmarket Weather conditions:
Site #: 0900600039
Intersection: Eagle & Carol Person(s) who counted:

TFR File #: 4
Count date:  14-Oct-09

** Signalized Intersection ** Major Road: Eagle runs W/E

North Leg Total: 288 Heavys 0 0 0 0 Heavys 0O East Leg Total: 1230
North Entering: 153 Trucks 0 0 1 1 Trucks © East Entering: 632
North Peds: 4 Cars 23 92 37 152 Cars 145 Fast Peds: 7
Peds Cross: B Totals 23 92 38 Totals 145 Peds Cross: X

Carol

Cars Trucks Heavys Totals

Heavys Trucks Cars Totals

2 3 595  60C¢ 17 0 o 17
512 3 2 517
N 97 0 1 98
626 3 3
w E
Heavys Trucks Cars Totals Eagle
0 0 31 3 S
3 3 487 | 493
0 0 62 62 Cars Trucks Heavys Totals
3 3 580 591 4 3 598
Peds Cross: L Cars 251 Cars 60 97 67 224 Peds Cross: Bl
Woest Peds: 1 Trucks © Trucks 0 0 South Peds: 7
West Entering: 586 Heavys 1 Heavys O 0 0 0 South Entering: 224
West Leg Total: 1186 Totals 252 Totals 60 97 67 South Leg Total: 476

Comments
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28-0ct-2009 Regional Municipality of York
Centralized Traffic Control System b e
Controller Scheduler Summary Report - Intersection %"

Intersection Name : Yonge St. - Eagle St

Weekly Plan : Yonge at Eagle St
Tine of Day Timing Pattera MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT SUN
06:00 AM Peak _ X .4 X X X - -
08:00 AM Wezkend - - - - - X X
05:00 Off Peak X X X X X - -
10:00 PM Weekend - - - - - X X
15:30 PM Peak X X X X X - -
19:00 AM Weekend - - - - - X X
19:30 Off Peak X X X X X - -
23:59 Free Plan X X X X X X X

Anaual Calendar: Yonge at Eagle St

Default Weekly Schedule ; Yonge at Eagle St
Date o Schedule { If blank, use the defauit weekly schedule)
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= PEEIK

CTCS # 328
INTERSECTION NAME: Yonge St. (YR 1) & Eagle Street ADDRESS: 235
PROGRAMMED BY: T. Hanrahan SECURITY CODE: 1000
CONTOLLER SERIAL #: PROGRAM DATE: Mena {, dowl
INSTALLATION DATE: Moot \y 2oy
MEMORY/RECALLICNA (MM-2-2-1) -
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 | & PHASES USED {MM-5-2-3-1)

MEMORY | oFF | oFF | OFF | OFF | QFF | OFF | OFF | OFF PHASE 1 2 1.3 4 5 & 7 8
EXT RECALL | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | CFF | OFF | OFF | OFF onvorr | ON | ON | ON| ON | ON | ON| off | ON
MAX RECALL| OFF | ON | ore ] orr | oFF | ON | OFF | OFF
PED RECALL| OFF | ON | OFF | oFF | o | ON | OFF | OFF_ SEQUENCE {(MM-2-2-3-2) ,

CNA oFF | ON | orF | oFf | OoFF | ON | OFF | OFF | 2 ] t=Sequential, 2= Dual Ring, 3-7= Spec, 8=Lead/Lag |
cnall | oFf | oFF | oFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF, | OFF

FLwALK | oFr | oFF | oFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF

SOFT RECALL OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF LEADAAG MODES (MM-2-2-3-2-PGDN....only if Seq = Lead/ ag)
waLk REST | OFF | ON | oFF | oFF | oFr | ON | OFF | OFF PAIRS 1 AND 2 JAND 4 5 AND 6 7AND 8
coNoPED | OFr | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF CODE

EWTPCL | OFF | OFF | OFF § OFF | OFF | OFF { OFF | OFF | Codes: 1 = Mo Reversal, 2 < Always Reverse, 3 = Rav. by CS0 or Clock
1- N/B Left Tum §- S/BLeft Turn LEAD/LAG BARRIERS {[iM-2-2-3-2-FGDN-PGDN...only If leadflag
2-  Southbound 6- Northbound |LEAD/LAG BARRIERS ARE: | | owore |
3- W/B Left Turn 7- not used On = Barriars after easchi ring 1 am 2 phase pair in a vertical eolumn

4 - Eastbound B- Westhound
SPECIAL INCOMPATIBILITIES (MM-2-2-3-3)
PHASE TIMINGS (MM-2-2-2) PHASE 1 z 1 3 4 5 8 7 8
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 INCOMPAT PH 1-8
MNGREEN| 7 | 30, 7 i0{ 7 | 30 Q 10 INCOMPAT PH 1-8
PASSAGE | 340 0 30| 3.0 30 0 4] 3.0
vELLOW | 3.0{ 503015030501 o |50 INITILAIZE / FLASH {MM-2-2-4) 1 =RED, 2 = YEL., 3 = GRN
RED t0{20f[10 20| 1.0 2. 0o | 20 INITHIZE ENTER FL EXIT FL
MAX1 |78 | SEY 404 247 5 0 | HING 1 PHASE 2 2 2
MAX 11 20| ap | 20 | 40| 20 | 3D | o© 40) £ING 2 PHASE 6 6 6
VALK 4] 7 o 7 il ' 0 7 INTERVAL 2 1 2
PEDCLEAR | 0 W28 | o [ | o hi28 | o 1y NOTE: Enter fash interval is permanently set o 1 (RED}
S8, g 0 1} ol 0 O 0 0
TBR o 0 0 0 g 0 0 o POWER-UP RESTART TIMINGS {MM-2-2-1-PGDN)
TTR 0 g 0 0 0 0 ] o MINEMUM FLASH (0-9.9 or 127 SECONDS)
MiN GAP 0 0 01 0 0 |4 Q 0 15T ALL RED AFTER FLAGH (0-9,9 or 127 SECONDS)
MAX VI ] o 0 i} [§ 0 0 0

MAX EXT o o o 0 0 0 c )

AUTOMAX | O 0 ) o 0 0 2 0 NOQTE: Bianks = 0, OFF, or confroller default values
AMA 0 4 ] 0 0 0 0 ¥

Range: 0-9.9 or 127 exvept max times and aute max which are 0 -255 secs.
1 ’ ! ! Y

I\.l._!\

i
v

| { %
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L F B a ¥ v 3 |
CTCS &
INTERSECTION NAME: Eagle St. (YR 5) & Carol / Sandford ADDRESS:
PROGRAMMED BY: D. Bumble SECURITY CODE:
CONTOLLER SERIAL #: PROCGRAM DATE:
INSTALLATION DATE:
MEMORY/RECALL/CNA (MM-2-2-1)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 PHASES USED (MM-2-2-3-1)

MEMORY | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | oFF | oFf | oFF PHASE 1 ] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
EXTRECALL| OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | orrF | oFr | oFe | oFfe ONOFF | OFF] ON | OFF| ON | OFE} ON | OFF| ON
MAXRECALL| OFF | ON | oFr | oFr | oFr | ON | oeF | oFr
PEDRECALL] OFF | ON ) oFF | oFF | oFr | ON | oFF | oFF SEQUENCE (MM-2-2-3-2)

CNA I OFF | ON ! oFF | oFF { oFF | ON | ore | OFF ] 2 ] 1=8equential, 2= Dyal Ring, 3-7= Spec, B=tead/lag |
CNAII OFF t OFF §{ QFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFE | OFF
FLWALK | OFF | OFF{ oFF | oFF { oFfF | orF | oFr | oFF
SOFT RECALL] OFF § OFF | OFF | oFF | oFfF | orr | OFF | oFF LEAG/LAG MODES (MM-2-2-3-2-PGDN....only if Seq = Lead/Lag)
WALKREST { OFF { ON | OFF § oFF ] orr | ON | oFF | oFF PAIRS 1 AND 2 3 AND 4 5 AND 6 7 AND 8
CONDPED | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | OFF | orF § OFF | OFF CODE
EWTPCL OFF | OFF { OFF { OFF { OFF | OFF { OFF | OFF Codes: 1 = No Reversal, 2 = Alwdys Reverse, 3 = Rev. by ©80 or Clock
1- Not Used B- Nottised LEAD/LAG BARRIERS (MM-2-2-3-2-PGDN-PGDN. .only If leadfiag
2-  Westhound 6- Eastbound [LEAD/LAG BARRIERS ARE: ] | ONOFF |
3- NotUsed 7~ NotUsed On = Barriers after easch ring 1 and 2 phase pair In a vertical column
4-  Southbound 8-  Northbound
SPECIAL INCOMPATIBILITIES {MM-2-2-3-3)
PHASE TIMINGS {MM-2-2-2) PHASE 1 2 3 4 | § B 7
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 INCOMPAT PH 1-8
MINGREEN | © 30 o 10 ¢ 30 o 10 INGOMPAT PH 1-8
PASSAGE 0 0 ¢ [ 30| o 0 ¢ | 3.0 :
YELLOW 0 5.0 4] 4.0 0 5.0 a 4.0 INITILAIZE / FLASH (MM-2-2-4) 1=AED, 2 = YEL., 8= GRN
RED 0 200 o [ 201 o 20 0 2.0 WITILIZE ENTER FL EXIT FL
MAX | 0 40 0 19 0 490 a 19 RING 1 PHASE . 2 2 2
MAX Il U | 801 o 1507 o | 50 0 |50 RING 2 PHASE 6 6 8
] wALK g 7 ) 7 g 7 o 7 INTERVAL 2 1 .2
PEDCLEAR ) o | A%} o | 974 o | 3874 o 4 NOTE: Enter flash interval Is permanently set ta 1 (RED)
SIA g o | o 0 0 0 0 0
TBR a ] 0 0 0 0 0 a POWER-UP AESTART TIMINGS (MM-2-2-4-PGDN)
TTR ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 MINIMUM FLASH {0-0.9 or 127 SECONDS)

MIN GAR 0. ] 0 0 ) 0 0 0 18T ALL RED AFTER FLASH {0-9.9 ar 127 SECONDS)

MAX VI 4] 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0

MAX EXT [+] o 9 0 0 0 ) 0
AUTO MAX 0 0 o ] U] 0 0 g NOTE: Blanks = 0, OFF, or controlier default values

AMR o 0 q i} 0 0 0 0

Hange: 0-8.9 or 127 except max times and auto max which are § -255 secs.
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Appendix C

Intersection Capacity Analysis




Existing




HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> AM Peak Hour
1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street 6/14/2010

N Y

VB 1o}
Lane Configurations L T | l N 4 'l LT - ¥ LT & S
Volume (vph) = 0o -390 0223 0 0168 o 4520 303 . 73243 826 225 - 98 843 - 103
Ideal Flow (vphpl) ‘1900 1900 1600 1900 1800 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1300 1800
Lane Width S 330350 o356 33 35 - 35 7 30 35 35 - 30 35 33
TotaILosttlme() * 70 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70
Lane Util, Factor .-~~~ - .1.00: =100 - .1.00 © 100 - 100 - 1.00 - 100 095 100 -100 . 095 - 1.00
Frpb, pedlbikes - 100 100 09 100 100 097 100 100 093 100 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes -~ - .. 089 100 100 1.00 -1.00 100 . 100 100 100 - 100 100 100
Fri _ 1.00 1.00 085  1.00 1.00 (.85 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 100 085
FltProtected - - . ~.095: 100 ~ 100 08 100 - 100 . 09 100 100 085 . 100 100
Satd. Flow {prot} _ 1825 1842 1524 1726 1807 1602 1604 3466 1464 1616 3433 1472
FltPermitted - -~~~ . 056 - 100 100 031 100 100 :019 . 100 - 100 026 100  1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 8902 1842 1524 563 1807 1502 326 3466 1464 444 3433 1472
Peak-hour factor, PHF : - . 092 © 082 092 09 -082 092 092 082 - 092 092. 092 .092
Adj. Flow (vph} _ 42 242 183 165 329 79 264 898 245 107 916 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) = © 0 -+~ 0 H#47 -0 -0° "4 -0 -0 109 0. 0 83
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 242 36 165 329 37 264 898 136 107 916 49
Confl, Peds.(#r) - 12 - -3 3.0 120 T4 0 13 13 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 2% 1% 1% 4% 3% 5% 3% 2% 4% 4% 0%
Bus Blockages (#hr}> - D -5 0D 0 0 -0 .. 0 0 - 0 0 ' 6
Turn Type o - Perm - Pem pmipt Perm  pm-+pt Perm pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases .. . - = 4 3 8 -1 86 - -5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 6 6 2 2
Actiated Green, G(s) -~ . 212 - 212 ~ 212 351 35t 351 .71.0 584 584 614 528 528
Effective Green, g(s) 212 212 212 341 3Bt 3/ 710 584 584 614 528 528
Actuated g/CRatio ~ ~-*© ~ 018 D18 - 018 029 029 029 059 - 049 049 . 051 044 044
Clearance Time (s} 7.0 7.0 7.0 40 70 70 40 7.0 70 40 7.0 70
Vehicle Extension (s) 30 30 - 30 . 30 .30 . .30 .30 3.0 30 .30 30 30
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 159 325 269 260 528 439 344 1885 712 311 1509 647
vis Ratio Prot - oo 0 D30 o 005 c0.a8 - ¢0.09 026 002 027 .
vfs Ratio Perm _ 0.05 002 013 002 ¢036 0.0 015 - 003
vicRafio .-~ < <. 026 074 - 014 063. 062 008 077 053 019 034 - 061 008
Uniform Delay, d1 427 469 417 340 368 308 158 214 175 158 257 195
Progression Factor - - 400 100 . 100 100 100 100 - 100 100 . 100 100 - 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.8 8.9 0.2 5.0 23 0.1 938 1.2 0.6 0.7 1.8 0.2
Delay (s) . ; 436 558 419 390 391 309 258 226 181 165 275 197
Level of Service D E 0 D D C C C B B C B
Approach Delay (s) .~ C 493 PR 74 C 24 25.7
Approach LOS D D c C

HCM Average Control Delay _ 294 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio B 1 B - : L

Actuated Cycle Length (s} 120.1 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization . B44% - ICULevel of Service _ E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group -

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> AM Peak Hour
2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

A ey v A8t 2 M4

Lane Conﬁguratlons - 7 $ & B
Volume (vehh) - o 47T B30 45 0 502 20 s 0 28 e o e
Sign Control. : : (Free . Free . Sop . Stp
Grade = . - % 0% 0% e 0%
Peak Hour Factor 002 082 082 092 08 092 092 082 082 092 082 092
Hourly flow ate (vph) = -~ 1 576 . 16 1170546 200 27 TR T R N
Pedestrians N B R S S
LaneWidth (m) a3 T e e L gty
WalkmgSpeed(mIS) 2 . U U S
Percent Blockage w0 LT T e
Right turn flare {veh) o _ :

Mediantype - = .. “Nome . - . - . None" ‘-

Median storage veh) -

Upstream signal (m) = - L T B I T L T T e e e T
pX, platoon unblocked o 087 087 087 087 087 087
vC, conflicting volume -~~~ 852 o 1o 596 0t 01162071184 588 1184 A7 . 553
vC1, stage 1 confvol

vC2, stage 2 confvol - . o S SRR P U RIS S s SR
vCu, unblocked vol 552 462 | 1112 ) 1114 453 _1137, 122 _553
{C,single(s) - . 4d 42 e T4 6563 T 8562
{C, 2 stage () ) | | T
tF(s)y . o220 o0 23000 70350 A0 3435 .40 33
o0 queve free % 100 o 9 83 100 95 99 100 100
5147 447 - ATT . 534

cMcapaelty(veh!h) Co 025, T 918 T 480 179

Volumé Total - S 3. 00
Volume Left T 1
VolumeRight -~ = - 6. 2 0 B
csH o 1025 918 239 230
Volumeto Capacity -~ - 000 001 022 001 -
Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.3 6.2 0.2
GConirol Delay (s) - © 00 03 243 208
Lane LOS _ A A C c
ApproachDelay (s} -~ -~ 00 . 03 243 -208 -
Approach LOS C C

Average Delay . _ _ 1.3 L . L
Intersection Capacity Utilization C . 448% [CULevelofSevice -~ . LA
Analysis Period {min) - 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 2



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> AM Peak Hour
3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

O 2R 2 N B B 4

i

Lane Configurations s i i &

Volume (vehth). ~. . 1 B 545 % 0B - A4 B 2 0 02
Sign Gontrol . free o Fre Stop Stop

Grade oo 0% 0% 0% T 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 082 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) 7592 .3 -0 BRSO 2 0 02
Pedestrians 4 4

Lane Width {m) .+ T SRR AP R 3T
Walking Speed {m/s) - _ _ 12 12
Percent Blockage: e TR | BRI |

Right turn flare {veh)

Mediantype .~ . o o None -. - . 'None

Median storage veh)

Upstreamsignal(m) = -+ . 358 SO T S P T
pX, platoon unblocked 0.91 _ 091 o 09 09 031 085 085 091
vC, conflicting volume ~ © -~ 561 : o800 T 11B9 1172 598 1169 © 1173 . 560
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2confvol - - -+ . ' Do e o : : I
vCu, unblocked vol 483 _ 507 933 936 506 933 937 462
tC, single (s} C 41 - 41 0 14 B85 67 -~ 71 65 62
iC, 2 stage {s)

tF(s) 22 K 220 3540 38 - 35 40 33
p0 queue free % 99 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
oM capacity (vefi/h} 1001 e85 232 251 43 232 . 251 545
Volume Totat .~~~ 802 557 3. 2

Volume Left 7 0 1 0

Volume Right _ o3 ot 2 2

¢SH 1001 985 337 545

Volume to Capacity - 001 000 001 000

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1

Control Delay (s) 02 - 00 . 158 1186

Lane LOS A C B

Approach Delay (s) 0.2 00 158 116

Approach LOS c B

Average Delay 0.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization - © 437% ICU Level of Service . - A

Analysis Period (min) _ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> AM Peak Hour
4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street 6/14/2010

Ay ¢ ANt 2 M)A

Lane Configurations N + f % b " kN B
Volumefvph) .0 45 0 501 31 - 86 426 .. T 45 i 59 o115 0230 oM 4
Ideal Flow(vphpl) _ 1900 1900 1900 __1900~ 1900 1900 1800 19_00 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width -~ - 35 8577 30 85 - 35 35 935 .40 40 850 35030
TotaELosttlme() 70 70 70 70 70 60 60 60 6.0

Lane Util Factor -~~~ 100 © 100" 1,00 100 £ 100 - 007 1000 fe 400100
Frpb, pedibikes ~ 1.00 100 097 100 100 100 098 100 089
Fipb, ped/bikes " 7 400 0100100 - <100 . AL00 0T 4000 4000 0L 089 000
Frt _ , 100 100 085 100 1.00 100 080 100 083 _
Flt Protécted . -~ 085~ 100 1007 . 095 1.00 e 2095 1000 e 0855000 e
Satd. Flow (prot) 1779 1824 1365 1588 1802 1713 1694 701 1724

Fit Permitted 048 {00 100 - 043 100 0 070 400 .U 064 07100
Satd. Flow {perm) 907 1824 1365 717 1802 1256 1694 1144 1724
Peak-hour factor, PHF ~~_ ~ 0.92 - 082 . 092 ~ 082 092 .0:92 082°-::092° 0920825092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 16 545 34 72 43 8 49 64 125 25 48 45
RTOR Redudtion fvph). "0 7570 " 410 w000 o0 0 0B 0 088 e D
Lane Group Flow (vph) 16 545 23 72 470 0 4 83 0 28 95 0
Cofl.Peds. (hf) -~ - 4 B B AT s T b s e e
HeavyVehicles(%) 0% 3% 6% 12% 4% 0% 4% 2% 4% 4% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages@h9)* .~ 0. 0 .3 -0 0 "3 0.0 00 0 00
Turn Type _ Perm Perm Perm | Pem _Pem

Protected Phases == © - R B TR S TR R TR - Ea S & (AT I S
Permitted Phases B _ 6 2 8 S 4

Actiiated Gréén, G{s) 331 - -831 - 334 331 331 0 84 B4 84 v B4
Effective Green, g (s) B4 31 31 31 W1 84 84 84 84
Actuated ¢/CRatio -~ - 061 061 7 061 061 081045045 045 1045
Clearance Time (s) 70 70 70 70 70 60 60 60 60
Vehicle Extension (s) 30 30 .30 30 300 - 30 7300 - .30 30

Lane Grp Cap {vph) _ 551 1108 829 435 1094 194 261 176 266
visRafioProt - €030 e D28 e008 003

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 002 010 _ _ 0.04 002

vicRato . - .. 003 - 049 - 003 017 043 . 025 032 . 044 0217
Unifarm Detay,d1 o 4.3 6.0 43 47 5.7 203 205 1989 2041
Progression Factor -~ -'1.00°-1.00 = 100 100 -100. ©- . --100- (100 . - 1.00:..1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 _ 0.0 0.3 0.0 08 12 0.7 0.7 04 04

Delay (s) . 43 - 63 43 .55 69 - 20212 203 205
Level of Senvice A A A A A . C C c C
Approach Delay (s) - B2 eI 212 05
Approach LOS A A C c

9.9
HCM Volime to Capacity ratic - 046 ' : : T , R
Actuated Cycle Length (s) - 545 Sum of lost time {s) 13.0
Intersection Capacity Ufilization L B4B% - iU LlevelofService -~ . . E -
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group R

HCM Average Control Delay HCM Level of Service _

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 4



Queuing and Blocking Report <Existing> AM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

Mate: At ]
Directions Served L T R LT R L T T R L T
Maximum Queue () - - =~ 181 660 “414 571 850 355" 480 . 2872 18186 . 228. 538 810
Average Queue (m) 93 445 202 331 587 118 308 1285 886 128 222 625
95th Queue'(m) - . 230 . 727 © 447 640 966 385 . 525 . 3434 9406 259 574 917
Link Distance (m) 2326 1324 3319 3319 2983
Upstream BIk Time (%) . ..« - - 0 0 o e g L
Queuing Penalty veh) T o0

Storage Bay Dist(m) ~ . -520 . . 0420 400 380 -850 . .o .. . B5Q 590 -
Storage Blk Time (%) 13 1 9 25 0 2 5 _ 8
Queling Penalty (veh) -~ .- 26 ... 2 - 32 B e OB T 8

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

R
Directions Served T R

Maximum Queve {m) - 872 115 - -
Average Clueue (m) 89.0 b7
95th Queue (my .~ . 937 . 125
Link Distance (m) 2083 2983
Upstream Blk Time (%) - - o
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (m) |

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh)

Intersection: 2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway

Directions Served ~ LTR LR LR
Maximum Quéue (m} 32 62 155
Average Quele (m) - 06 28 79
95th Queue (m) 58 128 179
Link Distance (m) 1324 1958 1783
Upstream Blk Time (%) '
Queting Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist {m)

Storage Blk Time (%}

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Proposed Cendeminium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



Queuing and Blocking Report <Existing> AM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway

Directions Served LR LR _
Maximum Queue (m) - . 88 - 6.1.
Average Queue (m) 17 12

95th Queue {m} - o u8bl T

Link Distance (m) 1858 1222
Upstream Bk Time (%) o
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist {m). -

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

1)

Directions Served R L IR

"I T

Maximum Queve (m) . 35 650° - 68 242 504 139 314 80 182
Average Queue (m) 14 323 . 147 288 86 184 30 115
95th Queue (m) 54 682 °© 92 345 575 75 340 101 225
Link Distance (m) 1940 178.0 606 1589
Upstream Blk Time (%) . S S SR AR
Queuing Penalty (veh} : _ o

Storage BayDist(m) - - . 500 -~ 160200 450 . 1300

Storage Blk Time (%) 12 _ 8 4] -0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) - 5 -0 33 68 g - . -0
Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 186

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 2



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

<Existing> PM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

A

t » 1 4

i iz
Lane Configurations LI & 'l
Volume {vph) 128, 923 - 25
|deal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1900
Lane Width - 80, 35 33
Total Losttme (s} 4.0 7.0 7.0
Lane Util, Factor - S 1080 095 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes =100 1.00. " 1.00
Frt 100 100 085
Fit Protected 95 095 . 100 - 1.00
Satd. Flow {prof) 1701 1685 3500 1438
Fit Permitted 011 1.00- 100
Satd. Flow (perm} 202 3500 1438
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 7092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 136 1003 27
RTOR Reduction {vph) © = . 0. D0 14
Lane Group Flow (vph) 139 1003 13
Confl. Peds. {#hr): 14 A2 142 S L 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% % 1% 2% 2% 0% 5% 1% 1% 0% 2% 3%
Bus Blockages (#ihr) - 0.0 50 -0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 6
Turn Type - Perm Perm  pmipt Perm  pmpt Perm pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases -~ © o .~ oo 4000 3 8 o 4 wBtc. T B2

Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G(s) -~ 269 ~°269 269 389 389 389 - 825 691 691 700 . 606 - 606
Effective Green, g (s} 269 269 269 389 389 389 825 €91 691 700 606 606
Actuated g/C Ratio -~ - 0207020020 - 029 029 - 029 061 051 051 052 045 045
Clearance Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 40 7670 4.0 7.0 70 4.0 70 70
Vehicle Extension {(s) 30 -30.. 30 .30 a6 30 3.0 30 360 - 30 30 . 30
Lane Grp Cap {vph) 183 370 304 188 529 442 342 1804 807 207 1566 644
vfs Ratio Prot L0aT e007 048 c011 . 038 - 005 - 029

v/s Ratio Perm 010 0.08 ¢0.26 0.04 ¢0.40 010 030 0.01
v/c Ratio [ 048 084 040 142 062 045 085 074 019 067 084 002
Uniform Delay, d1 - 481 521 472 463 418 369 216 261 180 216 290 208
Progression Factor 4,00 100 . 100 400 .. 100 100 - 100 100 100 100 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 20 148 09 1023 2.1 02 174 28 0.5 8.3 20 0.1
Delay {s) 801 674 481 1486 . 439 361 390 289 185 298 310 209
Level of Service D E D F D D D C B c C C
Approach Delay (s) BT A 292 306 . :
Approach LOS E E c c

Infeiseti i

HCM Average Controf Delay 41.0 ~ HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio - 0.87 ‘ ' ' -
Actuated Cycle Length {s) 1354 Sum of lost time {s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.9% - - ICU Level of Service ' E

Analysis Period {min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group .

Proposed Condominium Develapment - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study
GENIVAR Consultants

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> PM Peak Hour
2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

A ey 7 R N . S T 4

! :

Lane Configurations : _ 4 _ _
Volume {veh/h) . - 5 .57 . 3% 22 .58 ..t .19 0 20 17 .0 5
Sign Control Free _ ~ Free o Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% e 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 08 092 092 082 092 082 082 092 0982 082 092
Hourly fiow rate (vph) 5 616 - 42 24 63y 1 21 00 220 A 00 5
Pedestriians 3 2 o 10 5

Lane Width (m) =~ A3 S 43 3T < N AR
Walking Speed (m/s) 1.2 12 12 12
PercentBlockage .~ . 0 o0 o T

Right turn flare {veh) _ _

Mediantype =~ ./ None - . None

Median storage veh) -

Upstream signal {m) -~ .~ s e T TP I

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81 081 081 08 081 0.8

vC, conflicting volume . - 643 Coooee9 o 1352 . 1349 - (650 1362 .1370 @ . 646
v(1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2confval -~ o L SO v S
vCu, unblocked vol 643 472 1317 1314 448 1330 1339 646
iC, single {s) .. - 4 s ) 41 ; - 741 .85 82 .74 6B .62
{C, 2 stage (s) | __ : |

tF (s) 22 .. 35 4D 33735 4033
p0 queue free % 97 _ 80 100 % 99 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 882 . o104 o123 . GdB4 0 998 A2
Volume Total -~ 664 . 662 - 42 7

Volume Left 5 24 21 1

VoumeRight . - - 42 1~ 2 .5

cSH 947 882 174 289

Volumeto Capaeity - 0.01 - 0.03 024  0.02

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 06 7.0 0.5

Confrol Delay(s) ~~ 02 07 323 177

Lane LOS A A D c

Approach Delay (s) - 0207 323 117

Approach LOS D C

iSRS ; T

Average Delay 1.5 _

Intersection Capacity Utilization 580% -~ ICUlevelofService ~~ -~ . B

Analysis Period (min) _ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultanis : Page 2



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> PM Peak Hour
3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

PO T e N N . A

Mo

Lane Configurations s

Volume{veh/h) . o 45810 .3 4 0 5. o 4 .0 4
Sign Control _ o Free Stop Stop
Grade ™ == "o e T 0% e 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 082 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flowrate (wph} .~ =~ 4+~ 632 ... 3 4. 0 50 s A 4
Pedestrians , 1 B 4 6
LaneWidih(m) . T 43 T T gy Y
Walking Speed (m/s) 1.2 _ _ 1.2 12
PercentBlockage - .~~~ T w0 ot T S I
Right turn flare {veh)

Median type - “None . None'

Median storage veh) _ :

pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 0.66 09 0% 086 09 09 083

vG, conflicting volume. - 858 - . 0 639 . 013120 13130 637 1310 1814 659
v(1, stage 1 conf vol

yC2,stage2confvol .~ o o _ _ B T TS RO
vCu, unblocked vol 483 501 844 045 499 942 947 484
{Csingle(s) = - o440 41 74 65 62 71 65 .62
tC, 2 stage (s) ‘ _

tFs) - .. 22 e 227 0 0 35 - 40 33 235 40 .33
p0 queue free % _ 100 ‘ 100 97 100 100 98 100 99
cM capacity (vehthy - - - B88 T 92 S2M3 232 494 215 . 232 483
Volume Total

Volume Left

Yolume Right - o o3 0t 4

cSH _ _ 898 922 235 298

Volume to Capacity -+ - ~ 000 000 003 003

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 01 06 07

Control Delay(s)  * 0.1 - 04 . 207 . 175

Lane L.OS A A c c

Approach Defay(s) - - 01 04 207 175

Approach LOS C c

Average Delay 0.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization - C 446% ICU Level of Service ' A

Analysis Period (min) 3 ‘ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Existing> PM Peak Hour
4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street 8/14/2010

Ay v oA 24

Lane Configurations % 4 N Ts Y b N [

Volume (vph} 3t 493 62 - 98 51 - A7 .60 ;97 .67 .38 . 92 .. 23
Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1900 1900 1900__ 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 V1900
laneWidh . - 235 35 30 35 35 35 357 40 40 35 35 . 35
Total Lost time (s} 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 0 6.0 80 6.0 6.0

Lane Util. Factor .~~~ 100 100 100 100 ~400 . 100 400 . " - 1000100 S
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 0987 100 1.00 _ 100 099 - 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes - 100 100 . 100 . 099 . 1.00 oo 000 100 v 089 4000
Frt 100 100 08 100 100 1.00 084 100 097

Fit Protected .- 085 100 100 095 -.400 . . 085100 0 - - -085 100
Satd. Fiow (prot) 1780 1860 1442 1758 1851 1713 1785 -1t 1814

Fit Permitted . 040 100 100 - 043 100 ©. 0688 L0100 064 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 748 1880 1442 803 1851 1220 1785 1162 1814
Peak-hour factor, PHF 092 092 092 092 092 092 092082 092 0820927 082
Adj. Flow (vph} 34 536 67 107 566 18 65 105 73 4 100 25
RTORReducfion(vp). 0 = 0 201 . 0 .2 .- 0 -0 A9 0 o0 1B D
Lane Group Flow (vph) M 536 46 107 582 0 85 120 0 41 107 0
Confl. Peds. (#hr) - 4 T T B B AURE TR ANTEEE SRR
Heavy Vehicles (%)} 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 2% 4% 3% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#hr) b -0 3 0 ‘0 -3 .00 - 0 - 0---0 -0
Turn Type _ Perm Perm  Perm Perm Perm -
Protected Phases - . S T R : SR ERTE R UL SR
Permitted Phases _ 6 B 2 . 8 _ o 4 _
Actuated Green, G(s) - 331 331 331 331 . 331 . 88 BE 86 - 86 -
Effective Green, g (s) 331 331 331 331 334 - 88 8.6 86 8.6
Actuated g/CRatio -~ . 061 061 081 061 081 © 016 016 046 016
Clearance Time {(s) 7.0 70 7.0 7.0 70 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension-(s) 30 30 - 30 30. 30 .- 30 .30 o . 30 30

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 453 1126 873 486 1120 192 281 183 285

v/s Ratio Prot - S 029 03 00T 008
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 003 013 0.05 _ 004

vfc Ratio . 008 048 005 022 052 . - .034. 046 .- 022 038
Uniform Delay, d1 45 6.0 4.4 4.9 6.2 205 209 201 206
Progression Factor - 100 400. 100 100 100 - - 100 - 100 ~ 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 01 03 0.0 1.0 t.7 1.1 1.2 08 0.8
Delay(s) - 45 83 44 80 80 S 218 24 - 208 215 .
Level of Service A A A A A c ¢ C C
Approach Delay (s) - 6.0 _ 78 2200 0 o213
Approach LOS A A C c

HCM Average Control Delay 104 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio _ 0.51 S o

Actuated Cycle Length (s) : 54.7 Sum of fost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utifization 931% .. ICULevelof Service - - F.

Analysis Period (min} 15

¢ Critical Lane Group :

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 4



Queuing and Blocking Report <Existing> PM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

Directions Served L. T R L T R L T T R L T

Maximum Queue (m) . .~ . 40.0 - 1263 600 - 79.0 1104 639 . 872 3365 3366 749 611 1383
Average Queue (m) 276 758 303 586 741 259 572 1916 1634 329 338 773
95th Queue(m) - . .598 . 1552 .. 636 1004 1318 - 636 979 3898 3306 . 801 ‘674 1642
Link Distance (m) 2326 1324 3319 3319 298.3
Upstream Blk Time (%) * . . - e A S e R
Queuing Penalty (veh) _ - 7 0 0 _ 0
StorageBay Dist(m) <. . = 520 420 400 . - 380 550 . 0 U850 500
Storage Bik Time (%) 9 29 5 3 310 11 18 21 4 9
Queuing Penalty {vet) =~~~ 46 . 98 17 145 96 0 67 47 43 . o490 12

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

Movei

Direcions Served T R
Maximum Queue (m} - -7 850~ 69 - .
Average Queue {m) 733 2.2
95th Queuefmj - - 41107 83 .
Link Distance (m) 298.3 2983
Upstream Blk Time (%) o
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (m)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh) ~

Intersection: 2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway

o — o~ o . - T

Directions Served LTR  LTR LR LR
Maximum Queug (m) T4 3T 140 3.3
Average Queue (m} 20 986 7.5 0.7
95th Queue (m) _ M7 394 168 43
Link Distance (m) 1324 1958 1783 100.1
Upstream Blk Time (%) - . : o .
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist {m)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Proposed Cendeminium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report <Existing> PM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway

¥ OVE

Directions Served LTR LR LR LR
Maximum Queue {m) -~ 126 - 46 66 0 53
Average Queue(m) 37 08 13 13

95th Queue {m) . ;- - 7193 83 . 83 - 63
Link Distance {m) 1958 1940 1222 1030
Upstream Blk Tme (%) . ST
Queuing Penalty {veh)

Storage Bay Dist (m}:*

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

Directions Served L T R TR L m L R
Maximum Queue (m) - 7.2 5470 174 255 522 154 324 . 150 247
Average Queue (m) 30 320 54 176 312 86 193 91 159
95th Queue (m) ~ . 86 648 210 " 346 . 637 . 193 1389 184292
Link Distance (m) 194.0 178.0 606 158.9
Upstream Blk Time (%) - - L . L L v
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7 o o

Storage BayDist(m) . - 500 . - 180 200 . . 450 .- 800 o v
Storage Blk Time (%) _ 10 o 7 12 1 o
Queuing Penalty (veh) . 9. - 0 . 3% M e e
Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penatty: 653

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 2
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Background> AM Peak Hour

1. Eagle Street & Yonge Street 6/14/2010
N R Y
Lane Configurations N 4y F B ' L & kil LI if
Volume (vph} -~ 39 293168 . 1527 ..369 .73 - 243 .. 935 225 98 . 954 . 103
Ideat Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1900 1900_ 1900 1900 _1900__ 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width S 33...85785°73837 35 8530 35 .35 .30 ° 35 733
Total Losttime () 70 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70
Lane Utl. Factor. =~~~ 1.00 - .00 . 1.00 ~ 1.00 =100 " -4.00 100 095 1.00 . 100 . 085 . 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 098 100 100 097 100 100 083 100 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes © .- 0989 _ 1.00 1,00 © 1.00. ~.1.00 100~ 100 100 100100 . 100 100
Frt 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 085
Flt Protected . © - 0857100 100 095100 100 095 100 100 095 - 100 -1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1527 1842 1523 1727 1807 1501 1604 3466 1461 1618 3433 1471
Flt Permitted 047 - 400 100 022 400 100 01301000 100 . 020 - 106 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 759 1842 1523 395 1807 1501 215 3466 1461 347 3433 14T
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 092082 092 092 092 092 082 092 092 092 '092 082
Adj. Flow (vph) _ 42 318 183 165 401 79 264 1016 245 10_7_ 1037 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) 00 07 0 0 "3 - 0 U000 0. 0 6t
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 318 76 165 401 45 264 1016 145 107 1037 51
Confl.Peds. (/hry - .~ 2. .+ 838 - 8 S22 4 13 3 T 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) C18% 2% 1% 1% 4% 3% 5% 3% 2% 4% 4% 0%
BusBlockages(#hr) 0 -~ @ 5 0 0 . .0 0 0 -0 .0 0 6
Tun Type - Pem  Perm pmipt Perm  pm-+pt ~Perm  pm+pt - Perm
Protected Phases =~~~ ° -~ 4 . 3§ R A s 2.
Permitted Phases 4 _ 4 8 8 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G(s) - 256 256 258 - 402 402 402 705 - 577 - 577 592 504 - 504
Effective Green, g (s) 256 256 256 402 402 402 705 577 577 592 504 504
Actuated g/C Ratio .02t 021 021 032 0327032 057 046 046 . 047 040 - 040
Clearance Time (s) 70 7.0 7.0 4.0 0 70 40 70 70 4.0 70 7.0
Vehicle Extenision (s) 30 30 3.0 30 -~ 30 - 30 : 30 .30 30 30 30 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 156 378 313 241 583 484 301 1604 676 254 1388 595
v/s Ratio Prot . . 017 D06 ¢022 - 01 029 1003 .- 030 -
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 005 016 003 ¢0.38 010 047 0.03
vicRatio . . 027 084 024 068 069 009 088 063 021 042 . 075 009
Uniform Delay, d1 M7 476 414 332 368 205 268 255 200 194 317 228
Progression Factor .~ 1.00 - 1.00. :1.00 © 100 - 1.00 - 100 .. 100 100 100 . 100 100  1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 154 0.4 7.8 3.4 01 237 19 0.7 1.1 3.7 0.3
Delay (s) _ 426 630 418 411 402 296 505 274 - 207 206 354 232
Level of Service D E D D D C D c C C D c
Approach Delay (s) 543 3 391 . 303 R % I
Approach LOS D D C C
HCM Average Control Delay 352 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio - 085 o : _
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 124.7 Sum of lost time (s} 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization o 88.4% ICL Level of Service - " E
Analysis Period {min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group™

Proposed Caondominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Background> AM Peak Hour

2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010
P S N N S 2R

Lane Configurations s i _ i 8 £

Volume (vehh) - . . - 1+ 600 15. 10 568 = 2. 25 -0 .23 100 0 1

Sign Confrol Free ~ Free _ Stop _ _ Stop

Grade e 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor _ 002 092 092 082 082 092 082 092 092 082 092 092

Houryfowrate(wph) . 1 852 . 1% ~.11. 67 ~.-2. 2 -0 25 . 1 -0 1

Pedestrians _ o2 _ 4 _ 4

Lane Width(m) .~~~ . . 43 S _ o BT 8T

Walking Speed (m/s) 1.2 _ o 1.2 1.2

Percent Blockage -~ S0 = f S 0 e 0

Right turn flare (veh) _

Mediantype =~ - ¢ None ' .~ None

Median storage veh) _ o

Upstream sighal (my. -~ 0 7151 S R o b

pX, platoon unblocked _ 0.82 082 08 082 082 082

vC,conflicting volume . 624 . . 8720 . - 1310 1312 .- 664 1332 1319 = 624

v(1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2confvol- .~ - - o - Do S _ B e _ .

vCu, unblocked vo! 624 491 1268 1271 482 1295 1278 624

{C, single {(s) o4 S 42 .. .-7141 85 83 - 7M. .65 62

tC, 2 stage (s) _

tF{s)- S22 o3 35 40 34 35 40 33

p0 queue free % 100 99 77 100 95 99 100 100

cMcapacity (veh/hy -~ .- 964. . . ..~ 8M 118 136 (467 107 135 486

Diegtior

Volume Totat - - S .
Volume Left _ 1 1 27 1
VoumeRight ~ - 16 -2 .25 1
cSH o 964 844 183 176
Volume to Capacity - 000 001028 0.0
Queue Length 95th (m) - 00 0.3 8.5 0.3
Control Delay () - - 700 03 323 258
Lane LOS A A D D
Approach Delay (s} - 0.0 03 323 258
Approach LOS D D

intes S

Average Delay o 15

intersection Capacity Utilization - 48.3% - ICU Level of Service - A

Analysis Period (min) o 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Background> AM Peak Hour
3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway 611412010

A ey ¢ A8t 2] S

Lane Configurations
Sign Control o .. Fres . Free Stop
Grade "t o 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 08 092 082 082 092 09
Hotiry fiow rate (vph) - " 7 668 - 13 0 B 4400 2
Lane Width fm) 00 0o 0 Do T T R e 3T

Walking Speed (m/s) 1.2
PercentBlockage  « * .0 - st e e g

Right turn flare (veh)
Median type .- -
Median storage veh) _ _
Upstreamsignal (m)- . = " 0 0888 0 ol M T e T e e e

pX, piatoon unblocked 08 0.85 093 0983 085 0983 093 085
vC, coriflicting volume -~~~ 632 © oo o B8 L 3T 139 U BT4 71317, 1320 - 632
vC1, sfage 1 confvol

vC2,stage 2confvol .. A I T S
vCu, unbtocked vol 483 . D ¢ B 945 947 531 945 949 482
tC,single(s) - o+ A1 o Al s ST 8587 74 B5 0 62
tC, 2 stage (s) _ N

tF(s) =~ . 22 . asi 7220 .. L: 735 .40 38 . 35. 40 33
p0 queue free % 99 100 _ 100 100 99 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h). " - R . ' s E - o 3

5%

“None i “Nore

VolumeTotal  ~ -~ - 678 ""628 . 3 = 2
Volume Left _ 7 0 1 0
VolumeRight . -~ -~ - 3 22
cSH 927 888 313 500
Volume to Capacity -~ 0.01°- 000 : 001 0.0
Queue Length 95th {m) 02 00 02 01
Control Delay (s} 020700 1886 ¢ 122
Lane LOS A C B
Approach Delay {s) - 02. 700 166 122
Approach LOS C B

erage Delay o 0.2 o . . .
Intersection Capacity Utilization -~ - 47.3% . 1CU Level of Service - - A
Analysis Period (min} L 15

Proposed Condaminium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

<Background> AM Peak Hour

4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street 6/14/2010
N e T U B e A

Lane Configurations % 4 r N 1+ % 1 . N T

Volume (vph) ~ - .. 155710 31 66 . 492 7- 0 45 5% - 415 0 23 A4 4

Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1900 1800 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Lane Width n 35 '35 30 35 35 .35 .35 .40 40 35 35 . 35

Total Lost time (s) 7.0 70 70 7.0 7.0 6.0 60 6.0 60

Lane Util; Factor 400 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 -1.00 LU0 100

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 097 100 1.00 S 1.00 098 100 099 _

FIpb, ped/bikes 400 4.00 - 100 - 100 1.00 “ 100 1.00 089 100

Frt 100 100 085 100 100 S 1.00 0.90 100 083

Fit Protected 095 - 400 100 095 100 - - 095 100 095 400

Satd. Flow (prot} 1780 1824 1365 1589 1803 1713 1694 1701 1724

Fit Perrnitted . - 043 100 . 400 037 100 070~ .1.00 064 100 -

Satd. Flow (perm) 806 1824 1365 625 1803 1256 1694 1144 1724

Peakhour factor, PHF -~ 092 - 082 092 092 082 - 092 092 082 092 092 082 092

Ad]. Flow (vph) 16 621 34 72 535 8 49 64 125 25 48 45

RTOR Reduction (vphj 90 -9 0 1 00t 0 088 0

Lane Group Flow {vph) 16 82 25 72 542 0 49 83 0o 25 5% 0

Confl. Peds. @) . 4 R - L TR S B BB

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 3% 8% 12% 4% 0% 4% 2% 4% 4% 0% 0%

Bus Blockages (#ht) ~. ... 0 -0 -3 - .0 0 .3 .0 0 0 0~ -0 0

Tum Type o Perm Perm  Perm Perm Perm

Protected Phases S B0 2 RN 8- R

Permitted Phases 6 6 2 8 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 334 .- 834 331 331 3341 84 84 g4 84

Effective Green, g (s} 334 331 331 31 ¥ 84 84 84 84

Actuated g/C Rafio 061 061 -061. 061 061 pd5 o 0A5 0450045

Clearance Time (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 70 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s} . 30 - %0 <30 30 .30 3.0 - 30 30 . 30

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 430 1108 829 380 1095 194 261 176 266

v/s Ratio Prot ~ e034 S 030 L ¢0.05 o 003

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 002 042 0.04 002

vic Ratio 003 056 003 - 049 050 025 . 032 014 - 02t

Uniform Delay, d1 43 64 43 47 6.0 203 205 199 204

Progression Factor 400 100 100 100 100 1.00 -~ 1.00 - 1.00_ . .1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.0 0.7 0.0 1.1 16 07 0.7 04 0.4

Delay {s} 43 - 70. 43 59 78 210, 2.2 203 205

Level of Service A A A A A C C C c

Approach Delay (s) B8 . : 74 2 o205

Approach LOS A A C C

HCM Average Control Delay

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio

Actuated Cycle Length (s)
Infersection Capacity Utilization

Analysis Period (min)
¢ Critical Lane Group

10.1
0.51
54.5

B48%

15

HCM Level of Servqce .

Sum of lost time (s)
~ ICU Level of Service

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study

GENIVAR Consultants

Synchro 7 - Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report <Background> AM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 1: Eagle Sireet & Yonge Street

Directions Served L T R L T R L T -- R L T

Maximum Queve (m) = 188 963 642 486 954 463 . 660 2857 2374 B65 402 1119
Average Queue (m) 96 650 280 283 727 212 409 1406 1154 245 189 778
O5th Queue {mi) . ~- "7 20.7 1084 670 594 1193 562 733 3454 2784 - 676 482 1239
Link Distance {m) S 226 _ 1324 319 3319 2983
Upstream Blk Time (%) . = w0 o0 o0 ot D e T ERRIE R | R > S
Queuing Penalty {veh) e T o 0 0

Storage Bay Dist{m) * =~ * 520 7 . 420 400 - 380 550 550 5080
Storage Blk Time (%) : _ 26 0 8 28 4 8 11 o 15
Queéuing Penalty (veh) .~ B4 .1 . 36.. B5 20 200 24 14

Intersection: 1: Eagle Streei & Yonge Street

Directions Served T R
Maximum Clueue (m) -~ - 1193 115 =
Average Queue {m) 84.5 78

o5th Quets (my <2 ¢ 4345 158 ..
Link Distance (m) 208.3 2983
Upstream Bk Time (%) = -~ . - o

Queuing Penalty (veh})

Storage Bay Dist (m) ™ -

Storage Blk Time (%) _

Queuing Penalty (veh) . -~ =7

Intersection: 2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway

A0 L s el Az bt o, SERIERG g
Directions Served _ LTR LR LR

Maximum Queue (mj = - . 260 137 18

Average Queue (m) 92 84 03

95th Queue (m) -~ . 387 17.0° - 3.0

Link Distance (m} - 1958 1783 1091

Upstream Blk Time {%) S '

Queuing Penalty {veh)

Storage Bay Dist{m} -~

Storage Blk Time (%)

Qusuing Penalty {veh) ~

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report <Background> AM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway

Directions Served LTR LR LR
Maximum Queve {m) - 35 - 48 . 54
Average Queue (m) 07 18 1.1
95th Queue (m) . 4B 72 60
Link Distance (m) 1958 1222 1030
Upstreatn Bk Time (%) o T
Queuing Penalty {veh)
Storage Bay Dist {m)
_ Storage Blk Time (%)
Queting Penalty {veh)

Intersection: 4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

Directions Served L T R L R L TR L TR
Maximum Queue (m) - 72 698 - 170 190 . 626 - 102 - 251. 109 234
Average Queue (m) 26 384 6.2 95 338 69 170 40 125

95th Queue (m) g2 81724 219 707 132 324 - 121 2430
Link Distance {m) 194.0 178.0 60.6 _ 158.9
Upstream Blk Time (%) ' S . R o IR
Queuing Penalty {veh) o

Storage Bay Dist (m) 500 . 160 . 200 0450 o 3000
Storage Blk Time (%) _ 12 0 4§ N - 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) .~ 5 2008 T R |
Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 274

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Sireet - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Background> PM Peak Hour
1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street 6/14/2010

N R Y

Lane Configurations % 4 F % 4 o LI o .. o % M

Volume (vph) .~ =" - . 81 359 255.° 494 - 377 116 267 1389 199 128 - 1044 = 25
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width =~ - 33085 35 33 35 35 30 35 35 - 30 35 .33
Total Losttime () 70 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70
Lane Util. Factor = -~ 100 100 1.00 - 100 100 100- 100 085 100 100 095 100
Frpb, pedibikes 100 100 099 100 100 097 100 100 100 100 100 087
Flpb, ped/bikes . - - ~"089 100 ~.1.00  1.00 ~ 100 - 100 100..7100 100 100 100 100
Frt 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 085
FltProtected .~ . 095 . 100 100 08 100 - 100 095 100 100 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1708 1860 1529 1710 1842 1545 1604 3535 1581 1685 3500 1440
FitPermited = .. 047 100 100 015 100 100 009 - 100 100. 010 100 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 841 1860 1529 268 1842 1545 159 3535 1581 185 3500 1440
Peak-hourfactor, PHE .~ 092 0082 . 092 092 082 . 092 092 092 .082 092° 082 082
Adj. Flow (vph) 88 390 277 211 410 126 290 1510 216 139 1135 27
RTOR Reductionfwph) - -~ -0 0. 182 ~ 0 ~ 0 &1 0. 0., 7 0 0 16
Lane Group Flow (vph) 88 380 125 211 410 65 200 1510 143 139 1135 11
Confl. Peds. (ihr). .14 T 27 14 2 : 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 5% 1% 1% 0% 2% 3%
Bus Blockages (#fhry - . -0 - 0 5 0 ‘g0 0. .0 -0 0 .- -0 6
Turn Type Perm Perm pm+pt Perm  pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm
Profected Phases -~ .~ -~ . 4 . 3 8 17 6 o5 2
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 8 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s} ..~~~ 245 ' 245. 245 365 365 365 590 480 480 454 384 384
Effective Green, g {s) 245 245 245 365 365 365 590 480 480 464 384 384
Actuated g/CRafio -~~~ 022 022 022 - 033 033 033 054 - 044 - 044 041 035 035
Clearance Time (s) 7.0 70 7.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 40 7.0 70 4.0 7.0 7.0
Vehicle Extension {s) - - 30 30 3.0 3.0 30 30 . 30 30 30 - 30 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 188 416 342 195 614 515 305 1550 693 173 1227 505
vfs Ratio Prot . o021 0 c008 022 - T cD14 cb43 . 005 032
vfs Ratio Perm 0.10 0.08 c0.28 0.04 0.37 008 028 0.01
vic Ratio T 047 084 0 037 108 067 013 095 . 097 021 080 093 002
Uniform Delay, d1 39 417 359 325 313 254 325 301 190 258 342 233
Progiession Factar = 100 100 100 100 100 .100 100 - 100 100 100 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 18 286 07 880 28 0.1 384 175 07 230 131 0.1
Delay(s) -~ . . 387 703 366 1205 341 - 255 709 476 197 488 472 233
Level of Service D E D F C C E D B b D C
Approach Delay (s) = ' 54.3 . 570 S 480 S 488
Approach LOS D E D D

JLES
HCM Average Control Delay 50.1 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume to Capagity rafio - 093 A : :
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 109.5 Sumn of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization . b45% ICU Level of Service . F
Analysis Period (min) 18

¢ Critical Lane Group -

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Straet - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Repord
GENIVAR Consulitants Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Background> PM Peak Hour

2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway 8/1412010
S N .

Lane Configurations _ o _ - - o _
Volume (vetvh) 5 p42 039 22 663 4 190 200 . o1 00 0b
Sign Control _ Free - Free Stop - Stop

Grade T S0% 0% e 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 082 082 092 092 092 082 092 092 082 002 0.92
Hourly flow rate {vph) - 5 .B98 420024 Vb2 0020 1 20
Pedestrians B} 3 2 B 10 _ 5
Lane Width (m) i S 43 0 S48 BT e BT
Walking Speed (m/s) ‘ 12 12 1.2 _ _ 1.2
Percent Blockage . =~ | B SRR IR | BRSNS T EF I | X

Right tum flare (veh) _ _ _

Mediantype = = - None S % Nome

Median storage veh) o

Upstraam signal (m) -+ - . SR L el T e T e

pX, platoon unblocked 0.76 _ 076 076 076 076 076
vC, conflicting volume -~ 727 750 - . ... 1517 . 15140 731 1528 - 1535 729
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol ' ' R P RS L
vCu, unblocked vol 727 515 1523 1519 490 1536 1546 728
tC, single (s} 41 . 44 .74 65 82 . .71 865 . 62
tC, 2 stage (s) _ _ _ _

fF (s} : : ' 22 . .22 0 0350400 883 .35 40 .33
p0 queue free % 99 a7 70 100 95 98 100 99
¢M capacity (veh/h) . - 882 .. . 801 o . 70 087 431 0 - 86 - .84 423
Diretiior i

Volume Total ' 746 . :

Volume Left 5 24 21 1

Volume Right - S 42 1 22 b

¢SH o 882 801 123 223

Volume'to Capacity ~ .~ 001 003 - 035 = 003

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 0.7 10.6 07

Confrol Delay (s} 02 08 491 - 218

Lane LOS A A E C

Approach Delay (s) S02 0 08 494 218

Approach LOS E C

inferee _

Average Delay 19

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.3% . - IcULevel of Service = o _ B -

Analysis Period {min) _ 15 '

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <Background> PM Peak Hour
3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

A ey ¢ A8t 2N A

Lane Configurations &

Volumef{vehh) . - .4 - 656 -3 4 677 - O 5 .- 1 4

Sign Contral Free

Grade L e e 0% Wo i i Lo S 0% -

Peak Hour Factor 082 082 092 092 0 092 092 092 092 082 092

Hourly flow rate {vph) -~ 4 713 8 4 0 a5 0 4

Pedestrians R I 4

LaneWidth(m) . . @ - . 43 e

Walking Speed (m/s) 1.2 _ o 1.2

PercentBlockage .. = . 0 N R S B

Right tumn flare {veh)

Median type . - ~None . v ~None

Median storage veh) -

Upstream signal (m} - s 858 S 201 e T T R e

pX, platoon unblocked 076 0.83 - 08 08 083 08 08 076

vC, conflicting volume -~ .~ 742 . - T 720 T 47T 1478 0 T19 0 1475 1480 743

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 confvol - : ' SR C o R T T

vCu, unblocked vol 502 555 1008 1009 953 1006 1011 503

{C, single {s) S 41 4.1 o 7 . B5 0 B2 74 B5 62

iC, 2 stage (s) -

@y o e 220 22 . - 35. 40 33 .35 40 . 33

p0 queue free % 99 99 - 97 100 100 98 100 99
) 81 L 843 - 182 0201 . 441 0 184 201 L 432

cM capacity (vehth

B ze
Volume Total -~ 729 140 7 9

Volume Left 4 4 5 4

Volume Right - : 30 1. 4

cSH 811 843 201 258

Volume to Capacity © - 001 001 0 003 003

Queue Length 95th {m) 0.1 01 0.8 08

Confrol Delay {s) - 0.1 01 235 194

Lane LOS A A C c

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.1 235 . 194

Approach LOS c C

R . s 2
Average Delay 04 _

Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.7% ICU Level of Service - ' A

Analysis Period (min) _ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 3



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

<Background> PM Peak Hour

6/14/2010

O T

“

t ~ > |

<

Lane Configurations b # FN P N T b -3

Volume {vph) : 31 - B68 62 98 598 . A7 . .60 . 9T 67 | 38 92 28
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width -~ . 35 .35 30 .35 35, 85 . 35 40 40 35 35 35
Total Lost time (s) 7.0 7.0 70 70 7.0 60 60 60 6.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 1.00 0 100 1.00- - 1.00° £ 1.00 " 1.00 1.00- 100
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 097 100 100 - 100 099 100 100 )
Fipb, pedibikes = 100 100 100 100 - 1.00 2200 100 - 099 - 100
Frt - 100 100 08 100 1.00 100  0.94 100 087

FIt Protected .~ - 085 100 - 1.00 085 . 100 095 100 0 095  .100
Satd. Fiow (prot) 1781 1860 1442 1759 1852 1713 1785 1711 1814

Fit Permitted 034 - 100 -100 . 038.-.100 068 - 1.00 084 100

Satd. Flow (perm) 637 1860 1442 685 1852 1220 1785 1162 1814
Peak-hour factor, PHF . 002 092 082 092 092 092 082 092 .092 092 092 0.92
Adj. Flow {vph) _ 34 817 §7 107 650 18 65 105 73 41 100 25
RTOR Reduction {vph) -~ ..~ 0 -0 19 02 0. 0 49 0 Q18 0
Lane Group Flow {vph) 34 817 48 107 666 0 65 129 0 4 107 0
Confl, Peds. (#hr). 4 T 7. 41 7 0T 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 2% 4% 3% 0% 0%
BusBlockages (fhr) 0~ 0 3 0. 0. 30 0 0. 0 0 -0
Tum Type _ Perm Parm  Perm _ Perm _ Perm

Protected Phases ~* - L 6 2 g Y S
Permittled Phases 6 6 2 8 ) 4 _

Actuated Green, G (s) 331 331 331 331 334 86 88 86 86
Effective Green, g (s) S 331 331 331 33 33d - 86 8.6 8.6 8.6
Actuated g/C Ratio - - 061061 06t 061 - 061 016 . 0.6 016~ 0.18
Clearance Time (s) o 70 7.0 70 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vetiicie Extension (s) 30 30 30 .30 . 30 30 30 - 30 . 30

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 385 1126 873 421 1121 192 281 183 285

vls Ratio Prot 033 - T 036 SRR 1174 006

v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 003 015 0.05 0.04

vicRato 009 055 006 0256 059 034 . 046 022 - 038
Uniform Delay, d1 45 6.4 4.4 50 8.7 205 209 20.1 206
Progression Factor. . 100 100 100 100 100 1:00 © -1.00 1.00 . 1.00 .
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 05 0.0 1.5 23 1.1 1.2 0.6 08
Delay(s) = 48. 69 44 65 9.0 216 o221 208 2158

Level of Service A A A A A C C C c
Approach Delay (s) 6.6 : .. 86 ) 220 : 213
Approach LOS A A Cc C

HCM Average Control Delay 10.7 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume fo Capacity ratio 0.57 ' o '

Actuated Cycle Length (s) _ 54.7 Sum of lost time (s} 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization L 97.1% ICU Level of Service: . F

Analysis Period (min) ' 15
¢ Critical Lane Group ' '

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Siudy
GENIVAR Consultants

Synchro 7 - Report
Page 4



Queuing and Blocking Report <Background> PM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

A\

Directions Served L T R L T R L T T R L T
Maximum Queie {m) 400, 1028 618 - 750 .- 100.3: - 558 . 776 . 3365 . 3123 . 660 405 224.1
Average Queue {m) 233 720 359 465 749 303 522 2427 1662 300 259 1087
95th Queue(m) . - 493 1133 690 ° 805 1168 684 875 -4257. -3163 . 764 525 : 2325
Link Distance (m) 2326 1324 o 3319 339 . 2983
Upstream Blk Time (%) -~ - .~ = . = .~ Lo s 2 T |
Queuing Penalty (veh) _ , 3 ‘ ‘ o 0o 0
Storage Bay Dist(m) ~~* - 520 - : . 420 400 .. 3807550 - .. B 590
Storage Blk Time (%) _ 1 35 2 22 32 0 ] 26 30 20
Queuing Penalty {veh) - 3 18 9. 1100 98 0. 45 . 69 89 .. .. . 25

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

Directions Served T R
Maximum Queue (m} - - 1235 " -73 "
Average Queue (m) 91.2 2.3

95th Queue {m) 13200 84
Link Distance (m) 2983 2983
Upstream Bk Time (%) L
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (mj

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh) -

Intersection: 2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway

Directions Served LTR LIR LR LR
Maximum Quéue (m) 96 280 104 33
Average Queue (m) 1.9 8.9 54 07
95th Queue {m) . 184 337 - 132 14
Link Distance {m) 1324 1958 1783 109.1
Upstream Blk Time (%) s

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist {m]

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queting Penalty {veh)

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Strest - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



Queuing and Blocking Report <Background> PM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 3: Eagle Strest & Donlin/Existing Driveway

Mo

Directions Served LTR LTR LR LR
Maximum Quete{(m) ... 87 138 ~84. 70
Average Qusue (m) AT 3.1 20 2.7
95th Queue (m) -~ . 115..190 ° 80 . 92
Link Distance (m) 1958 1940 1222 103.0
Upstream Blk Time (%) BRI
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist {m) -
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

ﬁ» i

Directions Served L T R L TR L L TR
Maximum Queue (m) - © 122~ 784 - - 99 368 867 253 316 149 107
Average Queue (m) 56 473 50 192 522 126 194 86 141
95th Queue (m) S0 450 949 123 397 923 316 424 72 . 223
Link Distance (m) - 1940 178.0 606 158.9
Upstream Blk Time (%) . o SR SR S A
Queuing Penalty (veh} _

Storage Bay Dist(m)- 500 .~ = 160 - 200 .- 450 . . .300
Storage Blk Time (%) 12 0 4 18 0o 1 0
Queing Penalty (veh) oo 42 o1 23 18 0 0 0
Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 592

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
GENIVAR Consultants . Page 2
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> AM Peak Hour
1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street 6/14/2010

T R N . B

Lane Configurations

Volume {wph) 1 ..o 39 294 188 - 212 376 - 80 243 -..935 239 99 054 . 103
Ideal Flow (vphp[) 1906 1900 1800 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 _1900 1900 1900
Lane Width - o0 330035 03500330 3535 30 35 35 30 35 33
TotaILost’ume(s) 70 70 70 40 7.0 7.0 40 70 70 40 10 7.0
Lane Ufil. Factor -~~~ - 100~ 100 1000 100 100 100 -~ 100 - .085 - 100 100 095  1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 09 100 1600 097 100 100 093 100 100 097
Flpb, pedibikes -~ .. -~ 089 1.00 100 400 100 - 100 100 . 100 - 100 © 100 100 1.00
Pt 100 100 O08 100 {00 08 100 100 08 100 100 085
FitProtected = ..~ 7085 100 - 1.00 ~085. 100 - 100 095 _100. 400 085 100 ~ 1.00
Satd. Flow {prot) 1527 1842 1523 17271 1807 1501 1604 3466 1461 1618 3433 1471
FltPermitted .~ -« 046 . 100" 100 - 021 100 100 013 - 100 . 100 © 020 100 ~ 1.00
Satd. Flow {perm} 747 1842 1523 390 1807 1501 212 3466 1461 345 3433 14N
Peak-hoiir factor, PHF *. 082 - 092 092 ~ 082 . 092 092 092 - 092 09  082. 082 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 42 320 183 230 409 87 264 1016 260 108 1037 112
RTOR Reduction (wph) . . -* .0 :* 0 106 -~ 0 0. '3 0 0 106 0:. -0 .61
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 320 77 230 409 51 264 1016 154 108 1037 51
ConflPeds: (#hr) 12 3 3 o 2 - 4 - . 13 13 . C 4
Heavy Vehicles (%) 13% 2% 1% 1% 4% 3% 5% 3% 2% 4% 4% 0%
BusBlockeges(#hr) ~ @ . -0 . o5 -0 Q. 0 0.0 0 0 0 6
Turn Type . Pem Perm pm+pt Perm  pm+pt Perm pm+pt Perm
Protected Phases .~ 4 o 3 8 1 6 52
Permitted Phases N 4 4 8 8 6 6 2 2
Actuated Green,G(s) 258 258 = 258 408 408. 408 705 577 577 591 503 503
Effective Green, g (s) 258 258 258 408 408 408 705 577 577 591 503 503
Actuated g/C Raio et 021 0 021 0033 033 033 056 046 046 - 047 040 - 040
Clearance Time (8} 7.0 7.0 7.0 4.0 7.0 70 40 7.0 7.0 4.0 70 70
Vehicle Extension (s} - 30 30 .30 30 30 - 30 30 . 30 30 30 30 30
Lane Grp Cap {vph) 154 379 314 244 588 489 289 1596 673 252 1378 591
visRatoProt . - 047 - 008 023 ¢041 0200 . 003 -~ 030 :
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.05 0.2 0.03 ¢0.38 011 047 0.03
vicRato . - - 027 084 024 094 070 010 088 064 023 043 075 0.9
Uniform Delay, d1 419 478 416 372 368 295 275 258 204 198 322 233
Progression Factor - 100 - 100 100 - 100 100 100 100 . 100 - 100. 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 157 04 418 36 01 249 20 08 1.2 38 0.3
Delay {s) _ - 428 635 420 - 790 404 206 524 278 212 209 360 235
Level of Service _ D E D E D cC D c- C C D C
Approdch Delay (s} o 54.7 } 513 . S 30.9 ﬁ 338
Approach LOS D D C c

HCM Average Control Delay 386 HCM Leve! of Service _ D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 084 e

Actuated Cycle Length (s} 1253 Sum of iost time (s) 80

Intersection Capacity Utilization : 88.8% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> AM Peak Hour
2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

A ey AN 2L

M
Lane Configurations _ ; o
Volume {vetvh) S e6. 45 40 B4 2 s 0 8 0
Sign Control . Free . Free o o stp .. Stop
Peak Hour Factor 082 092 092 092 082 092 092 092 082 082 092 092
Hourly flow rate vph) -~ 1~ 670 - 16 . 11 .97 2. 270 25 4o S0
Pedestrians - 2 _ : : L 4 . S
LaneWidth{m) =~ -~ . .o A3 o o BT R e
Walking Speed {m/s) 12 _ _ _ 12 L 1.2

Right tumn flare (veh) - _ _

Median type ; .~ "“Nome = . .. - .None

Median storage veh)

UpStreams_jgnal (m)" R IR 1 PR R S BRI T S R P S

pX, platoon unblocked 082 - 082 08 082 08 082

vC, conflicting volume -~~~ © 703~ - CBO0 o iM407 1409 682 . 1428, 1416 . 704
vC1, stage 1 conf vl

vC2, stage 2confval. -~ . 0 R L S REIEIC
vCu, unblocked vol 703 _ 510 1386 1388 500 1413 1397 704
tC, single (s) i 41 Co 42 0 . 7485 83 0 T4 65 82
tC, 2 stage (s) _ ) o o

tF (s) _ 22 23 .35 40 034 035 40 33
p0 queue free % 100 9 _ 72 100 94 99 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) - o0 - BB . leriotfs 4540 88 14 438

Pirestior

Volume Total o e87- 710 8 :
Voiume Left U 27 1
VolumeRigt =~ -~ 16 . 2 25 %
cSH 901 828 156 147 _
Volume to Capacity C000 0 004 033 001
Queue Length 95th (m) 00 03 104 03
Control Delay (s} 00 04 393 298
Lane LOS A A E D
Approach Delay(s) 00 04 393~ 298
Approach LOS E D

G G

Average Delay ' _ 16 _

Intersection Capacity Utilization - 521% - ICULevel of Service S A
Analysis Period (min) o 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 2



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> AM Peak Hour
3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

e S N N . S

M [E
Lane Configurations R . & &
Volume{vehh) = v "7 - 6. 874 3 0 888 0 1l o1 LD 290 02
Sign Control o Free N . Free ~ Stop ‘ - Stop

Grade = e en o Q% e e A |
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 082 092 (.92 092 092
Hourly flow rateqvph). -~ .- .7 =733+ - 0 R PR 02 L
Pedestrians L . . . . 4 . 4.
Walking Speed (m/s) _ o _ 12 _ 1.2
PercentBlockage = - © v L en oo T N N | I R 0
Right turn flare (veh} _ _ _

Mediantype ©~ ~ ~ - 0 Neme 0 ~None' " -

Median storage veh}
Upstream signal (m) -~ " T S :
pX, platoon unblocked 0.84 _ 0.86 092 092 086 092 092 0384
vC, conflicting volume . - 644 . 740 o7 1393 1396 - 738 1393 1397 - 644
vC1, stage 1 confvol -

vC2, stage 2 confvol T ' R e
vCu, unblocked vol 487 611 _ 1029 1031 610 1029
tC,single{s) i L 44 T X ' 740 6587 1N
iC, 2 stage (s) _ _
fFsy - - 22 22 35 40 38 35 .. 40 33
p0 queue free % _ 99 100 99 100 99 100 100 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 95 833 103 212 356 192 212 493

Difeiiion:
Volume Total __ T2 BAD

Volume Left _ 7 o0 1 0
Volume Right .~ 3 2
cSH 915 833 277 483
Volumefo Capacity =~ 001 ~ 000 = 001 000
Queue Length 95th {m) 0.2 00 0.3 0.1
Control Defay(s) - -~~~ .02~ 00 . 181 123
Lane LOS A c B
Approach Delay (s} -~ -~ 02 . 00 181 - 123
Approach LOS c B

3

- 358 B

1033 486
65 62

Arage Delay - _ | _ - 02 - _
Intersection Capacity Utilization 504% . ICULevelofService - - - = - A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study ‘ Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 3



<2015 Total> AM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

t 2~ ) 4

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

A ey ¥

Lane Configurations
Volume {vphj -
Ideal Flow {vphpl)
Lane Width. . -
Total Lost time (s)
Lane Util. Factor
Frpb, ped/bikes
Fipb, pedfb|kes

Fit Protected - -
Satd. Flow (prof)
Flt Permitted - -
Satd. Flow (perm)

h

15
1900
235

7.0

1,00 .

1.00

100°

1.00

085

1780

042

792

+

624

1900

35

7.0

400

1.00

- 1.00

1.00

400

1824

.00

1824

38

1900

507

7.0

1.00 -

0.97

400

0.85

1365

1.00

1365

1.00

_100'

1.00

1.00

095

1589

560

501 T

1900 1900_
185 35
7.0
1,00

1.00

100
1.00
100
1803
1.00
1803

45

1900

3500

8.0

21,00 ¢

1,00

00

1.00

- 095
1713
090

1256

R I
1900
4.0

8.0

S400

0.98

A0

0.80
1694

1694

A5

1900

a0

400

400

co23
1900

8.0

0100

1.00

1.00

095 - .
1701
R
1144

1900

6.0

100

0.99

0.93

1900
35 -

- 44

35

400

100 =

1724

1724

A00-

Peak-hour factor, PHF

Adj. Flow (vph)

RTOR Redugtion {vph)
Lane Group Flow (vph)

Corifi. Pads. {#/hr)
Heavy Vehicies (%)

Bus Blockages (#fhr) . -

0%

092
18

16

3%

. 0.92
678

678

002"

41

6%

082

72

72

2%

0.92
545 8

 55_2. B :

% Ok

092 .

49

4%

B4

8

L0927
5

.,725.

e

092

43

88
5%

0%

Turn Type _
Protected Phases - -
Permitted Phases

Actuated Green, G {§)

Effective Green, g (s)
Achuated g/C Ratio
Clearance Time (s)
Vehicle Extansion (s)

_ Perm

334

33.1

- 061

7.0

-+ 8341

331

061

7.0

..3_0

Perm

331

33.1
061

70
30

Perm

331

L0861

7.0

3.0

31
RV
70

3.0

Perm

B4

8.4

SR AL

6.0

230 0

. 15- L

LA

) _Perm _

SB4

8.4

6.0

30

015 S

Lane Grp Cap (vph)
v/s Ratio Prot -

vis Ratio Perm

vic Ratio

Uniform Delay, d1
Pragression Factor
Incremental Delay, d2
Delay (3)

Level of Service
Approach Delay (s} -
Approach LOS

HCM Average Control Delay

481

9.0

A3

A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratic -

Actuated Cycle Length (s)
intersection Capacity Ufilization

Analysis Period {min)
¢ Critical Lane Group

1108

D81,

6.7

1.00

1.0

LT

A
T4

829

. . 00-3-1_" . )
0.02

. 0.03
43

U100 -

0.02

0.04

43

100,

0.0

10.3
0.55
54.5

84.8% -
15

43

340

0.13
0.21
48

100

14

62
A A

1085
03

0500 1
6.1

17
N A

75

HCM Level of Ser\nce_

Sum of lost time (s )
" ICU Level of Sevice

4,007 v

- 194

0.4
0.25

20.3

.00 ¢

0.7

20

176

ooz""i',
044

19.9

L1800,

04

2037

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study

GENIVAR Consultants

Synchro 7 - Report

Page 4



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Totai AM Peak Hour
5: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 1 ' 6/28/2010

AL AN Y

Lane Configurations b L

Volume (veh/h) "= - 16:. 624 --584° .8 - 60 B9 -
SignControf Free  Free Stop

Grade = o T gl %

Peak Hour Factor - 092 092 082 082 082 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) .~~~ -~ 17.- 7678 | /~635-. 9. .85 - 75 . <~
Pedestrians

Lang Width (m)

Walking Speed (m/s)

Percent Blockage "

Right turn flare (veh) & . o

Mediantype © . : .- " ‘None “None

Median siorage veh) _ -

Upstream signal {m) .. -, 0195 374 0 o Tr oo

pX, platoon unblocked 085 086 095

vC, conflicting volume -~ - 843 T T U 14352 838 o

vC1, stage 1 confvol
vC2,stage 2 confvol .~ = o e 5 -
vCu, unblocked vol 599 1201 585

{C,single(s) .= & L AL e 64 - 82 ..
iC, 2stage() N
tF(s) '

p0 queue free %
oM capacity (veh’h)

VoEume Tota[

Volume Left o 17 0 65

VolumeRight ...~ . 09 . 75

cSH _ ~ 930 1700 263

Volumeto Capacity -~ 002 038 053

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.4 00 220

Controf Delay (s} =+~~~ = 05. 00 334

Lane LOS A D

Approach Delay sy -~ - 05:. 0.0 334

Approach LOS D

Average Delay 34 _

Intersection Capacity Utilization -~ =~~~ 59.9% ICU Level of Service - B
Analysis Period {min) _ 19

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Sireet - Traffic Impact-Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total AM Peak Hour
6: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 2 6/28/2010

A o AN S

Lane Confgurahons N B _ _ .
Volume {vehth) s .0 684 588 - 3.u 0.4
Sign Control _ Free Free ~ Stop

Grade % 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 082 092 082
Hourly flow rate (vph) U0 743 B39 o 3D A
Pedestrians

Lane Width {m) -

Walking Speed {m/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) _

Median type ' * . None " None ="

Median storage veh) _

Upstream signal {m) =+~ 320 249 el e
pX, platoon unblocked 0.86 _ 092 086

vC, conflicfing volume . . 642 e 1384 B4
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol R T R

vCu, unblocked vol 505 1037 503
iC,single (s} ~ .+ San T 64 B2

iC, 2 stage (s) _ B _ _
tF (s) = 29 - RS AT RS- 13 33 o
p0 queue free % 100 _ 100 99

chlcapacy(ebl) @2 0D

Volumt; Total )

Volume Left 0 0 0

Volume Right. . SR | T S SRR SRR
c¢SH 1700 1700 490

Volume to Capacity 044 . 038 001

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.0 0.0 0.2

Controf Delay (s) - 00 - 00 . 124

Lane LOS B

Approach Delay (s) S 00 00 124

Approach LOS B

iniErScetion Blinary, &2 A0

Average Delay o 0.0 o o o _

Intersection Capacity Utilization g MA% . ICULevelof Service A

Analysis Period (min) _ _ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 2



Queuing and Blocking Report

<2015 Total> AM Peak Hour

6/14/2010

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

Directions Served

Maximum Queus {m) .

Average Queue {m)
95th Queue (m) -
Link Distance (m}

Upstreant Blk Tirme (%) . -

Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m}. -
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalfy (veh) -

L T

R
..398 1095 566
165 741 309
A48 1274 BT5
2326
33
e n

L

787

417
839 -

15

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Sireet

=

= A104

718

1190+
1324

24
M

R

370

14.2

380

L

495

35.9

564

1

g

=

1891 -
86.3
M2

331.9

25

T

1467 -

81.6

729
B8

10

R

'63.'6 i

252

L 67.3

14
VR

L

36,1

20.6

B9

90 ¢

T

12321

1071

232.5
2083

-6

Directions Served
Maximurm Queue (m) -
Average Queue (m)
95th Queue (m) .
Link Distance {m}
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh) -

T R
M2 210
2354
2083 2983

0

23940007 L

164

Intersection: 2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway

Directions Served
Maximum Queuie {m)
Average Queue (m)
95th Queue {m). -~
Link Distance {m)

Upstream Bik Tite (%) .

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (m) ~ -

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh) -

LTR LTR
70 68
14 14

12776

1324 354

43
102
178

1783

1003

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study

GENIVAR Consultants

SimTraffic Report
Page 1



Queuing and Blocking Report <2015 Total> AM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway

Directions Served R LR
Maximim Quéte {m) .= "5 7.0 0 80
Average Queus (m) 1.7 08

95th Queus (m). - S L LBAL A48T
Link Distance (m) 150.1 1223
Upstream Blk Time (%) .= @ .= .7 o
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist{m} -

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh)

Intersection: 4: Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

|rios Served ‘ T T R E_ ‘ L T L R

Maximum Queue (m) -~ 48, . 753 156 = 213 © 616 163 305 148.7°197
Average Queue (m) 14 428 35 140 341 87 167 64 121

95th Quevem) . - 64 . 812 <191 244 664 192 318 - ATT P2h
Link Distance (m} o 194.0 _ 178.0 606 158.9 o
Upstream Blk Time {%).. =~ . - ST ST e R
Queuing Penalty (veh) - - _

Storage Bay Dist(m) . -~ 500: . 160 200 - - 450 ;oo 300
Storage Blk Time (%) 16 0 5 12 0 o
Queuing Penaty (vehy * L 8T 4o 28 8 . 0 0

Intersection: 5: Eagle Street & Site Driveway

Directions Served T LR
Maximum Queue (m) . . 184~ 258
Average Queue {m) 40 149
95th Queue (m) = - 179208
Link Distance (m) 354 928
Upstream Bk Time (%) - -~~~ -0 e
Queuing Penalty (veh) _ 2

Storage Bay Dist (m} - o
Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh)

Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 336 -

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
GENIVAR Caonsultants Page 2



Queuing and Blocking Report
<2015 Total AM Peak Hour 6/28/2010

Intersection: 5. Eagle Street & Site Driveway 1

W

Directions Served LT LR o
Maximum Queue (m) * " 149 188 o
Average Queue (m) 30 138

95th Queve (m) U128 Me8
Link Distance (m) 354 928
Upstream Blk Time (%)~~~ 7 0 ol
Queing Penalty (veh) }

Storage Bay Dist(m) ~ © 0

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh) -~ .=~ " o

Intersection: 6: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 2

]
Directions Served
Maximum Queug (m) -
Average Queue (m)

O5th Quede (m) T
Link Distance (m)

Upstream Blk Time (%) -~

Queuing Penalty (veh) o

Storage Bay Dist(m) - =~ : "

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh) * .-

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 0

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour

1. Eagle Street & Yonge Street 8/14/2010
Ay ¢ AN b ML A
Lane Configurations K 4 fF % 4 i " M LI &, d
Volume(wph) - .~ .81 . 364 255 215 380 - 19 . 267 . 1389 256 133 1044 25
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900__‘ 1900 1900 1900 1800 1900
LaneWidth -~ * .. .. 33 35 35 - 33 35 35 - 30035 '35 30 350 33
Total Lost time (s) 70 70 78 40 70 70 40 70 70 40 70 70
Lane Util. Factor -~ ©1000 400 100 . 100 100 7 1.00 0 400 - 085 100 100095 - 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 099 _100 100 097 100 100 100 100 100 097
Fipb, ped/ikes ~~ ~=° 099 ~ 1,00 <100 7 100 100 100 -:1.00 - .100 100 © 100 5400 1.00
Frt 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 08
FltProtected =~~~ - 0.85° 100 100 0.95: 100 100 - 095 -1.00. ‘100 - 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1708 1860 1529 1710 1842 1545 1604 3535 1581 1685 3500 1440
Flt Permitted o 046 100 100 044 100 - 1.00 009 1,000 100 - 010 100 ..1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 832 1860 1529 256 1842 1545 159 3535 1581 185 3500 1440
Peakchour factor, PHF -~ 0827 092 082 092 092 082 0982 5 082" 092 082 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) _ 88 396 277 23 43 129 290 1510 278 145 1135 27
RTOR Reduction {vyph) -~ 0 " 0.7 450 = - 0. 0 61" 0. =0 " 94 000 18
Lane Group Flow {wyph) 88 386 127 234 413 68 290 1510 184_ 145 13 M
Confl. Peds. (ihr) -~ © S 44 A 2 L A 2 e e e 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 5% 1% 1% 0% 2% 3%
Bus Blockages (b - .0 .- 0 5 .0 .0 0 070 0 0 0 B
Turn Type Perm ~ Perm  pm+pt Perm  pm+pt Perm  pmipt Perm
Protected Phases ~~ - 4 o3 8 i B B 2
Permitied Phases 4 _ 4 8 8 6 6 2 2
Actuéted Green, G (s) 247 247 247 367 - 367 367 590 . 480 480 454 384 384
Effective Green, g (s) 247 247 247 367 367 367 590 480 480 454 384 384
Acuated /CRalio - - 023 . 023  023: 033 033 033 - 054 044 ° 044 0417 035 035
Clearance Time (s) 70 70 7.0 4.0 70 70 40 7.0 70 40 7.0 7.0
Vehicle Extension{s) . - .~ 30 80 © 30 30 30 30 30 - 80 30 30 . 30 30
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 187 419 4 192 616 517 304 1547 692 172 1225 504
vis Ratio Prot - . 02t b9 022 0 c044 c043 . 005 032
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.08 ¢0.32 004 037 012 030 0.01
vicRaio .~ .- .- 047 095 037 122--067 013 095 . 088 - 027 084 083 002
Uniform Delay, d1 368 418 3B9 323 313 254 326 303 196 260 343 233
Progression Factor ©.400 100 100 100 400 100 100 ¢ 100 100 100 400 - 100
Incremental Delay, d2 19 301 0.7 136.2 29 01 391 179 09 295 132 0.1
Delay(sy =~ -~ . .- 387 720 366 1684 ~ 342 255 717 481 206 - 555 475 234
Level of Service D E D F c c E D C - E D c
Approach Delay (s} ~ - 552 . . . - T32 417 4T

Approach LOS E E D D

HCM Average Control Delay 53.0 HCM Level of Sennce D

HCM Volume fo Capacityratio - 097 R

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 109.7 Sum of lost time (s ) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization. . 952%  ICUlevelofService - . .. F

Analysis Peried {min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group o S

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report

GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour
2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010

N R R

Lane Configurations _ : i L o

Volume (vehth) i - B 709 0039 2200 689 - 1. 190 0 200 1.0 5
Sign Controi ~ Free _ Free Stop S Stop
Grade -0 0 T 0% % e e 0% e 0%
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Hourly flow rate (vph) * 7 20 075 770 42 24 0 TAR L e e 0 22 o s s
Pedestrians 3 _ 2 10 5

Lane Width (m)~ . 0 7 4G T T s T L a8 37
Walking Speed (m/s) _ 12 1.2 12 1.2
PercentBlockage -~ oo 0 D A
Right turn flare (veh) ) _ _

Mediantype ~ = ' < it o None o " None

Median storage veh)

Upsfream signal (m) - = 0000 oiri BT T T T e e T e ;

pX, platoon unblocked 0.75 075 075 075 075 075

vG, conflicting volume -~ . 755 o v o823 . U o 1618 1616 804 - 1629 - 1636 - 757
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2,stage 2confvol . .o T T S S
vCu, unblockedvol 755 N 603 1657 1653 578 1671 1680 757
C;single(s) o U eA L A s 71 85 B2 71 65 - 62
iC, 2 stage (s) . _

tF (s} L 2R e e 35 40 33 0 35, 40 . 33
p0 queue free% % ) o7 _ 63 100 94 98 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h). - © o881 L 78T .o b6 71 38t B2 '

Volume Total . . . o 818 - T4 42T
Volume Left 5 24 2N 1
Volume Right - oM 22 .8
cSH 861 737 9 19
Volumeto Capacity -~~~ . 001 . 7003 - 043 0,03
Queus Length 95th (m) 01 08 138 08
Control Delay(s) .~ 0 © 02 08 660 245
Lane LOS _ A A F C
ApproachDelay(s) ~~. 02 .09 680 245
Approach LOS F C

AverageDelay 23 | |
Infersection Capacity Utilization ~ .- . 63.9% . " ICU Level of Service - . - B
Analysis Period (min) _ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour

3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway 6/14/2010
A sy ¢ A AL A

VB ] BE

Lane Configurations - _ _ 4 -

Volume (vehh). .- - - 4 682 3 475 0.6 0 1 o4 0 4

Sign Contrel ‘ Free Free o Stop o Stop

Grade ‘ 0% 0% e 0% e e 0%

Peak Hour Factor 082 092 092 092 092 092 082 082 082 002 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) L4 M 3 A T 0 50 A 0 A

Pedestrians _ 1 _ 4 R

LaneWidth(m) = - "0 0 43 el oL T e 8T

Walking Speed (mfs) 1.2 _ - 12 _ 1.2 &

PercentBlockage - - o 0ol 0 S

Right turn flare {veh) _ _

Mediantype - . - CNone .+ 'None’

Median storage veh) _ _ o

Upstream signal (m) -~~~ C388 241 ST e e

pX, platoon unblocked 0.73 o 0.84 ) 081 081 084 081 081 073

vC, conflicting volume =~~~ 783 . - 749 . 1547771548 - 74T 15451549 - . 784

v(C1, stage 1 confval

v(C2, stage.? confvol . o o A P e ; R PSR L

vCu, unblocked vol 516 608 1118 1119 606 1115 1121 518

C,singlefs) . . 4L T 41 . o740 .65 62 71 BS 62

{C, 2 stage (5) | | | o

tF(s) T : 722 S22 35 40 - .33 035 40 33

p0 queue free % 98 99 96 100 100 97 100 99

oM capacity {veh/h) 768 - S8 SRR 148 165 420 148 7 165 - 407

Birettio

Volume Total _ 9

Volume Left 4 4 5 4

VolumeRight -~ = 3 0 1 4

¢SH 768 823 164 217

Volume to Capacity . 001 001 004  0.04

Queue Length 95th (m) 0.1 0.1 098 0.9

Control Delay (s} 02 01 278 223

Lane LOS A A D C

Approach Delay (s} - 0.2 04 279 223

Approach LOS D C

Average Delay 0.4

Intersection Capacity Utlization . 507%  ICULevelofSenice " - A

Analysis Period {min) 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour
4. Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street 611412010

Aoy rv A N

Lane Configurations

Volume{wph) .. " . -0 31 591 - .65 3 - 9T 6 23
Ideal F!ow(vphpl) ' 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900_ 1900 1900 1900_ _1900_ 1900
Lane Width- - o135 03530 35035 35 - 35 40 40. 35 35 .35
Totall_osttlme()_ _ 70 70 70 70 7.0 ‘ 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Lane Util. Factor ~© "~ 100 = 400 100 . 100 100 - 1000 1000 o 100 - 100

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 100 097 100 100 100 099 100 1.00

Fipb, pedibikes "~ - * .- © 7100 100 T 400 400 400 0 < 100 0400 o .0 089 1.00 -

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 097
FltProfected .~ ./ 095 100 100 085 100 ~ - 095  1.00 0957100

Satd. Flow (prot) 1781 1860 1442 1760 1852 1713 1785 1711 1814
FitPermitted =~ =7 031 54000 1.00. 036 . 4007 ~0.68 .-~ 1.00 084 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 590 1860 1442 663 1852 1220 1785 1162 1814
Peak-hour factor, PHF .-~ - 092~ 082 082 092 ° 092 082 - 092 082 092 092 092 092
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 642 71 107 686 18 71 105 73 41 100 25
RTORReduction{vph) .~~~ "0~ 0 ~'49 -0~ 2 ° .0 =0 49 -0 0 - 18 .0
Lane Group Flow {vph) 34 642 52 107 702 0 71 129 0 4 107 0
Confl. Pede.(#hr) =~~~ 4 o 7o T 0 o4 1o A § _ 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 2% 4% 3% 0% 0%
Bus Blockages (#hr) 0 0 31 0. 0 3 000 0 0 0
Tum Type Perm Perm  Perm _ - Pemm Perm

Protected Phases .~ - - T S
Permitted Phases 6 B 2 8 ' 4

Actuated Green, G{s) . 331 331 331 331 331 - - .86 88 .. . - BE 8BS
Effective Green, g (s} 331 331 331 331 3341 . B8 86 8.6 85
Agtuated g/CRatio = .-~ 061 061, 081 . - 061 061 i 016 016 016 0.16.
Clearance Time (s) 7070 70 70 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 8.0

Vehicle Extension (8) - 30 . °30. 30 830 .30 .30 30 .- 80  30.

Lane Grp Cap (vph) _v7 1126 873 41 1M1 192 281 183 285
visRatioProt -~ .~ 1030 - 6038 R o007 . 0.06

v/s Ratio Perm ‘ 0.06 004 0.6 _ 0.06 0.04 N

vicRato - - 0 010 057 006 027 . 0863 . 037 046 o -0 022 038

Uniform Delay, d1 45 65 44 51 69 206 209 201 206
Progression Factor .~ -1.00 - 400 100 . 100 100 - .-100. 100 - 100 - 7100
Incremental Delay, d2 0.1 0.7 0.0 1.6 2.7 12 12 06 08
Delay(sj =~ - 46 72 45 67 95 218 224 . 208 215

Level of Service A A A A A [ C C C
Approach Delay(s) = - 68 Co82 ' 20 o213
Approach LOS A A C C

HCM Average Control Delay - 108 HCM Level of Service _ B

HCM Volume to Capacity raio - - T 058 . o :

Actuated Cycle Length {s) 54.7 Sum of lost time (s) 13.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization : 98.9% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period {min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group-

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour
5: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 1 6/28/2010

AL o AN S

Lane Configurations b L o
Volume (vefh) . T 68 663 - 68728 128 .25 i
Sign Control o - Free  Free - Stop
Grads .= e 0% 0% et T R e
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) . == 74 . iT20- 74T 08200 28 200 e
Pedestrians )

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (mfs}

Percent Blockage -

Right turn flare (veh) - ‘

Median type <007 D Nene ' -None

Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (m) =~~~ o0 - S T e

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 S 088 o070

vC, conflicting volume .7 FT8 T oo na o 83 TE2

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 confvol T T T

vCu, unblocked vol ~ 589 _ _ - 120 569 o
{C,single (s} . A T T B B2 T
tC, 2 stage (s} _ _ _ _

() . 220 o teoi 853830

pO queue free % e 8 @

cM capacity (vehh) - 78% LT 18 3

Bir
Volume Total
Volume Left
Volume Right S R ST

cSH 781 1700 252

Volumeé to Capacity. .~~~ 0.09 046 022

Queue Length 95th (m) 24 0.0 62

Control Delay(s) - =~ 24 Q0. 282

Lane LOS A _ C o

Approach Delay ().~~~ .. 24 - 007" 232

Approach LOS C

[ersecion Simma

verage Delay _ 20 )

Intersection Capacity Utilization = - 0 899% - ICULevelofService . .o E.
Analysis Period (min) _ 15

e ame i

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour
6: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 2 6/28/2010

A Lo AN Y

RABVER
LaneConfgurahons D A _ N _ _ _ o
Volume (vefith) .- 5 0 D BB9 B e 0 e
sgnCotol Ffﬁe_.. Free _.__SfOP

Grade - e e 0 0% e e T

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092_ 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) " = %[0 U749 NTTT 400 0

Pedestrians :

Lane Width (m)

Walking Speed (mls)

Percent Blockage .

Right tumn flare (veh) _

Mediantype - - v None. - Nene -

Medianstorageven)

Upstream signal(m) - 7o 20 13230 246 T e T e
pX, platoon unblocked_ R A 082 074

VC Conﬁmtmg V0|ume. ; 787 : e :. CooEL iy 1531 .- 782 L .' ....j..::: : . S e
vC1, stage 1 conf vol :

VG2, stage 2 confvol. Tl

vCu, unblocked vol _ 531 - 1084 525

tC,single (s) - .. oA s e B4 B2

C2stege(s) o

sy Ll o DTl e Tigs gt

quueuefree% . 100 B 100 100 y
cMcapacﬂy{vehfh) I [ B RS P o7t

Volume Total
Volume Left _ o _
Volume Right =+~ 5 g D e
cSH o 1700 1700 407 .

Volumeto Capacity =~~~ 7044 046 . 000 -

Queue Length 95th {m) 00 00 0.1

Control Delay (s) S0 00 7138

Lane LOS _ B

Approach Delay (s) - .~ 00 .00 139

Approach LOS B

yérage'[-)cnel_ay'_ ' e . | .
Intersection Capacity Utilization - - - - 48 2% ICU Levelof Service - =+ © - ¢ A
Analysis Period {min) _ 15

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study Synchro 7 - Report
GENIVAR Consuitants Page 2



Queuing and Blocking Report

<2015 Total> PM Peak Hour
6/14/2010

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

Dlrectlons Served

Maximum Quieue (m) -

Average Queue (m)
95th Queue {m)
Link Distance {m)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penaty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist {m} -
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty {veh) - .

. .398

18.8

T

674 -

1171

980

335

2

0

140

420

2

258 61T

2328

0.

791 830,
562 558
944 7960
1324

46 16

290 53

Intersection: 1: Eagle Street & Yonge Street

207

.=. 49_6 .

0

858

56.3

985

B0
27

AT T

3365
2356
4273,

3318

27138,

1568
L2716
13319

749

31.8

SR
33 N i

38.9

67.2

T

185.1
101.8
2123

2983

19
78

lrectin Served

Maximum Queue {m) .

Average Queue (m )
95th Queue (m) .-

Link Distance m)
Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m):
Storage Blk Time (%}

Queling Penalty {(veh)

1824
998
4332
2983

77
29
2983

Intersection: 2: Eagle Street & Dixon/Existing Driveway

Dlrectlons Served

Maximum Quete {m) -
Average Queue {m)

95th Queue (m)
Link Distance {m)

Upstream Blk Time (%) -

Queuing Penalty {veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) °
Storage Blk Time {%)

Quéuing Penalty (véh)

LTR

Soea

5.7

999
1324

LTR

96

23

101
352

LR
13

iR

6.0
144
1783

15
77
1095

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study

GENIVAR Consultants

SimTraffic Report

Page 1



Queuing and Blocking Report <2015 Total> PM Peak Hour
6/1412010

Intersection: 3: Eagle Street & Donlin/Existing Driveway

Directions Served LTR  LTR LR LR

Maximum Queue{m) = .~ 33 : 58 67 BT .-

Average Queve(m) 1.0 12 18 21

95th Queue (m)” - 6. 106 7382 it
Link Distance {m) 149.8 1940 1222 1029
Upstteam BKTime (%)~
Queuing Penalty {veh)

Storage Bay Dist (m) - -

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4; Eagle Street & Carol Avenue/Sandford Street

Directions Served L T R L R L TR L TR
Maximum Queue {m)... . 74 626 253 293 667. 153 .-300 190 210
Average Queve(m) 3.0 409 107 151 431 95 180 99 124

95th Queue (my . 087 726 827 8120751 196 18520 T 235 239 o
Link Distance (m) 194.0 178.0 60.6 158.9
Upstream Blk Time (%) - - I AT ERE T
Queuing Penalty (veh) _ _ _

Storage Bay Dist(m) = - 500 - - 160 200 . - 450 .. .0 . .300°

Storage Blk Time (%) : 15 0 9 18 0 0 0

Queting Peralty (veh). SRR - DN ' AR I NS SRR | ENSET | IO | R

Intersection: 5: Eagle Street & Site Driveway

HHaveN

Directon Sed ' LR |

Maximum Queue (m) -~ - . 334 13
Average Queue (m) 178 85
95th Queue (m) ' 379 136
Link Distance (m) _ 352 868
Upstreaim Blk Time (%) - 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 20
Storage Bay Dist (m) '

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty {veh)

Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 791 -

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Street - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 2



Queuing and Blocking Report
<2015 Total> PM Peak Hour 6/28/2010

Intersection: 5: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 1

Directions Served LT R LR
Maximum Queue (m) -~ -~ =362 - 93 213
Average Queue (M) 2086 1.9 97
95th Queue {m). 363 . .80 208
Link Distance (m) 0352 1150 868
Upstream Bk Time (%} - -0 . 0 .
Queuing Penalty (veh) -3

Storage Bay Dist(m) © ~ o

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh) - -

Intersection: 6: Eagle Street & Site Driveway 2

Directions Served
Maximym Queue (m)
Average Queue (m)

95th Queue (m) . -
Link Distance {m)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty {veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) -
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 3 .

Proposed Condominium Development - Eagle Sireet - Traffic Impact Study SimTraffic Report
GENIVAR Consultants Page 1



Appendix D

Level of Service Definitions




Levels of Service — Highway Capacity Manual

Signalized Intersections

Expected delay to Minor Street traffic
from the Major Street

Level of Stopped Delay
Service per Vehicle (sec)

A <10

B 10.1 - 20.0

C 20.1-35.0

D 35.1-55.0

E 55.1 - 80.0

F >80

Most vehicles arrive during the green
phase and do not stop; traffic
progression is extremely favourable.

More vehicles stop than for LOS A;
traffic progression is good.

individual cycle failures may appear
and the number of vehicles stopping
is significant; traffic progression is fair.

Individual cycle failures are noticeable
and many vehicles stop; traffic
progression is unfavourable.

Individual cycle failures are frequent;
traific progression is poor; accepiable
delay is at its limit.

Many individual cycle failures; arrival
flow rate exceeds capacity; delay is
unacceptable to most drivers.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, HCM2000

HIGHWAY LOS Signalized 08-04-07.doc

GENIVAR Consultants LP



Levels of Service — Highway Capacity Manual

Unsignalized Intersection

Level of Average Control Expebted delay to Minor Street
Service Delays (s/veh) traffic from the Major Street

A 0-10 Little or no delay.

B : >10-15 Short traffic delay.

C >15-25 Average traffic delay.

D >25-35 Long traffic delay.

E >35-50 Very long traffic delay.

F : > 50 Extreme delay encountered with

queuing, which may cause severe
congestion affecting other traffic
movements in the intersection.

source: Highway Gapacity Manual, HCM 2000

UNSIGNALIZED LOS 08-04-07.doc

GENIVAR Consultants LP



Appendix E

Transportation Tomorrow Survey Data




GENIVAR Consultants

USER : GENIVAR Consultants
DATE :Jun 22010 (17:24:29)
DATA : 2006 TTS Vers 1.0 Trips
FILTER 1 : pd_orig => Newmarket
FILTER 2 : start_time => 600-800

ROW  :pd_dest
COLUMN :pd orig

QOrigin/Destination Newmarket
PD 1 of Toronto 1772
PD 2 of Toronto 19
PD 3 of Toronto 307
PD 4 of Toronto 516
PD 5 of Toronto 526
PD 6 of Toronto 114
PD 7 of Toronto 19
PD 8 of Toronto 176
PD 9 of Toronto 214
PD 10 of Toronto 788
PD 11 of Toronto 885
PD 12 of Toronto 461
PD 13 of Torento 581
PD 14 of Toronto 38
PD 15 of Toronto 40
PD 16 of Toronto 448
Brock 15
Uxbridge 73
Pickering 19
Ajax 58
Whitby 19
Oshawa 29
Clarington 19
Georgina 439
East Gwillimbury 631
Newmarket 24098
Aurora 2284
Richmond Hill 1570
Whitchurch-Stouffville 491
Markham 2460
King 597
Vaughan 1675
Brampton 135
Mississauga 511
Halton Hills 19
Qakville 57
Burlington 41
Hamilton 19
Grimsby 19
St Catharines 20
Waterloo 19
Guelph 19
Orangeville 38
Barrie 365
Innisfil 36
Bradford-W Gwillimbury 339
New Tecumseth 151
Clearview 19
Muskoka 18
Tiny 19
Mono Township 37
External 96

06/14/10

10-024tab10-06-09Model.x!s



Appendix F

Background Traffic Information




2006

2009

Newmarket 2004 2005 | 2007 2008

01261750, YONGE STREET (YR 1) S of MULOCK DRIVE (YR 74) 0 0| 31,268 | 34,035 | 30,988 | 30,913
01270350, YONGE STREET (YR 1) N of MULOCK DRIVE (YR 74) 31,041 0| 36551 | 37,625 | 36,625 | 40,922
01280750, YONGE STREET (YR 1) S of DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) 0| 33781 | 32,814 | 34472 | 31,387 | 35370
01300350, YONGE STREET (YR 1) N of DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) 0 0| 37,534 30,489 | 37,724 | 41,521
01301650, YONGE STREET (YR 1) S of GREEN LANE (YR 19) 30,805 0| 32,854 31401 | 29922 | 32,957
05250350, EAGLE STREET (YR 5) E of YONGE STREET (YR 1) 10,165 0 0 0 0 0
05251600, EAGLE STREET (YR 5) E of ELLEN STREET 0| 9896 | 8643 0 0 0
05281750, GORHAM STREET (YR 5) W of LESLIE STREET (YR 12) 0| 7563| 6995 0 0 0
12261750, LESLIE STREET (YR 12) S of MULOCK DRIVE (YR 74) 0| 10,033 | 11,254 | 12,328 0| 12,967
12270900, LESLIE STREET (YR 12) S of GORHAM STREET (YR 5) 19,004 0| 18828 18,291 | 18,684 0
12280900, LESLIE STREET (YR 12) S of DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) 0 0| 22180 | 21,693 | 19,733 0
12300350, LESLIE STREET (YR 12) N of DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) 22,005 | 21,734 | 18,698 | 24,090 0| 16,644
12301800, LESLIE STREET (YR 12) S of GREEN LANE (YR 19) 19,925 | 19,790 | 19,401 | 21,477 0 14,926
31240350, HIGHWAY 9 (YR 31) E of BATHURST STREET(YR 38) 0 0| 21,802 | 23261 | 21,796 | 16,932
31241750, HIGHWAY 9 (YR 31) W of YONGE STREET (YR 1) 0| 24,384 | 20,094 25160 0| 17,555
31250300, DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) E of YONGE STREET (YR 1) 23,537 0| 29,387 29416 | 29,350 | 30,674
31251500, DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) W of MAIN STREET NORTH 0 0| 25773 26,249 | 24,375 0
31260350, DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) E of MAIN STREET NORTH 0| 32,046 | 32644 | 29,133 0| 32,252 |
31281600, DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) W of LESLIE STREET (YR 12) 22,406 0| 25155 26,739 | 23,858 0|
31290500, DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) W of HIGHWAY 404 (EAST RAMP) 0 0| 24903 24,752 | 22751 | 29,556
34261750, BAYVIEW AVENUE (YR 34) S of MULOCK DRIVE (YR 74) 0| 30690 | 34,451 | 24,947 0| 21,272
34270300, PROSPECT STREET(YR 34) S of GORHAM STREET (YR 5) 13,364 0| 14,975 14,343 | 14,030 0
34280450, PROSPECT STREET(YR 34) N of GORHAM STREET (YR 5) 0| 7748 | 9,597 | 10,601 0| 11,062
34281325, PROSPECT STREET (YR 34) S of DAVIS DRIVE (YR 31) 0 0 0| 8,044 0| 8154
38260350, BATHURST STREET(YR 38) N of ST. JOHN'S SIDEROAD 0| 15693 | 13,148 | 16,180 0| 14,568
38281950, BATHURST STREET(YR 38) S of HIGHWAY 9 17,005 0| 17,429 20,132 0 0
38300350, BATHURST STREET(YR 38) N of HIGHWAY 9 0 0| 14811 | 16,890 | 15190 | 18,266
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Monday, June 14, 2010 2:20 PM

Subject: RE: Milford Developments - Eagle Street Traffic Impact Study
Date: Thursday, June 10, 2010 8:48 AM

From: Ruggle, Dave <druggle@newmarket.ca>

To: ENTRA Consultants <anil.seegobin@genivar.com>

HI Anil,
The secondary plan for Yonge Street and Davis Drive is just underway so there is nothing to
provide at this point. In fact, your study will assist in informing the secondary plan study.

The only project of significance in the area is a 400 unit residential condo proposal at the n/e
corner of Yonge Street and Millard Avenue.

You should contact Les Chaisson of Central York Fire Service with regard to any questions on
fire access. He can be reached at 905-895-9222 or Ext. 3022

Please let me know if you have any questions on the above.
Dave

From: Anil Seegobin [mailto:Anil.Seegobin@genivar.com]

Sent: June 8, 2010 5:13 PM

To: Ruggle, Dave

Subject: Milford Developments - Eagle Street Traffic Impact Study

Hi Dave,

GENIVAR has been retained to complete a traffic impact study for a proposed condominium
development located at the northeast quadrant of Yonge Street and Eagle Street. We've been
corresponding with Mark from Transportation regarding the terms of reference for the study.

Could you please provide the following information/answer the following questions to assist:
1. Status of the parking requirements study being undertaken by the Town which reflects
future transit use. If a draft form is available, please provide. Are there new parking

requirements being proposed for townhomes and condominiums?

2. Alist of development applications (of significance) on file (planned/approved/under
construction) within the block bounded by Yonge Street, Davis Drive, Mulock Drive and
Bayview Avenue/Prospect Street. Any info about planned developments whose site
traffic would affect the intersections of Yonge Street/Eagle Street and Eagle Street/Carol
Avenue would be helpful.

3. If only one vehicular access is proposed for the site, would a second fire route access be

Page 1 of 2
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Appendix G

Intersection Queue and Gap Survey
Data




Survey Type: GAP Survey
Location: Eagle St (Newmarket)
Date: Thursday, May 27th, 2010
Time: AM count
EBL EBL
Time Duration
7:00:27 9
7:00:43 8
7:01:04 5
7:01:19 48
7:02:14 27
(70249 _ 9
7:03.05 2
7:03:11 17
7:03:34 59
7:04:40 36
[7:05.19 15
7:05:37 22
7:06:12 11
7:06:3 32
7:07:1
72074 19
7:08:13 12
[7:08:33 17
7:08:55 19
7:09:49 20
7:10:19 25
7:10:51 [
7:10:59 63
7:12:11 70
7:13:24 29
7:14:20 10
7:14:34 52
7:15:41 26
7:16:06 5
7:16:16 3
7:16:39 17
7:17:01 47
717:55 26
7:18:31 il
7:18:47 31
1:18:47 31
7.19:22 13
7:19:41 5
7:19:50 41
7:20:41 43
7:21:33 7
7:21:41 20
7:22:07 14
22! 19
7.22:48 15
[7:23.07 5
7:23:30 35
7:24:15 5
7:24:23 21
7:2447 11
7.25:02 16
:25: 4
7:25:49 21
7:26.30 7
72641 10
7:26:54 3
72701 29
7:27:34 11
7:2748 8
[7:28:01 10
7.28:13 17
7:28:37 13
7:28:54 1
7:29:20 4
7:29:33 37
7:30:25 27
7:31:01 5
7:31:28 [
7.31.48 it
7:32:21 7
7:32.:38 22
7:33:02 26
7.33:31 7
7:33:41 6
1:33:49 21
7:34:14 9
7:34:31 6
7:34:44 22
[7:35:23 10
7:35:46 19
[7:36.15 8
[7:36:26 5
7:36:95 8
7:36:40 13
7:37:05 5
7:37:15 7
7.37.27 5
7.37.38 29
7:38:39 30
7:39:19 30
[7:40:18 0
7:40:45 7
7.41.06 T
7:41:24
GENVAR Consultants

Critical

49

P N G G T STy

N G G G G G Y

T L I Sl e QU e i G S Q<

-

A aaaaa

B G PG G G ST G PO AP QY

Follow up
2

2
1

19
10
2

5
24

—-
o~

-

wﬂgmwmmmmah

-
BhbObB~N=

N=a~N W~

- -
o WHRON-=W-=

-

=N @ ~ = Om=a =

B

11
1"

-
SWUBIN =

06/14/10

EBL & SBL

Duration

7

12

12

5

10

[

5

11

0

of ~af eof MY cof nof B3] cof 13 eof ] § e 2 o onf ~of 3 e en] =]

enl Blend 2l eol ;i rof ool 2 o S

Ny

ol ~4 ol 21 3] 3 e} oo el cof o o] <o

=
o

onf s~ ool 3 ol ) enf cof sl 3~ cof 3

7-35:50

7:36:15

73727

7:37:49

O U O Ny U Of U N

Critical Follow up

7.1 35
1 1
1 1
1
1 1
1
1 1
1 3
1 1
1 2
.

1 1
1 7
1 1
1 6
1
1 3
i
p
1
1 1
1 1
1 4
1 1
1
1
1
1 2
1
1 1
1
1 2
1 1
1 1
1 4
1 1
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Survey Type: GAP Survey

Location: Eagle St (Newmarket)
Date: Thursday, May 27th, 2010
Time: AM count
EEL EBL
Time Duration
7:41:49 7
7:42:02 9
(7:4221 22
7.42:48 20
7:43:13 8
7:43:36 75
7:45:19 55
146:23 22
7.46:48
7:47:42 4
(74758 5
7:49:10 32
:50: 22
7:51:03 28
192:01 16
(75324 10
7:53:50 24
7:53:55 11
:54:13 4
7:54:33
7:55:01
7:55:15
7:55:32 33
/:56:12 8
196! 11
:5 9
g L
9
5
]
15
12
5
]
11
22

[7:56.50
7:57.10
920

57.48

7:58:16
75855

75937

[750.56
50023

(8:07:22
50218

02.53

50343

18:03:50

[8:25:50
(826,18

8:27:15

8:27:52
(50558

82915

:29:51

[8:3045 |

BT

:49

53331

GENVAR Consuitants

Critical
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[EEL & SBL|
Time Duration
7:39:28 17
7:39.53 i
7:40:1 3
7:40:49 10
141:2: 3
7:41:49 4
-42:27 4
7:42:5 [
7434 34
7:44:22 13
74523 22
:45:56 14
7:46:27 14
7:47.25 13
[7:50:20 14
7:51:12 4
7:51:01 3
:55! I
:55:15 5
7:57:10 4
:57:20 5
[7:50:06 7
:59:20 8
7:50:43 3
8:03:15 3
8:04:57 3
8:07:41 14
:09:31 8
8:11:56
8:12:14 16
8:12:39 4
113:19 7
8:14:21 3
:16:20 11
218! 4
8:18:48 4
18! 8
8:19:52 6
:20:19 7
8:22:20 5
8:22:31 4
8:22:48 12
8:23:37 )
[6:24.58 7
82636 28
5 5
8
33
19
5
)
7
7
5
4
4
13
6
11
10
Z
T
K
4
5
7
11
'
11
6
12
8
7
2
Z
3
Z
2
7
34
2

06/14/10

Critical Follow up
7. 3.

1
1 2
1
1 7
1 1
1 4
1 1
1
1 1
1 1
1
1 1
1
1 2
1 1
1
1 1
1 5
1
1
1
1 7
1 3
1
1 1
1 1
1
1
1
1 1
1 1
1 1
i
Column Total 67 90

Total Critical &
10-024tab10-05-09GapSummary.xls



Survey Type:
Location:

Date:
Time:

GAP Survey

Eagle St (Newmarket)
Thursday, May 2Tth, 2010
AM count

EBL EBL
Duration
7

27

24

12

17

22

9

7%

39

8

41

10

41

21

15

S

1

14

18

10

11

18

Q

i I N
oo~

o

75 Column Total

2 Total Critical &

18 Follow-up Gaps

GENVAR Consultants

Critical

4.9
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Follow up
22

1

-

N

DWhE NERO=2NNERENANNSa2NOWQNORAOSANONO=NONOOWOO >

20
10
532

634

06/14/10

EBL & SBL
Time Duration
Avg 8
Count 186

Critical Follow up
71 35
Follow-up Gaps 157
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Survey Type: GAP Survey

Location: Eagle St (Newmarket)
Date: Wednesday, June 2, 2010
Time: PM count
EHEEREE Critical Follow up | EBL & SBL | Critical Follow up
Time Duration 41 22 Duration 71 3.5
4:00:20 31 1 12 2
4:00:56 3 5
4:01:08 10 1 2 2
4:01:18 5 1 3
4:01:34 6 1 14 1 2
4:01:45 5 1 14 1 2
4:01:55 9 1 2 7
4:02:15 44 1 18 14 1 2
4:03:20 37 1 15 4
4:04:02 31 1 12 2
4:04:44 4 29 1 6
4:04:58 10 1 2 3
4:05:34 29 1 " 7
4:06:09 7 1 1 8 1
4:06:29 16 1 5 3]
4:06:54 4 4
4:07:25 34 1 13 6
4:08:23 17 1 5 23 1 4
4:08:47 1 1 3 4
4:09:25 24 1 9 10 1
4:09:55 4 3
4:10:03 1 1 3 5
4:10:36 5 1 3
4:11:37 4 10 1
4:11:49 9 1 2 4
4:13:31 27 1 10 7
4:14:22 12 1 3 3
4:14:49 6 1 4
4:15:13 21 1 7 8 1
4:15:45 10 1 2 2
4:16:02 6 1 4
4:16:21 9 1 2 13 1 1
4:16:46 28 1 10 3
4:17:51 27 1 10 7
4:18:43 23 1 8 10 1
4:19:11 15 1 5 13 1 1
4:19:53 13 1 4 4
4:23:31 25 1 9 4
4:22:17 8 1 1 7
4:22:36 38 1 15 2
4:24:03 8 1 1 12 1 1
4:24:46 3 4
4:25:01 17 1 5 5
4:25:41 13 1 4 5
4:26:01 7 1 1 2
4:26:15 7 1 1 3
4:26:37 1 1 ] 7
4:27:.01 4 1 20 2
4:28:08 2 1 11 9 1
4:29:20 34 1 13 10 1
4:30:22 22 1 8 3
4:30:50 4 2
4:31:11 10 1 2 6
4:31:28 24 1 9 5
4:31:58 8 1 1 2
4:32:12 4 16 1 2
4:32:29 12 1 3 2
4:32:57 2 1 8 1
4:33:112 35 1 14 2
4:34:15 19 1 8 6
4:34:42 9 1 2 3
4:35:18 5 1 4
4:36:14 10 1 2 5
4:37:08 4 2
4:37:24 5 1 3
4:37:36 4 4
4: 0 ¢ | 3
4:38:2 4 9 1
4:38:3 6 1 3
4:39:09 g 1 2 2
4:39:22 10 1 2 4
4:39:56 11 1 3 15 1 2
4:40:25 8 1 1 4
4:40:57 37 1 15 T
4:42:06 4 7
4:42:18 7 1 1 [
4:43:06 7 1 1 3
4:43:51 13 1 4 7
4:44:01 4 3
4:44:15 2 3
4:45:57 6 1 3
4:46:11 5 1 8 1
4:46:46 10 1 2 3
4:47:10 4 3
4:47:23 10 1 2 3
4:47:44 33 1 13 2
4:48:34 4 7
4:48:44 3N 1 12 3

GENIVAR Consultants 06/14/10 10-024tab10-05-08GapSummary.xls



Survey Type: GAP Survey

Location: Eagle St (Newmarket)
Date: Wednesday, June 2, 2010
Time: PM count
Time Duration
4:49:53 21
4:50:41 5
4:51:18 11
4:51:38 18
4:52:18 21
4:52:44 6
4:53:40 9
4:53:54 7
4:54:15 5
4:54:34 21
4:54:50 11
4:55:06 9
4:55:35 4
4:55:48 11
4:56:08 2
4:56:31 5
14:56:39 12
14:56:55 13
4:57:08 8
4:57:44 12
4:57:56 8
4:59:25 2
5:00:18 20
5:00:47 5
5:01:07 26
5:01:43 26
5:02:34 15
5.03:16 1
5:03:35 10
5:03:57 29
5:04:32 5
5:04:52 10
:05:29 10
:05:43 18
:06:50 3
:06:57 14
:07:45 1
:08:02 25
:08:32 3
:09:19 25
:10:01 3
:10:10 26
:10:55 3
:11:03 8
1117 1
:12:01 21
:12:28
5:12:34 2
5:13:04 2
5:13:20 17
5:13:47 36
5:14:53 6
5:15:10 16
5:15:43 11
5:16:02 7
5:16:15 3
5:16:56 15
5:17:39 35
5:18:28 5
5:18:46 29
5:19:49 7
5:20:02 8
5:20:40 4
5:20:54 10
5:21:20 12
5:22:38 12
5:23:32 9
5:24:10 9
5:24:32 20
5:25:23 27
5:25:58 7
:26:12 41
15:27:20 15
:27:39 7
15:27:52 25
5:28:35 3
:28:44 18
:29:08 )
:30:09 9
:30:38 32
:31:34 33
:31:42 12
5:32:01 17
5:32:42 17
5:33:36 22
5:34:32 4
5:34:43 7
5:34:57 13
GENIVAR Consultants

Critical
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Follow up
22
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N W~

onNnN

© W h

-

- N
W= 0O0~NNNWWN

- -
o

DU WWMNN

-

06/14/10

| EBL & SBL
Time Duration
5:25:23 2
5:25:58 4
5:26:19 6
5:27:30 2
5:27:39 3
15:27:59 4
:28:44 7
:30:09 7
:30:47 10
:31:48 2
5:32:01 2
5:32:42 14
5:33:36 17
5:34:57 8
5:36:50 3
5:37:13 2
5:39:41 2
5:40:30 2
5:40:39 2
5:41:53
5:42:02 3
:42:43 4
:43:29
:43:47
5:45:53
5:46:42
5:51:13 15
5:51:44 10
5:53:44 7
5:54:19 12
5:55:25 10
5:56:21 8
5:57:38 3
5:59:11 3
Max 29
Min 2
Avg 6
Count 122

Critical Follow up

71 35
1
1 2
1 2
1
1 2
1
1 1
1
1
Column Total 29 30
Total Critical & 59

Follow-up Gaps

10-024tab10-05-09GapSummary.xls



Column Total
Total Critical &
Follow-up Gaps

Survey Type: GAP Survey
Location: Eagle St (Newmarket)
Date: Wednesday, June 2, 2010
Time: PM count
EEAE
Time Duration
5:35:49
5:36:22
5:36:44
5:37:05
5:37:35
5:38:03
5:38:32
5:39:34 3
5:40:21 4
5:40:39 26
5:41:53 6
5:42:02 12
5:42:20 8
5:42:43 9
5:43:06 4
5:43:29 7
5:43:47 19
5:44:23 15
5:44:53 5]
5:45:10 20
5:45:53 8
5:46:29 4
5:46:38 1
5:47:04 4
5:47:31 3
:48:17 20
:48:44 5
:49:30 27
5:50:23 22
5:51:13 25
5:51:44 13
5:52:12 23
5:52:39 15
5:53:24 14
5:53:44 10
5:54:19 17
5:55:11 28
5:56:02 3
5:56:11 21
5:56:57 37
5:57:38 17
5:58:01 5
5:58:13 12
5:58:58 4
5:59:11 7
5:59:26 18
Max 49
Min 2
Avg 12
Count 130
GENIVAR Consultants

Critical Follow up

4.1 22
1 8
1 4
1 3
1 5
1 8
1 1
1 22
1 4
1 4
1 10
1
1 3
1 1
1 2
1 1
1 6
1 5
1
1 7
1 1
1 3
1 12
1 7
1
1 10
1 8
1 9
1 4
1 8
1 5
1 4
1 2
1 5
1 10
1 7
1 15
1 5
1
1 3
1 1
1 6
93 408

501

06/14/10

Critical Follow up
71 3.5

10-024tab10-05-09GapSummary.xls



GENIVAR Consultants

Queue Survey

Eagle St (WB to Yonge)

June 2nd, 2010

Yonge St & Eagle (WBL Queue)

Start

4:46:50
4:51:54
4:57:47
5:09:29
5:20:41
5:22:53

end

4:49:16
4:51:56
4:57:49
5:09:32
5:21:59
5:22:59

Duration
0:02:26
0:00:02
0:00:02
0:00:03
0:01:18
0:00:06

Dixon & Eagle (WBL Queue) 4B

Start

4:21:41
4:30:07
4:37:53
4:38:58
4:43:51
5:16:13

end

4:24:11
4:30:08
4:37:59
4:39:07
4:43:58
5:16:15

Duration
0:02:30
0:00:01
0:00:06
0:00:09
0:00:07
0:00:02

06/25/10

Length beyound Dixon
1

BN R R R

WBL

L

QueueResults.xlsx
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