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Dear Stephanie Volpentesta: 

RE:  Transportation Impact Study Update 
 Proposed Commercial Development 
 12100 Creditview Road, Town of Caledon 

LEA Consulting Ltd. is pleased to present the findings of our Transportation Impact Study for the proposed 
commercial development located at 12100 Creditview Road in the Town of Caledon. This TIS has been 
prepared for 12100 Creditview Developments Limited in support of the Site Plan Approval (SPA) for the 
proposed development. This report concludes that the traffic associated with the proposed development 
maintains acceptable conditions for the road network in the surrounding area, with signalization of the 
Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 (Street ‘G’) and minor optimizations for the 
network. 

By way of background, LEA previously prepared a Transportation Impact Study dated October 2024 in support 
of the first submission with an updated TIS was prepared in September 2025. This update incorporates the 
comments received from the Town and Region’s transportation staff regarding the September 2025 
submission. Comments received are provided below in italics, followed by LEA’s response.  

1 REGION OF PEEL  

A. Transportation Development 

A. Access/Study Requirements 

Comment 1.1: A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) has been received by the region as a part of the second submission, 
dated September 24, 2025. 

a. The Region acknowledges that three accesses are being proposed off Mayfield Road, and the Region 
will be in support of all three of these accesses including one Right-In only access, one Right-In/Right-
Out access, and one signalized full moves access; 

► LEA Response: Acknowledged.  

b. The Region in theory will support a restricted right-in/right-out access, noted as south access 3 in the 
TIS, this access is to be spaced a minimum 100m from both ‘Street G’ and Creditview Road, this access 
is to be physically restricted by a centre median, the centre median shall extend 45 metres on either 
side of the access (this is for ultimate design); 
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► LEA Response: Noted. This has been provided and illustrated in Drawing No.01 in Appendix 
M.   

c. Please analyze the queue lengths at the intersection of Mayfield Road and Robert Parkinson Drive 
(Street “G”) under two scenarios: one with a single eastbound left-turn lane and the other with dual 
eastbound left-turn lanes. 

► LEA Response: The Town of Caledon has approved the traffic operation analysis of the 
Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive (Street G) intersection with a single eastbound lane 
configuration. It is our understanding that a supplementary analysis assessing the dual 
eastbound left turn lanes is no longer warranted.   

Comment 1.2: Please share Synchro file for the Region's review. 

► LEA Response: Please see Appendix G, Appendix H, and Appendix I.  

Comment 1.3: All accesses onto regional roads shall be in accordance with the Regional Standard based on 
the Controlled Access By-Law 62-2013, which speaks to the Road Characterization Study (RCS). The RCS defines 
our various road classifications as well as the minimum access spacing distances that are associated with them. 
This portion of Mayfield Road is classified as an Industrial Connector which calls for 450m spacing from full 
moves to full moves access; 100m spacing from full moves to right-in/right-out access; and 100m spacing from 
right-in/right out to right-in/right-out access. 

► LEA Response: The mentioned requirements have been met. Please see Drawing No.01 in 
Appendix M.   

Comment 1.4: Please note that all works within the Region's right-of-way will require a permit prior to any 

construction taking place. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

 

1. Site Plan 

Comment 2.1: All comments provided should be reflected on the site plan, Including; Centre line of roadways 
with property dimensions reflected 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see the updated site plan.  

 

2. Draft R-Plan 

Comment 3.1: The dimension from the centerline of road allowance to the new proposed property line is shown 
correctly. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 3.2: Please include a 0.3 metre reserve behind the property line and daylight triangle except at any 
approved access. 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others. 
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3. Functional Design (The Mayfield Road Ultimate Design) 

Comment 4.1: The minimum width of entrance driveway lane in a Right-In only access (South Access 1) should 
be 5 meters (please refer to attached regional standard drawing 5-1-4A for a Right-In/Right-Out Access with 
Directional Island and Sidewalk, where applicable); 

► LEA Response: Noted. According to Standard 5‑1‑4A, a minimum width of 4 m is required; 
therefore, the provided 4.3 m complies with this requirement. Please see Drawing No.001 
in Appendix M.  

Comment 4.2: Please show the width of entrance and exit lanes in a Right-In/Right-Out access (South Access 
3); 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M. 

Comment 4.3: The storage and taper length of all auxiliary right-turning lane for three proposed accesses are 
satisfactory; 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 4.4: The radius of a Right-In only access and a Right-In/Right-Out access is acceptable; 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 4.5: Sightline Analysis for the intersection of Street G and Mayfield and a Right-In/Right-Out access 
along Mayfield Road is satisfactory. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

 

4. Pavement Marking and Signage Plan 

Comment 5.1: Please include all required pavement markings and signs for three proposed accesses. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Appendix N. 

 

5. Property Requirements 

Comment 6.1: The Region requests the gratuitous dedication of lands to meet the Regional Official Plan 
requirement for Regional Road 14 (Mayfield Road) which has a mid block right-of-way of 55.5 metres, 27.75 
metres from the centreline of the road allowance, within 245 metres of intersections additional property as 
per the Official Plan requirement will be required, to protect for the provision of but not limited to: utilities, 
sidewalks, multiuse pathways and transit bay/shelters 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others.  

Comment 6.2: The Region will require the gratuitous dedication of a 15x15 metre daylight triangle at the 
intersection of Mayfield Road & Creditview Road. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Daylight triangles have been depicted on the updated drawings. 
Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M. 
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Comment 6.3: The Region will require the gratuitous dedication of two 15 x 15 metre signals easements at the 
intersection of Mayfield Road & Street G. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M. 

Comment 6.4: The Region will require the gratuitous dedication of a 0.3 metre reserve along the frontage of 
Regional Road 14 (Mayfield Road) behind the property line and daylight triangle, except at any approved 
access point. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M. 

Comment 6.5: The applicant is required to gratuitously dedicate these lands to the Region, free and clear of 
all encumbrances. All costs associated with the transfer are the responsibility of the applicant. The applicant 
must provide the Region with the necessary title documents and reference plan(s) to confirm the Regions right-
of-way. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 6.6: A draft reference plan will be required for our review and approval prior to the plans being 
deposited. All costs associated with preparation of plans and the transfer of the lands will be solely at the 
expense of the applicant. 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others.  

Comment 6.7: Landscaping, signs, fences, cranes, gateway features or any other encroachments are not 
permitted within the Region’s easements and/or Right of Way limits. 

► LEA Response: Noted.   

Comment 6.8: Cranes will not be permitted to swing over a Regional Road unless a crane swing license has 
been granted. 

► LEA Response: Noted.   

 

6. Signals and Streetlighting 

Comment 7.1: Should any light standards or signals, including, hydro poles, sidewalks or MUPs be constructed, 
relocated or removed along the Region of Peel’s right-of-way, photometric drawings will be required to be 
submitted for review and approval. This is to ensure that the proposed streetlight/signals construction, 
relocation and or removals comply with our current standards (RP-8-21). Please reach out to our Signals Team 
for review and approval. Please contact Samantha Bennett (samantha.bennett@peelregion.ca) Supervisor of 
Traffic Signals and Streetlighting Team. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

 

7. Engineering Cost Estimate 

Comment 8.1: Removals, pavement marking, and signage costs are required, if any. 

► LEA Response: A cost estimate for the mentioned items is provided in Appendix N. 
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Comment 8.2: Please have the cost estimate be stamped and signed by a Licensed Ontario Professional 
Engineer. 

► LEA Response: Noted. This has been provided.  

Comment 8.3: Please separate watermain costs from the traffic costs as they will be going to different 
departments. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 8.4: Culvert costs - subject to review and comments from our stormwater team. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 8.5: A 10% contingency will be required. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

 

8. Engineering Requirements 

Comment 9.1: A detailed engineering submission of road and access works will be required for our review and 
comment, designed, stamped and signed by a Licensed Ontario Professional Engineer. The engineering 
submission MUST include the removals, new construction and grading, typical sections and pavement 
markings and signing drawings. All works within Region of Peel’s right of way must be designed in accordance 
to the Public Works, “Design Criteria and Development Procedures Manual” and “Material Specifications and 
Standard Drawings Manual”; 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 9.2: The Owner shall submit to the Region a detailed cost estimate, stamped and signed by a 
Licensed Ontario Professional Engineer, of the proposed road and access works within the Regional right of 
way; 

► LEA Response: A cost estimate for the mentioned items is provided in Appendix N. 

Comment 9.3: Securities shall be submitted in the form of either a letter of credit or certified cheque, in the 
amount of 100% of the approved estimated cost of road and access works along Regional Road 14 (Mayfield 
Road); 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others. 

Comment 9.4: A 10.8% engineering and inspection fee shall be paid to the Region based on the approved 
estimated cost of road and access works (minimum $1,724.40); 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 9.5: The Owner will be required to submit the following prior to commencement of works within the 
Region’s right-of-way: 

• Completed Road Occupancy Permit and a permit fee as per the Region’s user fees and charges By-law; 

• Completed Notice to Commence Work; 
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• Provide proof of insurance with the Region of Peel added to the certificate as an additional insured with $5 
million minimum from the Contractor; 

• Please note that any proposed construction within the Region of Peel’s right of way is pending PUCC approval 
(minimum six week process). Please note that PUCC circulation requirements have recently changed. We 
require PDF 

version of the full drawing set it is to be sent via email, and cannot exceed 10MB per email. 

• Please be advised that any concerns or issues identified by the utility company will be the responsibility of 
the Owner/Applicant to address and resolve directly with the utility company. 

► LEA Response: Noted. 

Comment 9.6: All costs associated with the design and construction of road and access works will be 100% 
paid by the Owner; 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

 

9. Standards, Specifications, and Submission Requirements 

Comment 10.1: Please review the Public Works Design, Specifications & Procedures Manuals, and the Region 
of Peel’s Standard Drawings which can be found at the following links. Digital copies can be provided upon 
request.  

• Linear Infrastructure – Site Plan Process: Public Works Design, Specifications & Procedures Manual - Linear 
Infrastructure - Site Plan Process - Revised November 2009 (peelregion.ca)  

• Public Works Design, Specifications and Procedures Manual: Design, standards specification and procedures 
- Region of Peel (peelregion.ca)  

• Public Works Design, Specifications and Procedures Manual – Linear Infrastructure: Public Works - Design, 
Specifications & Procedures Manual - Linear Infrastructure - CAD Submission Requirements - Capital Works - 
June 2015 (peelregion.ca)  

• Public Works CAD Submission Requirements – Development: Microsoft Word - Development Submission 
Requirements Manual - Nov2017.docx (brampton.ca)  

• Standard Drawings - Roads & Traffic : Roads and traffic - standards drawings - Region of Peel (peelregion.ca) 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

10. Capital Project 15-4070: 

Comment 11: The proposed ROW on Creditview Road was established based on two lane Region's capital 
project with fully paved shoulders. However, the 12100 Creditview Developments includes three lanes 
incorporating a dedicated left turn lane to the site, the assumption is that this will need to be maintained for 
the Region's capital project. Peel will require confirmation from the Town of Caledon that the land 
conveyances for Creditview Road as shown in this submission are sufficient and meet Town requirements. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  
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2 TOWN OF CALEDON – PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION, 

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING 

A. Key Comments 

Comment 1: Coordinate as required to ensure consistency between external works by TYLin, the overall Site 
Plan, and the TIS by LEA Consulting. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 2: Include the costs for Pavement Markings and Signage in the Engineering Cost Estimate for both 
internal and external works. 

► LEA Response: A cost estimate for the mentioned items is provided in Appendix N. 

Comment 3: Street G: 

a. The Northernmost Access on Street G (Truck Access C1/C2) shall be updated to meet Town standards. 
While minimum curb radii may be considered, the currently proposed radii of 3.0m and 1.9m are 
insufficient. Review whether the minimum OPSD curb radius of 4.5m for commercial accesses is 
appropriate for the proposed development. 

► LEA Response: The northernmost access on Street G has been updated to meet the Town 
Standards. See Drawing No.004 in Appendix M. 

b. Pavement and lane widths shall be measured from the face of the curb. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

c. Through lanes shall be 3.5m wide. 

► LEA Response: Noted. All through lanes have been drawn to have a minimum width of 3.5m.  

d. A Two-Way Left Turn Lane (TWLTL) with a minimum width of 3.4m shall be provided from the 
Middle Street G access (full-movement passenger vehicle access for Retail C1/C2) to the terminus 
(currently a cul-de-sac). 

► LEA Response: Noted. This has been included in the updated site plan and LEA’s functional 
drawings. Please see Appendix M.  

e. The preferred approach is to maintain the 3.4m width south to the Mayfield intersection in the 
form of left-turn lanes. Please confirm with the Region if this is acceptable. 

► LEA Response: The proposed site plan includes a 3.4m wide TWLT lane south to the Mayfield 
intersection. See Drawing No.001 in Appendix M. 

f. The Middle Street G Access (full move’s passenger vehicle access C1/C2), remove the All-Way Stop 
Control (AWSC) install Two-Ways Stop Control (TWSC) with Street G as the major approach. This 
is too close to Mayfield Road for AWSC to be appropriate. 

► LEA Response: Noted. This has been included in our drawings and synchro analysis. Please 
see Appendix N. 
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g. Provide a Northbound Left Turn Lane at the Middle Street G Access (full move’s passenger vehicle 
access C1/C2). This intersection shall be TWSC. 

► LEA Response: Noted. This has been included in the updated site plan and reflected in LEA‘s 
drawings. Please see Appendix M and Appendix N. 

h. As per TIS comments below, coordination is required to ensure that large delivery vehicles can 
maneuver along their anticipated travel paths without conflicting with oncoming traffic. 

► LEA Response: The WB-20 vehicle paths have been updated in LEA’s functional design 
review. No conflicts are anticipated with oncoming traffic. See Drawing No.003-005 in 
Appendix M. 

Comment 4: There are inconsistencies regarding planned heavy vehicle traffic, access geometry, and roadway 
improvements on Creditview Road; clarity and revisions are required. Details below. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Responses have been provided for the following comments. 

Comment 5: Consistent with prior comments, the current proposal does not support active transportation 
(Walking and Cycling) along Creditview Road. The proposal should provide an Active Transportation 
connection to the existing transit services within Brampton. Details below. 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others.  

Comment 6: Consistent with prior comments, the proposed Right-In Right-Out (RIRO) southern access on 
Creditview Road (Creditview # 2 in the TIS) shall conform to Region of Peel Standard 5-1-4. This includes, but 
is not limited to, the provision of the missing southbound right-turn lane into the RIRO access. 

► LEA Response: The proposed RIRO southern access is designed as per Region of Peel 
Standard 5-1-4. 

Comment 7: A Southbound Right-Turn Lane is required at the northern full moves site access along Creditview 
Road (Creditview # 1 in the TIS). Review the warrant based on the percentage of right-turning vehicles. 

► LEA Response: A southbound right turn lane has been included in our updated drawings to 
accommodate the anticipated volume of SBR turning vehicles at this access. See Drawing 
No.001 in Appendix M. The percentage of SBR turning vehicles at this access are 
summarized in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1: Percentage of SBR volumes (Creditview Road Access 1) 

Southbound Mvmt 
Peak Hour 

AM PM SAT 

SBR 30 57 73 

SBT 149 169 87 

SBL 0 0 0 

Total SB 
movements 

179 226 160 

SBR % 17% 25% 46% 
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B. Site Plan 

Comment 8: Multi-use paths are to be continuous across accesses (uninterrupted) as per the Town’s 
Development Standard Manual. Revise Street G. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see updated Site Plan. 

Comment 9: Work with Building A to move the bicycle parking closer to their main entrance.  

► LEA Response: The main entrance of the Costco (Building A) is expected to experience heavy 
vehicle and pedestrian traffic, making it unsuitable and potentially unsafe for bicycle 
parking. Additionally, the area east of the entrance will house the Seasonal Garden Centre, 
with exit-only doors and fenced merchandising space, further limiting practicality for bicycle 
racks. The current proposed bicycle rack locations allow cyclists to secure their bikes in a 
pedestrian-friendly area with lower foot traffic than the main entrance. These locations are 
also highly visible, situated near a primary access point and an area routinely visited by 
Costco staff. This placement is also consistent with the layout used at the Costco East 
Newmarket location.  

Comment 10: Reflecting prior review comments, site accesses along Town Roads must meet the 
Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Road recommendations for 
clear throat lengths (Table 8.9.3 (2017 version)). Where meeting clear throat lengths is not feasible, 
collaborate with LEA to include justification for reductions in the Functional Design Review Section of the TIS. 
Update as required. Of highest concern is the RIRO access to Creditview Road (#2). At this location, mitigation 
measures beyond line painting are required to ensure that bad actors do not use the hatched yellow area to 
skip the queue. Consider the implementation of bollards or gates to limit direct public access between the 
Creditview Road RIRO and the passenger vehicle gas pumps. 
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► LEA Response: As per the LEA TIS (September 2025), the total development area is 
approximately 28,00 m2, and Creditview Road is classified as a collector road. Table 8.9.3 of 
the TACGDG recommends a minimum clear throat length of 8m. The current design provides 
approximately 6.8m, measured from the internal nose of the RIRO channelized island to the 
perpendicular extension of the gas bar access. Operationally, this reduced throat length 
does not create any performance issues. The previous TIS indicates low inbound volumes at 
RIRO Access 2 (0 AM/10 PM/ 12 SAT southbound right turns). Outbound 95th percentile 
queues are also minimal, with 0 AM, 1 PM, and 1 SAT peak hour trips. The previous traffic 
analysis shows the gas bar has ample queue storage capacity, with significant reserve space, 
making spillback from the gas bar highly unlikely. In the rare event it does occur, staff can 
temporarily cone off the southern access and redirect vehicles to the northern access. Given 
this, bollards or gates are not required. Maintaining this access will support efficient vehicle 
circulation surrounding the gas bar.  

 

C. Transportation Impact Study 

Comment 11: Section 6: Considering the future additional traffic volumes anticipated along Creditview Road, 
explore if a traffic signal is required or desired to help vehicles enter and exit their site. 

► LEA Response: Signal warrant analyses were conducted for the two (2) site accesses along 
Creditview Road. The results of the analysis indicate that a traffic signal is not warranted for 
both accesses. Full details of the analysis are provided in Appendix J.  

Comment 12: Section 8: Consistent with prior comments, the current proposal does not adequately address 
Active Transportation Along Creditview Road. Key points include: 

a. Existing Conditions: Creditview Road is a designated cycling route with 1.5m paved shoulders, suitable 
for low-volume rural traffic. 

► LEA Response: The paved shoulder has been reflected in our analysis and has been included 
in the updated TIS (see Section 2.3). 

b. Heavy Vehicle Use: AutoTURN analysis indicates large delivery vehicles accessing Building A loading 
bays via Creditview Road. This type of traffic conflicts with shared cycling facilities. 

► LEA Response: The provided PMSP illustrates warning signs to alert cyclists of nearby large 
trucks. Please see Appendix N.   

c. Policy Context: The Town’s Active Transportation Master Plan (ATMP) identifies future Multi-Use Paths 
(MUP) along Creditview Road as development-driven infrastructure. Currently there are no grocery 
stores in Caledon west of Highway 10. 

► LEA Response: This has been included in the updated TIS (see Section 3.4). 

d. Horizon Year Gap: The TIS horizon ends in 2029, well before ATMP improvements tied to future 
widening in the MMTMP. 
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► LEA Response: Based on the Mayfield Road timeline, the road construction is expected to 
be completed by mid 2026. The future widening of Mayfield Road has been included in our 
future horizon to determine ultimate traffic conditions of the surrounding site with the 
added traffic volumes.  

e. Proposal Inconsistencies: Currently, TYLin is proposing no active transportation facilities as part of their 
design (to be implemented imminently), while LEA is citing long-term future improvements identified 
in the MMTMP and ATMP being sufficient. 

► LEA Response: The existing paved shoulder along Creditview Road will be maintained under 
future conditions, and the site will be providing a MUP along Street “G”. This has been 
reflected in the updated TIS and analysis (see Section 9). 

f. Interim Need: Development will generate significant active transportation and vehicular trips; an 
interim facility is required before widening occurs. 

► LEA Response: A 3.0m wide multi-use path will be provided along both sides of Street G to 
support active transportation. The existing paved shoulder along Creditview Road will be 
maintained under future conditions. This has been reflected in the updated TIS (see Section 
9). 

g. Preferred Approach: Incorporate a Multi-Use Path or propose feasible alternatives if a MUP is not 
practical. 

► LEA Response: Please see response to Comment 12(f) in this section.  

h. Action Item: Review trip forecasts, policy documents, best practices, and project constraints. 
Collaborate with TYLin to integrate feasible interim active transportation facility recommendations 
within the TIS. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Regarding interim active transportation facility recommendations, 
please see response to Comment 12(f). 

Comment 13: Section 10: Functional Design and Access Review and Appendix J: Consistent with prior 
comments, the functional design review is to include a review of the access geometry, including throat lengths, 
lane widths, and curb radii. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M.  

Comment 14: Consistent with prior comments, vehicles must be able to enter and exit the proposed 

development without encroaching upon oncoming traffic. 

a. Northern Access on Street G (Truck Access for Retail Buildings C1/C2): Westbound right-turn 
movement requires revision; northbound right-turn movement is missing. 

► LEA Response: The northbound right-turn movement has been included. Based on LEA’s 
review, the westbound right-turn movement is operational as the roads are internal and 
private. PTAC vehicles are expected to yield to allow trucks to complete their movements. 
Please see Drawing No.004 in Appendix M. 

b. Middle Street G Access (full move’s passenger vehicle access C1/C2): Southbound right movement 
conflicts with the left turn lane. The eastbound right movement is missing from the analysis. 
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► LEA Response: Based on LEA’s review, the southbound right turn movement is functional as 
the road are internal and private. The eastbound right turn movement has been included. 
PTAC vehicles are expected to yield to allow trucks to complete their movements. Please 
see Drawings No.006-007 in Appendix M. 

c. Action Item: Coordination with the consultant (TYLin), preparing the Pavement Markings and Signage 
Plan for Street G, is recommended. Collaborate to propose mitigation measures. 

► LEA Response: Please see Appendix N for the updated Pavement Markings and Signage 
Plan. This has been modified accordingly as per TYLin plans.   

Comment 15: There appear to be inconsistencies regarding planned heavy vehicle traffic, access geometry, 
and roadway improvements on Creditview Road. Key Action Items: 

a. Confirm with TYLin consultants on file the limits of roadway improvements on Creditview Road and 
whether these improvements are intended to accommodate heavy vehicle traffic. 

► LEA Response:  LEA has undertaken coordination with TYLin consultants regarding the limits 
of roadway improvements on Creditview.  

b. Collaborate with TYLin to ensure the access geometry of the northern full-movement access 
(Creditview #1 in the TIS) restricts or limits undesired turning movements based on the scope of 
improvements. 

► LEA Response:  Adjustments to the curb radii at the Creditview Road accesses were 
coordinated with TYLin to accommodate WB-20 truck movements.    

c. Collaborate to ensure internal and external signage is updated as required to communicate the heavy 
vehicle restrictions to drivers. 

► LEA Response:  Adjustments regarding internal and external signage has been coordinated 
with TYLin consultants.  

d. Update the findings of the AutoTURN and Synchro analysis as required to reflect updated plans. 

► LEA Response:  Please see Section 6 of the updated TIS. Detailed Synchro and AutoTURN 
results are provided in Appendix G, Appendix H, and Appendix I.  

e. Provide clarification for Town Transportation Staff via comment response. 

► LEA Response:  Addressed.  

Comment 16: Consistent with prior comments, include consideration for the design speed above the posted 
speed limit. Action Items: 

a. For Creditview Road, if the posted speed limit is 60km/hr, the design speed would be 80 
km/hr. Revise accordingly. 

► LEA Response: The design speed for Creditview Roads has been updated to 80km/h. Please 
see Drawing No. 001 in Appendix M.  

b. Confirm with the Region on their desired design speed along Mayfield Road. 
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► LEA Response: A design speed of 80km/h was applied along Mayfield Road. Please see 
Drawing No. 001 in Appendix M 

 

D. Pavement Markings and Signage Plan 

Comment 17: Consistent with prior comments, submit the PMSP as a separate, standalone PDF file for ease 
of use or ensure all Pavement Markings and Signage proposed in Appendix M are included in the site plan. 

► LEA Response: Please see Appendix N for the updated Pavement Markings and Signage 
Plan. 

Comment 18: Pavement Markings and Signage proposed in Appendix M requires updating.  

► LEA Response: Please see response to Comment 17 in this section. 

 

E. Synchro Analysis 

Comment 19: Consistent with prior comments, a SimTraffic analysis of queues could be required to address 
limitations of Synchro queue modelling. Of particular concern are cases where forecasted queues exceed 
storage capacity, including locations where queues may back up past proposed accesses on Creditview Road.  

a. Propose mitigation measures or alternative designs as required. 

► LEA Response: A SimTraffic Analysis was conducted to assess the queue lengths for the two 
(2) site accesses along Creditview Road. The results of the analysis indicate that queue 
lengths can be accommodated by the available storage capacity. No mitigation measures or 
alternative designs are required. Please see Section 7 of the updated TIS.  

b. The presence of “#” and “m” in the queuing analysis indicates potential errors. 

► LEA Response: Please see Section 6 of the updated TIS for updated results. Detailed Synchro 
results are provided in Appendix G, Appendix H, and Appendix I. 

c. Confirm with the Region whether SimTraffic analysis is mandatory. 

► LEA Response: Please see Section 7 of the updated TIS for the results of the SimTraffic 
analysis. 

 

F. Advisory Comments 

Comment 20: Comments are not repeated; however, where they apply to multiple sections (e.g., Site Plan and 
TIS), ensure all relevant documents are revised for consistency. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 21: Town of Caledon staff defer to the Region of Peel with regard to roadways under their 
Jurisdiction. 
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► LEA Response: Noted. 

Comment 22: Town Transportation Engineering recommends awaiting approval of Transportation Studies 
supporting the Alloa Secondary Plan and Phase 1 Tertiary Plan before proceeding with the site plan application. 
Outstanding comments on these studies remain unresolved. If the applicant chooses to proceed, the following 
comments apply, but comments may change. 

► LEA Response: Noted.  

Comment 23: The Town reserves the right to implement a transit stop along Street G if deemed necessary. 

► LEA Response: Noted. 
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3 TOWN OF CALEDON – PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION, 

DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING 
Comment 19: Add the sight triangle area highlighted in TIS Appendix L Drawing 14 and 15 (after it is updated 
as per comments), ensure sightline restrictions are prohibited in these area’s.  

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M.   

Comment 20: Similar to comments on the previous submission, review the proposed taper length of 36.0m for 
the northbound left-turn lane on Creditview Road against TAC Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads 
(Chapters 2 and 9). Revise where feasible to align with TAC standards (approx. 45m, consultant to confirm). 

• Review updated queuing forecasts from LEA’s TIS (last version only 20m needed for the Northbound 
Left Turn Lane from Creditview into Access #1).  

► LEA Response: Updated queueing forecast are provided in Section 6 of the updated TIS. 
Detailed Synchro results are provided in Appendix G, Appendix H, and Appendix I. 

• Consider anticipated vehicular speeds and determine flexibility in reducing parallel lengths for the 
northbound left-turn into the site (is deceleration distance required in this context?) or the southbound 
left-turn onto Mayfield Road (deceleration length already overlaps with the 95th percentile queue for 
35m would an additional 10m overlap be acceptable to the Region?).  

► LEA Response: Updated queueing forecast are provided in Section 6 of the updated TIS. 
Detailed Synchro results are provided in Appendix G, Appendix H, and Appendix I. 

• Coordinate with the Region of Peel as this impacts the southbound Left Turn Lane Taper onto 

Creditview Road.   

► LEA Response: Please see response to the comment above. Queueing is not expected to 
impact the southbound left turn lane taper onto Creditview Road.  

• Ensure both deceleration and storage lengths are adequately addressed. 

► LEA Response: See Section 6 of the updated TIS. Detailed Synchro results are provided in 
Appendix G, Appendix H, and Appendix I. 

Comment 25: A SimTraffic analysis of queues is required to address limitations of Synchro queue modeling. Of 
particular concern are cases where forecasted queues exceed storage capacity, including locations where 
queues may back up past proposed accesses on Creditview Road.  

• Propose mitigation measures or alternative designs as required.  

• The presence of “#” and “m” in the queuing analysis indicates errors—please correct.  

• Confirm with the Region whether SimTraffic analysis is mandatory. 

► LEA Response: Please see responses to Comment 19 (Synchro Analysis) from the Town of 
Caledon – Public Works & Transportation, Transportation Engineering. 
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4 TOWN OF CALEDON – PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION, 

ROADWORKS 4TH SUBMISSION 
Comment 1: Comment response refers to an updated TIS; this is missing in the submission package. 
Transportation Staff await the updated Transportation Impact Study to confirm the following: 

A. The storage length for the southbound left-turn lane at Mayfield Road and Street G must be maximized 
where feasible. The design must also provide the minimum TAC taper and meet Synchro queueing 
requirements for the northbound left-turn lane into the middle Street G access (full-moves access for 
Retail C1/C2).  The taper is missing; further pavement marking should be revised to provide a white 
dashed line on the east side of the northbound left turn lane (full-moves access for Retail C1/C2).   

► LEA Response: Noted. The 95th percentile queue length for the southbound left‑turn 
movement on Mayfield Road is 32 m, and the 95th percentile queue length for the 
northbound left‑turn movement at the middle access on Street G is less than 1 m. The total 
distance between the two stop lines is approximately 107 m, confirming that the queues 
can be accommodated without interference. As such, no taper has been applied, and the 
centreline will operate as a TWLTL. The PMSP for Street G has been updated to show the 
white dashed line on the east side of the northbound left‑turn lane. Please refer to the Tylin 
drawings. 

B. Review the proposed taper for the northbound left‑turn lane on Creditview Road at the full moves 
access. Confirm feasibility of revising to the TAC‑recommended approximate length (45 metres) 
if achievable. Consultant to confirm final value. Provide an updated TIS to confirm storage lengths 
and indicate the design speed assumptions used for the taper design. 

► LEA Response: The taper lengths provided for the full‑movement access on Creditview Road 
meet TAC standards, with a total available length of 66 m (40 m taper and 26 m storage). A 
taper length of 40 m is the maximum achievable, as it is constrained by the southbound 
left‑turn queue on Creditview Road at Mayfield Road. The Synchro analysis indicates a 95th 
percentile northbound left‑turn queue of approximately 8.4 m, while the SimTraffic analysis 
shows an average queue of approximately 18 m and a maximum queue of approximately 49 
m. As the taper is provided by pavement markings, queues can extend into this area without 
issue and remain within the available length. The design speed used is 80 km/h. Please refer 
to Section 6 and 7. 

C. Clarify assumptions regarding heavy vehicle routing and roadway improvement timing on 
Creditview Road. This could be done by including a Truck Route in the TIS. The external and 
internal works (signage, curbs, pavement structure, etc.) will then need to be updated accordingly 
to direct trucks to the correct accesses.  

► LEA Response: Noted. Truck circulation is currently prohibited on Creditview; however, this 
restriction is expected to be removed on this segment in the horizon year analyzed. 
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Comment 2: Several outstanding comments remain regarding AutoTURN, the Pavement Markings and 
Signage Plan (PMSP), the Transportation Impact Study (TIS), and the Site Plan Application (SPA). These may 
affect the detailed design. Please refer to Comprehensive Comments previously issued for the third submission 
of the detailed design and second site plan application, and update all materials accordingly.  Key Comments 
on the Site Plan and TIS: 

• A SimTraffic analysis of queues is required to address limitations of Synchro queue modeling. Of 
particular concern are cases where forecasted queues exceed storage capacity, including locations 
where queues may back up past proposed accesses on Creditview Road. The capacity analysis of Street 
G and the site accesses is missing, this is required for storage / queuing. 

o Propose mitigation measures or alternative designs as required. 
o The presence of “#” and “m” in the queuing analysis indicates errors—please correct. 

► LEA Response: Please see responses to Comment 19 (Synchro Analysis) from the Town of 
Caledon – Public Works & Transportation, Transportation Engineering. 

• Vehicles must be able to enter and exit the proposed development without encroaching into oncoming 
traffic. 

o Northern Access on Street G (Truck Access for Retail Buildings C1/C2): Westbound right-turn 
movement requires revision; northbound right-turn movement is missing.  

o Middle Street G Access (the full move’s passenger vehicle access for Retail C1/C2): Southbound 
right movement conflicts with the left turn lane. Eastbound right movement is missing from 
the analysis. 

► LEA Response: Please see responses to Comments 14a and 14b (Transportation Impact 
Study) from the Town of Caledon – Public Works & Transportation, Transportation 
Engineering. 

• Consistent with prior comments, include consideration for the design speed above the posted speed 
limit.  

► LEA Response: Please see responses to Comment 16 (Transportation Impact Study) from 
the Town of Caledon – Public Works & Transportation, Transportation Engineering. 

• Provide an active transportation connection to existing transit services within Brampton. Clearly 
document the expected interim pedestrian route to this in the TIS.  

► LEA Response: A 3.0 m wide multi‑use path will be provided along both sides of Street G to 
support active transportation. The existing paved shoulder along Creditview Road will be 
maintained under future conditions to ensure connectivity to existing transit services within 
Brampton. These elements are reflected in the updated TIS (see Section 9). 

Active Transportation 

Comment 3: Similar to previous submissions, Multi‑Use Paths (MUPs) must be continuous across all accesses 
in accordance with the Town’s Development Standard Manual. Please revise Street G to remove curb cuts and 
tactile plates and provide a continuous, level concrete treatment. 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others.   
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Comment 4: Pedestrian connections at Mayfield Road and Creditview Road appear to deviate from Regional 
Standards 5‑2‑16A and 5‑2‑16C. Current drawings direct pedestrians toward roadway ditches rather than 
sidewalks. Please coordinate with the Region and, at a minimum, maintain existing interim active 
transportation facilities at the intersection. 

► LEA Response: To be addressed by others.   

Detailed Design Drawings 

Comment 5: The with the posted speed limit of 70 km/hr on Creditview Road the 85th percentile speeds on 
Creditview Road are 95 km/hr. Realistically there likely is insufficient frontage to accommodate tapers 
associated with a design speed. Accordingly, install 60 km/h speed limit signage along the development 
frontage ( and slightly in advance) as per the Town’s Traffic By-Law. 

► LEA Response: Please see responses to Comment 16 (Transportation Impact Study) from 
the Town of Caledon – Public Works & Transportation, Transportation Engineering. 

Pavement Markings and Signage Plan 

Comment 6: As noted previously, include the required sight triangle areas on the detailed design drawings to 
maintain sightlines. The sight triangles are shown in Appendix L (Drawings 14 and 15) of the TIS and must be 
updated as per current comments. Ensure sightline obstructions are prohibited in these areas. 

► LEA Response: Noted. Please see Drawing No.001 in Appendix M.  

Comment 7: On Street G, north of the regional turn lane, provide the appropriate taper to separate the 
southbound left‑turn movement at Mayfield Road from the northbound left‑turn movement at the full‑moves 
access. Update the Pavement Markings and Signage Plan (PMSP) to reflect Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM) 
recommendations, including a white dashed line on the east side of the northbound left turn lane. Additional 
capacity analysis is required to confirm storage sufficiency. 

► LEA Response: Please see response to Comment 4 of this section. 

Comment 8: North of the middle access on Street G, change to a southbound Left turn lane (remove 
northbound left into the truck access).  Follow OTM and TAC guidelines when designing turn lanes. 

► LEA Response: As the Alloa Secondary Plan has not yet been implemented at the horizon 
year of this project and the roadway currently functions as a cul-de-sac, this condition is 
considered interim. The need for a southbound left-turn lane may be revisited upon 
completion and implementation of the Alloa Secondary Plan. 
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Should you have any questions regarding this Updated Transportation Impact Study, please do not hesitate 
to contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

LEA CONSULTING LTD. 

 
         
 
Zara McCormick, M.Eng., P.Eng.     Jorge Ordenes, M.Sc., E.I.T 
Manager, Transportation Engineering (Western Canada)  Project Coordinator  
 
:ek  
 

Encl. Transportation Impact Study – 12100 Creditview Road, Proposed Commercial Development, Town of 

Caledon (March 2026) 
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Disclaimer 

This Report represents the work of LEA Consulting Ltd (“LEA”). This Report may not be relied upon for 

detailed implementation or any other purpose not specifically identified within this Report. This Document 

is confidential and prepared solely for the use of 12100 Creditview Developments Limited. Neither LEA, its 

sub-consultants nor their respective employees assume any liability for any reason, including, but not limited 

to, negligence, to any party other than 12100 Creditview Developments Limited for any information or 

representation herein. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 Page | i i   

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

P r o p o s e d  C o m m e r c i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

1 2 1 0 0  C r e d i t v i e w  R o a d ,  T o w n  o f  C a l e d o n  

2 2 1 4 2  

 

C A N A D A  |  I N D I A  |  A F R I C A  |  A S I A  |  M I D D L E  E A S T  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 1 

 Proposed Development ............................................................................................................... 2 

 Existing Transportation Conditions ............................................................................................... 4 

 Existing Road Network ................................................................................................................ 4 

 Existing Transit Network ............................................................................................................. 5 

 Existing Cycling Network ............................................................................................................. 6 

 Existing Pedestrian Network ........................................................................................................ 9 

 Traffic Data Collection ................................................................................................................. 9 

 Existing Traffic Volumes ............................................................................................................ 10 

 Future Background Transportation Conditions ........................................................................... 11 

 Background Developments ........................................................................................................ 11 

 Corridor Growth ........................................................................................................................ 13 

 Future Road Improvements & Modifications ............................................................................. 13 

 Future Active Transportation Improvements ............................................................................. 14 

3.4.1 Caledon Active Transportation Master Plan (ATMP) (June 2024)..................................... 14 

 Future Background Traffic Volumes ........................................................................................... 16 

 Site-Generated Traffic ................................................................................................................ 17 

 Modal Split ............................................................................................................................... 17 

 Trip Generation ......................................................................................................................... 17 

 Trip Distribution and Assignment .............................................................................................. 19 

 Future Total Transportation Conditions...................................................................................... 25 

 Future Total Traffic Volumes ..................................................................................................... 26 

 Intersection Capacity Analysis .................................................................................................... 27 

 Existing Conditions Synchro Model Inputs.................................................................................. 27 

 Future Conditions Synchro Model Inputs ................................................................................... 27 

 Existing Signalized Intersections ................................................................................................ 28 

6.3.1 Mayfield Road & Creditview Road .................................................................................. 28 

 Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive ................................................................................... 31 

6.4.1 Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive (Unsignalized) ................................................. 31 

6.4.2 Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 (Street ‘G’) (Signalized) ... 33 



 

 

 

 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

P r o p o s e d  C o m m e r c i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

1 2 1 0 0  C r e d i t v i e w  R o a d ,  T o w n  o f  C a l e d o n  

2 2 1 4 2  

 

Page | i i i  C A N A D A  |  I N D I A  |  A F R I C A  |  A S I A  |  M I D D L E  E A S T  

6.4.2.1 Single Left-Turn lane Justification................................................................................ 36 

 New Unsignalized Intersections ................................................................................................. 36 

6.5.1 Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 .............................................................................. 36 

6.5.2 Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 .............................................................................. 37 

6.5.3 Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 .............................................................................. 38 

6.5.4 Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 .............................................................................. 39 

6.5.5 Street G & North Internal Access .................................................................................... 40 

6.5.6 Street G & South Internal Access .................................................................................... 41 

 Summary of Intersection Capacity Analysis................................................................................ 41 

 Sim Traffic Analysis .................................................................................................................... 42 

 Parking and Loading Review ....................................................................................................... 44 

 Parking Review ......................................................................................................................... 44 

 Loading Review ......................................................................................................................... 44 

 Bicycle Parking Review .............................................................................................................. 45 

 Drive-Through Facility Review ................................................................................................... 46 

 Active Transportation Review .................................................................................................... 47 

 Functional Design and Access Review......................................................................................... 48 

 Conclusion and Recommendations ............................................................................................ 49 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1-1: Site Statistics ........................................................................................................................... 2 

Table 2-1: Data Collection Summary ........................................................................................................ 9 

Table 3-1: Background Developments ................................................................................................... 11 

Table 3-2: Estimated Saturday Trip Generation and Distribution ............................................................ 12 

Table 3-3: Statistics Comparison between Stage 1 and Stage 2 of Mayfield West Development ............. 12 

Table 4-1: Projected Modal Split ............................................................................................................ 17 

Table 4-2: Trip Generation ..................................................................................................................... 18 

Table 4-3: Trip Distribution and Assignment .......................................................................................... 19 

Table 6-1: Future Conditions Synchro Model Input Modifications .......................................................... 27 

Table 6-2: STP Optimization ................................................................................................................... 28 



 

 

 

 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

P r o p o s e d  C o m m e r c i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

1 2 1 0 0  C r e d i t v i e w  R o a d ,  T o w n  o f  C a l e d o n  

2 2 1 4 2  

 

Page | iv  C A N A D A  |  I N D I A  |  A F R I C A  |  A S I A  |  M I D D L E  E A S T  

Table 6-3: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Creditview Road (Not Optimized) ............... 28 

Table 6-4: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Creditview Road (Optimized) ...................... 29 

Table 6-5: Intersection Queue Lengths, Mayfield Road & Creditview Road ............................................ 30 

Table 6-6: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive ............................... 32 

Table 6-7: Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis .............................................................................................. 33 

Table 6-8: Recommended Signal Timing Plan, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site 

Access 2 (Street ‘G’) ............................................................................................................................... 33 

Table 6-9: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 

(Street ‘G’) ............................................................................................................................................. 34 

Table 6-10: Intersection Queue Lengths, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 

(Street ‘G’) ............................................................................................................................................. 35 

Table 6-11: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 .................................. 36 

Table 6-12: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 .................................. 37 

Table 6-13: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 ................................... 38 

Table 6-14: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 ................................... 39 

Table 6-15: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Street G & North Internal Access ......................................... 40 

Table 6-16: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Street G & South Internal Access ......................................... 41 

Table 7-1: SimTraffic Queues – Creditview Road & East Access 1 ........................................................... 42 

Table 7-2: SimTraffic Queues – Creditview Road & East Access 2 ........................................................... 43 

Table 8-1: Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2024-050 Zone C-687 Parking Requirement ......................... 44 

Table 8-2: Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2006-50 Loading Requirement ............................................. 45 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1-1: Site Location .......................................................................................................................... 1 

Figure 1-2: Site Plan ................................................................................................................................. 3 

Figure 2-1: Existing Lane Configuration .................................................................................................... 4 

Figure 2-2: Existing Transit Network ........................................................................................................ 5 

Figure 2-3: Existing Cycling Network (Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan) ........................ 7 

Figure 2-4: Future Cycling Network (Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan) .......................... 8 



 

 

 

 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

P r o p o s e d  C o m m e r c i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

1 2 1 0 0  C r e d i t v i e w  R o a d ,  T o w n  o f  C a l e d o n  

2 2 1 4 2  

 

Page | v  C A N A D A  |  I N D I A  |  A F R I C A  |  A S I A  |  M I D D L E  E A S T  

Figure 2-5: Proposed Cycling Network (Mount Pleasant Block 51-1 Transportation Study) ....................... 9 

Figure 2-6: Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ...................................................................................... 10 

Figure 3-1: Background Development Peak Hour Traffic Volumes .......................................................... 13 

Figure 3-2: Future Background Lane Configuration ................................................................................ 14 

Figure 3-3: Caledon ATMP Proposed Network ....................................................................................... 15 

Figure 3-4: Future Background Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (2029) .......................................................... 16 

Figure 4-1: Total Site-Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes .................................................................. 20 

Figure 4-2: Costco + Gas Station Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail A) ................................................... 20 

Figure 4-4: Total Site-Generated Retail Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail B+C) ..................................... 21 

Figure 4-5: Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Thru Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ........................................ 21 

Figure 4-6: Costco + Gas Bar Pass-by Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail A)............................................. 22 

Figure 4-7: Retail Pass-by Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail B+C) .......................................................... 23 

Figure 4-8: Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Thru Pass-by Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail B5) ........... 23 

Figure 4-9: Net Total Site Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes ............................................................ 24 

Figure 5-1: Recommended Future Road Network .................................................................................. 25 

Figure 5-2: Future Total Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (2029) .................................................................... 26 

Figure 8-1: Proposed Drive-Through Facility .......................................................................................... 46 

 

  



 

 

 

 

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

P r o p o s e d  C o m m e r c i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

1 2 1 0 0  C r e d i t v i e w  R o a d ,  T o w n  o f  C a l e d o n  

2 2 1 4 2  

 

Page | vi  C A N A D A  |  I N D I A  |  A F R I C A  |  A S I A  |  M I D D L E  E A S T  

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A  TERMS OF REFERENCE 

APPENDIX B  TMCS AND SIGNAL TIMING PLANS 

APPENDIX C  BACKGROUND DEVELOPMENTS 

APPENDIX D  FUTURE MAYFIELD ROAD WIDENING 

APPENDIX E  MODE SPLIT & TTS DATA 

APPENDIX F  COSTCO & GAS BAR PROXY TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS  

APPENDIX G  EXISTING INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 

APPENDIX H  FUTURE BACKGROUND (2029) INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 

APPENDIX I  FUTURE TOTAL (2029) INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 

APPENDIX J  SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS 

APPENDIX K  SIMTRAFFIC ANALYSIS RESULTS 

APPENDIX L  ZBL 2024-050 

APPENDIX M  FUNCTIONAL DESIGN REVIEW 

APPENDIX N  PAVEMENT MARKING SIGNAGE PLAN & COST ESTIMATE



 

 

 

 
Page | 1  C A N A D A  |  I N D I A  |  A F R I C A  |  A S I A  |  M I D D L E  E A S T  

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

P r o p o s e d  C o m m e r c i a l  D e v e l o p m e n t  

1 2 1 0 0  C r e d i t v i e w  R o a d ,  T o w n  o f  C a l e d o n  

2 2 1 4 2  

 

 INTRODUCTION 

LEA Consulting Ltd. (LEA) has been retained by 12100 Creditview Developments Limited to prepare a 
Transportation Impact Study (TIS) in support of the Site Plan Approval (SPA) for the proposed commercial 
development located at 12100 Creditview Road (herein referred to as the “subject site”) in the Town of 
Caledon.  

The subject site occupies a segment of the future development lands. As part of this application, the 
proposed commercial development will occur in the southern part of the development lands. The 
development lands are currently vacant and are bounded by Mayfield Road to the south, Creditview Road 
to the east, institutional properties to the west, and undeveloped lands to the north. Figure 1-1 illustrates 
the development lands and subject site.  

By way of background, an initial TIS was prepared by LEA, dated October 2024, in support of the first 
submission. Following the October 2024 TIS, comments were received from the Town and Region’s 
transportation staff in May 2025, and February 2025, respectively. An updated TIS has been prepared in 
September 2025, with additional comments received by Town staff in November 2025.  

It should be noted that TYLin has been retained by 12100 Creditview Developments Limited to prepare an 
interim transportation assessment in support of the interim road and intersection improvements along 
Mayfield Road. The current study has been updated to be consistent with the TYLin interim assessment 
and to address comments received from both Town and Regional staff. 

Figure 1-1: Site Location 

 
Source: Google Maps, Accessed July, 2025 
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The purpose of this study is to assess the proposed development from a transportation perspective, to 
determine the traffic impacts to the adjacent road network over a five-year horizon, and to identify any 
required mitigation measures. The study will be conducted in accordance with the Town of Caledon 
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines (2017) and in-line with the Region of Peel Transportation Impact 
Study Guidelines.  

 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

Based on the latest site plan, the development proposal consists of nine (9) commercial structures (A, B1-
B5, and C1-C4) providing a total gross floor area (GFA) of 308,593 ft2 and 1,556 parking spaces. A gas bar 
with 24 fueling stations is also proposed on the east side of the site, south of Commercial Structure A. A 
breakdown of the proposed land uses is presented in Table 1-1. Since the initial submission, there has 
been a change in GFA for retail buildings A, B5, and C1-C4, resulting in an addition of +4,791 ft2 to the 
overall site. 

Table 1-1: Site Statistics  

Land Use 

Previous Submission 
(October 2024) 

Previous  
Submission 

(September2025) 

Current 
Development 

(February 2026) 
Difference 

GFA GFA GFA GFA 

Retail A 162,226 ft2 162,007 ft2 167,021 ft2 +5,014 ft2 

Retail B1 13,811 ft2 13,811 ft2 13,810 ft2 -1 ft2 

Retail B2 13,468 ft2 13,468 ft2 13,468 ft2 No Change 

Retail B3 12,266 ft2 12,266 ft2 14,300 ft2 +2,034 ft2 

Retail B4 14,261 ft2 14,261 ft2 12,264 ft2 -1,997 ft2 

Retail B5 4,400 ft2 4,048 ft2 4,059 ft2 +11 ft2 

Retail C1  
(Including 

Mezzanine) 
49,366 ft2 49,366 ft2 49,366 ft2 - 

Retail C2 17,000 ft2 17,000 ft2 16,741 ft2 -259 ft2 

Retail C3 8,544 ft2 10,075 ft2 10,064 ft2 -11 ft2 

Retail C4 8,126 ft2 7,500 ft2 7,500 ft2 No Change 

Overall GFA 303,468 ft2 303,802 ft2 308,593 ft2 +4,791 ft2 

Gas Bar 12 fueling positions 24 fueling positions 24 fueling positions - 

Vehicular Parking 
Supply 

1,629 spaces 1,601 spaces 1,556 spaces -45 spaces 

Access to the site is proposed via one (1) full movement driveway and one (1) right-in / right-out (RIRO) 
driveway off Creditview Road. One (1) right-in only driveway, one (1) RIRO driveway, and one (1) full 
movement driveway (Street ‘G’) off Mayfield Road is also available for access to the site. The proposed 
site plan is illustrated in Figure 1-2. 
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Figure 1-2: Site Plan 

 
Source: Turner Fleischer, March 2026  
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 EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 

This section identifies and assesses the existing transportation conditions within the study area, including 
the road, transit, cycling, and pedestrian networks. The study area was determined by assessing the size 
of the proposed commercial development and its anticipated transportation impact, and through 
consultation with Town and Region staff, which is included in Appendix A. The study includes the following 
existing intersections: 

► Mayfield Road & Creditview Road (Signalized); and 

► Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive (Unsignalized). 

 EXISTING ROAD NETWORK 

The following section provides a description and classification of the roadways within the study area. 
Roadways within the study area are under the jurisdiction of the Region of Peel, Town of Caledon, and 
City of Brampton. Figure 2-1 illustrates the existing lane configuration. 

Figure 2-1: Existing Lane Configuration 

  

Mayfield Road is an east-west arterial road under the jurisdiction of the Region of Peel and operates with 
a two-lane cross-section (one lane per direction) within the study area. The roadway extends from 
Winston Churchill Boulevard in the west to Highway 50 in the east. Mayfield Road operates with a posted 
speed limit of 80 km/h within the study area.  
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Creditview Road is a north-south collector road under the jurisdiction of the Town of Caledon and 
operates with a two-lane cross-section (one lane per direction) within the study area. The roadway 
extends from The Grande Side Road in the north to Bovaird Drive West in the south. Creditview Road 
operates with a posted speed limit of 60 km/h. 

Robert Parkinson Drive is north-south collector road under the jurisdiction of the City of Brampton and 
operates with a two-lane cross-section (one lane per direction) within the study area. The roadway 
extends from Mayfield Road in the north to Sandalwood Parkway West in the south. Robert Parkinson 
Drive operates with an assumed speed limit of 50 km/h within the study area. 

 EXISTING TRANSIT NETWORK 

There is currently limited transit accessibility surrounding the subject site. The closest available transit 
stops are located at the intersection of Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive and at the intersection of 
Mayfield Road & Creditview Road along Route 27 ─ Robert Parkinson, and Route 26 – Mount Pleasant 
provided by Brampton Transit. The existing transit network surrounding the subject site is illustrated in 
Figure 2-2. Service details of available transit routes are described below. 

Figure 2-2: Existing Transit Network 

 
Source: Brampton Transit, June 2024 

Route 27 ─ Robert Parkinson is a bus route that operates generally in a north-south direction between 
Mount Pleasant GO station to the area of Robert Parkinson and Mayfield Road. The route operates 
Monday to Saturday, only during morning and midday hours with headways of 35-minutes.  
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Access Location: Route 27 is accessible at the intersection of Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Road and 
at the intersection of Mayfield Road & Creditview Road, located directly south and south-east of the 
subject site, respectively. 

Route 26 – Mount Pleasant is a bus route that operates generally in a north-south direction between 
Mount Pleasant GO station to Mayfield Road & Veterans Drive, which then operates in an east-west 
direction to Clockword drive between Edenbrook Hill & Chinguacousy Road. This route operates every 
day, with headways of 22 minutes on weekdays, and between 30-60 minutes on weekends.  

Access Location: Route 26 is accessible at the intersection of Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Road and 
at the intersection of Mayfield Road & Creditview Road, located directly south and south-east of the 
subject site, respectively. 

 EXISTING CYCLING NETWORK 

Currently, 1.5 m paved shoulders are available on Creditview Road, north of Mayfield Road. It is expected 
that cyclists can comfortably cycle along this route with low traffic volumes. This will be maintained under 
future conditions. Based on The Town of Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan (MMTMP), 
painted bike lanes are provided along Creditview Road, as illustrated in Figure 2-3. This Plan also proposes 
a new cycling network compromised of on-road and off-road cycling and multi-use routes intended to 
facilitate commute, personal, and recreational bicycle travel. Physically separated bike lanes are proposed 
near the subject site on Creditview Road and Chinguacousy Road, extending north from Mayfield Road. 
Additionally, a multi-use trail is planned to begin west of Creditview Road at Mayfield Road, providing a 
connection to Old School Road. Furthermore, as per the Mount Pleasant Block 51-1 Collector Road and 
Transportation Study (2015), multi-use paths are proposed along Mayfield Road and on-street separated 
bike lanes are proposed along Robert Parkinson Drive. The future cycling network from the Town of 
Caledon is illustrated in Figure 2-4 with the Mount Pleasant Block 51-1 proposed cycling network 
illustrated in Figure 2-5. 
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Figure 2-3: Existing Cycling Network (Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan) 

 
Source: Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan, 2024 
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Figure 2-4: Future Cycling Network (Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan) 

 
Source: Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan, 2024 
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Figure 2-5: Proposed Cycling Network (Mount Pleasant Block 51-1 Transportation Study) 

 
Source: Mount Pleasant Block 51-1 Collector Road and Transportation Study, 2015 

 EXISTING PEDESTRIAN NETWORK 

There is currently no significant pedestrian network immediately surrounding the subject site. Crosswalks 
are available at the Creditview Road & Mayfield Road intersection with sidewalks provided along both 
sides of Robert Parkinson Drive and Creditview Road, south of Mayfield Road. However, there are no 
sidewalks along Mayfield Road and Creditview Road, north of Mayfield Road.  

 TRAFFIC DATA COLLECTION 

Turning movements counts (TMCs) were used as the source of traffic data for the intersection capacity 
analysis. Traffic counts were undertaken by LEA Consulting. A summary of the TMC data collected is 
provided in Table 2-1, with detailed traffic counts and signal timing plans available in Appendix B.  

Table 2-1: Data Collection Summary 
Intersection Date Source 

Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive 
September 24, 2024 LEA Consulting 

Mayfield Road & Creditview Road 
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 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

The existing traffic volumes for the weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours are illustrated in Figure 
2-6. 

Figure 2-6: Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  
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 FUTURE BACKGROUND TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 

For the analysis of future background traffic conditions, this study considers a 5-year horizon to the full 
build-out year of 2029. Future background traffic includes the traffic added to the network from other 
future developments within the surrounding study area, corridor growth, as well as all planned 
infrastructure improvements within the study area. The future background conditions will be used as the 
baseline for evaluating the impact of the proposed commercial development. 

 BACKGROUND DEVELOPMENTS 

The Mayfield West background development has been identified and confirmed with the Town of 
Caledon. Site details for Phase 2 of the Mayfield West Development (Stage 1-3) are summarized in Table 
3-1. 

Table 3-1: Background Developments 
Development Address Land Uses Prepared By Date 

Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 1) 

Single Family Detached (Low Density Residential) 
Residential Condominium / Townhouse (Medium 

Density Residential) 
Apartment (High Density Residential, 4-8 storey 

apartment building) 
Elementary School 

High School 
Daycare 

Business Park 
Specialty Retail (Live-Work) 

Shopping Centre 

Paradigm 
December 

2015 

Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 2) 

Single Family Detached (Low Density Residential) 
Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) (Medium Density 

Residential) 
Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) (High Density 

Residential) 
Elementary School 

High School 
Daycare 

Business Park 
Shopping Centre 

Paradigm 
January 

2018 

Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 3) 

Single Family Detached (Low Density Residential) 
Residential Condominium / Townhouse (Medium 

Density Residential) 
Elementary School 
Shopping Centre 

GHD 
June  
2024 

Background development site traffic volumes have been obtained from their respective Transportation 
Master Plans for both AM and PM peak hours. For Stage 1, site traffic figures have not been provided. 
Therefore, the difference between future total and future background figures have been used to 
determine the site traffic volumes. Furthermore, figures for the Saturday peak hour have not been 
provdied for either of the background development studies; however, trip generation rates for for 
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Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 1) has been provided for the Saturday peak hour, as well as the number of 
units / GFA for both Stage 1 and 2. Accordingly, Saturday trips were calculated as follows: 

Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 1) 

Percentage of the overall trips using Mayfield Road during both AM and PM peak hours for the eastbound 
and westbound directions were calculated based on the trip generation volumes from the Mayfield West 
Phase 2 (Stage 1) TIS. The higher of these percentages was applied to the Saturday trip generation volumes 
to estimate the approximate number of trips utilizing Mayfield Road during the Saturday peak hour. The 
estimated Saturday trip generation and distribution is outlined in Table 3-2. A 30% volume reduction has 
been applied to account for the portion of the development that has already been constructed. 

Table 3-2: Estimated Saturday Trip Generation and Distribution  

Based on Paradigm TIS 
AM PM Sat 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Trip Generation 1,671 2,178 3,849 2,390 1,957 4,347 2,221 1,969 4,189 

Trips Assigned to Mayfield 
Road 

311 486 797 442 309 751 413 439 852 

Percentage Utilizing 
Mayfield Road 

19% 22% 41% 18% 16% 34% 19% 22% 41% 

In comparing the percentage of trips using Mayfield Road in/out of the site, it is evident that 
approximately 19% and 18% of drivers are heading eastbound on Mayfield Road during the AM and PM 
peak hours, respectively. Similarly, approximately 22% and 16% are heading westbound on Mayfield Road 
during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. As a conservative approach, it was assumed that 
approximately 19% and 22% of drivers would be heading eastbound and westbound, respectively, during 
the Saturday peak hour. 

Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 2) 

In order to determine the Saturday trip generation for Stage 2, proposed units / GFAs were compared 
between Stage 1 and 2 to determine the net difference. Trips were calculated based on ITE Trip 
Generation Manual based on the net difference in units / GFA and applied to the road network 
accordingly. A comparison of the site statistics between Stage 1 and Stage 2 are provided in Table 3-3. 

Table 3-3: Statistics Comparison between Stage 1 and Stage 2 of Mayfield West Development  
Lane Use Code Stage 1 Units / GFA Stage 2 Units / GFA Net Difference 

LUC 210 3,210 units 3,240 units +30 units 
LUC 220 1,513 units 2,060 units +547 units 

LUC 221 394 units 168 units -226 units 

LUC 520 2,525 students 2,725 students +200 students 

LUC 530 1,500 students 1,500 students 0 students 

LUC 565 68 students 68 students 0 students 

LUC 770 1,164 employees 1,164 employees 0 employees 

LUC 820 711,500 GFA 564,762 GFA -146,738 GFA 

In comparing the ITE trips generated for the Saturday peak hour, it is evident that based on land use and 
unit type changes, negative trips are generated for the Saturday peak hour. As a conservative approach, 
0 trips were added to the road network for the Saturday peak hour. It should be noted that Mayfield West 
Phase 2 (Stage 2) is a slight modification to the work completed for Mayfield West Phase 2 (Stage 1). 
Detailed trip generation calculations for Mayfield West Phase 2 are provided in Appendix C. 
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The background development peak hour traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 3-1. 

Figure 3-1: Background Development Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

 

 CORRIDOR GROWTH 

The Region of Peel has provided a 1.5% growth rate along Mayfield Road. However, a 2% growth rate has 
been applied as a conservative assessment. Based on correspondences with the Town of Caledon, a 2% 
growth rate has been applied for all movements at Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive, and Mayfield 
Road & Creditview Road.  

 FUTURE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS & MODIFICATIONS 

As indicated in The Town of Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan (MMTMP), Mayfield Road 
is anticipated to be widened. The Region of Peel has completed the Schedule ‘C’ Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the upgrades to Mayfield Road, spanning from Chinguacousy Road to Winston 
Churchill Boulevard. This EA has been finalized and the project has now been moved into the next phase, 
“Detailed Design & Construction”. The widening includes 3 eastbound through lanes, 2 westbound 
through lanes, along with left and right turning lanes. In addition, per Brampton’s 2015 Transportation 
Master Plan, Creditview Road is planned to widen from 2 to 4 lanes from Wanless Drive to Mayfield Road. 
The widening includes left turning lanes at its intersection with Mayfield Road. Preliminary design of the 
future road widenings is provided in Appendix D. Due to unexpected construction delays, the current 
anticipated buildout of the upgrades along Mayfield Road remain unclear. However, based on 
confirmation with Town and Region staff, the identified planned road network improvements will be 
incorporated into the 2029 future background analysis. 

The future background road network and lane configuration is illustrated in Figure 3-2. 
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Figure 3-2: Future Background Lane Configuration 

 

 

 FUTURE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

3.4.1 Caledon Active Transportation Master Plan (ATMP) (June 2024)  

The Caledon Active Transportation Master Plan (ATMP) identifies the Town’s strategic active 
transportation initiatives and outlines the framework for implementing the recommended network. As 
part of this plan, a multi-use path (MUP) is proposed along Creditview Road, extending from Mayfield 
Road in the south, to Old School Road in the north, directly adjacent to the subject site. The ATMP 
indicates that this facility is to be delivered through development-driven projects within the surrounding 
area. Additionally, the plan includes a multi-use trail (MUT) connection extending northward from the 
Mount Pleasant Trail located south of the subject site. Figure 3-3 illustrates the proposed active 
transportation improvements near the subject site.  
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Figure 3-3: Caledon ATMP Proposed Network 

  
Source: Caledon ATMP, June 2024 
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 FUTURE BACKGROUND TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

The future background traffic volumes for the weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours are illustrated 
in Figure 3-4. 

Figure 3-4: Future Background Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (2029) 
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 SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC 

The proposed development consists of nine (9) commercial structures and a gas bar. A total of 308,593 
ft2 of retail GFA is proposed across all commercial structures, and a total of 24 fueling positions are 
proposed for the gas bar. Access to the site is proposed via one (1) full movement driveway and one (1) 
RIRO driveway off Creditview Road. One (1) right-in only, one (1) RIRO, and one (1) full movement 
driveway (Street ‘G’) off Mayfield Road is also available for access to the site.  

The sections below discuss in detail the calculation, distribution, and assignment of site-generated single-
occupant vehicle (SOV) trips. 

 MODAL SPLIT 

The town’s mode split is provided in the Town of Caledon Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan 
(MMTMP), dated June 2024. An excerpt of the rates is provided in Appendix E and is presented in Table 
4-1.  

Table 4-1: Projected Modal Split  

Source Automobile School Bus GO Rail Only Walk 
Transit 

Excluding GO 
Rail 

Caledon MMTMP 
(June 2024) 

87% 9% 0% 3% 1% 

Total ~87% ~13% 

According to the data reviewed, 87% of trips are made with automobiles while 13% of trips are made 
through transit and active transportation.  

 TRIP GENERATION 

As it has been confirmed that Retail Site A will be occupied by a Costco, proxy trip generation rates for the 
proposed Costco and associated gas bar have been provided by Kittelson & Associates. Trip generation 
was estimated based on proxy trip rates for Site A, and baseline trip rates from the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual 11th Edition for Sites B and C.  The retail trip generation for Sites B and C was calculated based on 
a total GFA of 136,000 ft², excluding Site B5, using average trip rates from ITE Land Use Code 820 – 
Shopping Centre . The trip generation for Site B5 was calculated separately, based on a GFA of 4,400 ft2, 
using average trip rates from ITE Land Use Code 934 – Fast Food restaurant with Drive-Thru. Full details 
regarding the proxy trip rates are provided in Appendix F. 

The projected reduced auto mode share was applied to estimate external auto driver trips for each 
proposed use, excluding Site A, as the majority of trips to this site are expected to occur by vehicle. Finally, 
pass-by trips were applied to commercial trips generated by the proposed development. As data was not 
available for Saturday pass-by trips, it was assumed the PM rates are the same as Saturday rates. The site 
trip generation is provided in Table 4-2. In the table below, the row titled 'Retail A Auto Driver + Truck 
Trips (Costco + Gas Bar)' represents the automobile trips after applying the pass-by reduction to the 
baseline trips generated (in addition to the estimated truck trips). Similarly, the rows 'Retail B + C (without 
B5) Auto + Truck Trips' and 'Retail B5 Auto + Truck Trips' represent the total combined automobile and 
truck trips after the pass-by reduction has been applied to the baseline trips. 
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Table 4-2: Trip Generation 

Land Use Description 

Weekday AM 
Peak Hour 

Weekday PM 
Peak Hour 

Saturday 
Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Costco 
Warehouse  

Retail 
& 

Gas Bar  
Proxy  

Trip Rates 
167,021 ft2 

Trip Rate 1.25 0.98 2.23 3.56 3.85 7.41 5.02 5.02 10.03 

Baseline Trips 
Generated 

210 165 375 598 647 1245 843 842 1685 

 Pass-by 
(13%/18%/16%) 

76 59 135 108 116 224 135 135 270 

Diverted Trips 
(40%/30%/23%) 

84 66 150 179 194 373 194 194 388 

Generated 
Truck Trips 

1 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 

Retail A Auto Driver + Truck 
Trips  

(Costco + Gas Bar) 
135 107 242 491 532 1023 708 707 1415 

ITE LUC 820 
– 

Shopping 
Centre 

136,000 ft2 

Trip Rate 0.52 0.32 0.84 1.63 1.77 3.4 2.29 2.11 4.4 

Baseline Trips 
Generated 

71 43 114 222 240 462 311 287 598 

Vehicle Trips 
Generated  

(13% Reduced) 
62 37 99 193 209 402 271 250 521 

Pass-by 
(40%/40%/31%)  

25 15 40 77 84 161 84 78 162 

Truck Trip Rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Generated 
Truck Trips 

1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

Retail B + C (without B5) Auto + 
Truck Trips 

38 22 60 117 125 242 187 172 359 

ITE LUC 934 
– 

Fast Food 
Restaurant 

with 
Drive-Thru 
4,400 ft2 

Trip Rate 22.75 21.86 44.61 17.18 15.85 33.03 28.18 27.07 55.25 

Baseline Trips 
Generated 

114 109 223 86 79 165 141 135 276 

Vehicle Trips 99 95 194 75 69 144 123 117 240 

Pass-by 50 48 98 41 38 79 68 64 132 

Truck Trip Rate 0.19 0.16 0.35 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.08 

Generated 
Truck Trips  

1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Retail B5 Auto + Truck Trips 50 48 98 34 31 65 55 53 108 
Total Pass-by Trips 151 122 273 226 238 464 287 277 564 

Net Auto Driver Trips  
(Without Pass-by Trips) 

223 177 400 642 688 1330 950 932 1882 

Total Truck Trips (Included in 
Auto Driver Trips) 

3 2 5 2 1 3 0 0 0 

Total Auto Driver + Truck Trips 374 299 673 868 926 1794 1237 1209 2446 

The subject site is anticipated to generate 673 two-way trips during the AM peak hour (374 inbound and 
299 outbound), 1,794 two-way trips during the PM peak hour (868 inbound and 926 outbound), and 2,446 
two-way trips during the Saturday peak hour (1,237 inbound and 1,209 outbound). 
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 TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT  

Trip distribution for the proposed commercial development was estimated using Transportation 
Tomorrow Survey (TTS) 2016 data. The TTS data was filtered for Market/Shop based auto trips during the 
weekday AM and PM peak periods. Due to insufficient data being provided for both AM and Saturday 
peak periods, the PM peak period distribution was used for both AM and Saturday peak period 
distributions. More specifically, PM In was used for AM Out and Saturday In, and PM out was used for AM 
In and Saturday Out.  

The site traffic was assigned to the road network based on trip patterns in the study area, changes in the 
future road network, logical routing, and the location and configuration of the site accesses. Table 4-3 
below outlines the trip distribution for the proposed uses. Detailed TTS calculations are provided in 
Appendix E. 

Table 4-3: Trip Distribution and Assignment 

Direction Route 
Weekday AM Weekday PM Saturday Mid-Day 

Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound 

North 
Creditview 

Road 
8% 5% 5% 8% 5% 8% 

South 

Creditview 
Road 

33% 25% 25% 33% 25% 33% 

Mississauga 
Road 

12% 10% 10% 12% 10% 12% 

West 
Mayfield 

Road 
3% 30% 30% 3% 30% 3% 

East 
Mayfield 

Road 
44% 30% 30% 44% 30% 44% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

The total, Costo, retail, and fast-food site-generated traffic volumes for the weekday AM, PM, and 
Saturday peak hours are illustrated in Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2, Figure 4-3, and Figure 4-4, respectively. 
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Figure 4-1: Total Site-Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes without Pass-by Trips 

 

Figure 4-2: Costco + Gas Station Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail A)  
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Figure 4-3: Total Site-Generated Retail Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail B+C) 

 

 Figure 4-4: Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Thru Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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The Costo, retail, and fast-food  pass-by trips are illustrated in Figure 4-5, Figure 4-6, Figure 4-7, and the 

net site traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 4-8. 

Figure 4-5: Costco + Gas Bar Pass-by Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail A) 
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Figure 4-6: Retail Pass-by Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail B+C) 

 

Figure 4-7: Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Thru Pass-by Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Retail B5) 
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Figure 4-8: Net Total Site Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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 FUTURE TOTAL TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 

Future total traffic conditions include the addition of site trips to the 2029 future background volumes. 
Five (5) new site accesses are proposed to facilitate the subject site: 

► Creditview Road & East Site Access 1: New full moves unsignalized access. 

► Creditview Road & East Site Access 2: New RIRO unsignalized access. 

► Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1: New right-in only unsignalized access. 

► Mayfield Road & South Site Access 2 (Street ‘G’): New full moves signalized access 
(addition of north leg). This intersection is recommended for signalization upon 
development of the subject site to better accommodate site traffic. 

► Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3: New RIRO unsignalized access. 

In addition, two (2) unsignalized intersections are proposed included along Street G and have been 
included in this updated analysis: 

► North Internal Access & Street G: New full moves unsignalized internal intersection. 

► South Internal Access & Street G: New RIRO unsignalized internal intersection. 

The recommended future road network with the site access configurations is illustrated in Figure 5-1. 

Figure 5-1: Recommended Future Road Network 
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 FUTURE TOTAL TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

The future total traffic volumes for the weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours are illustrated in Figure 
5-2. 

Figure 5-2: Future Total Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (2029) 
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 INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

The capacity analysis for the study area was undertaken using Synchro version 11.0, which is based on the 
Highway Capacity Manual 2000 methodology and adhering to the Town of Caledon and Peel Region Traffic 
Impact Study Guidelines. The intersection capacity analysis was conducted for the weekday AM, PM, and 
Saturday peak hours. As per Town of Caledon guidelines, critical movements for signalized intersections 
were identified as those with a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio greater than 0.90 for overall intersection 
operations, through movements or shared through/turning movements and a v/c ratio greater than 1.00 
for exclusive turning movements. For unsignalized intersections, critical movements were identified as 
those with a level-of-service (LOS) ‘E’ or greater.  

 EXISTING CONDITIONS SYNCHRO MODEL INPUTS  

Existing traffic operations were assessed to provide a baseline for future traffic operations. The existing 
analysis incorporates the most recent signal timing plans for the study intersections. A Peak Hour Factor 
(PHF) of 1.0 has been applied to new roads and intersections under the Future Total Conditions scenario, 
while a PHF of 0.97 has been retained for both the Existing and Future Background Conditions. For the 
Existing Conditions, the PHF was derived based on observed traffic volumes. 

 FUTURE CONDITIONS SYNCHRO MODEL INPUTS  
Input parameters from the existing scenario were maintained with corresponding future volumes, with 
the exception of the following changes outlined in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Future Conditions Synchro Model Input Modifications  
Intersection/Road Modifications 

Mayfield Road & 
Creditview Road 

• Addition of two (2) eastbound through lanes and one (1) westbound 
through lane, along with dedicated left-turning lanes to accommodate the 
planned widening of Mayfield Road. 

• Addition of one (1) northbound and southbound through lane, along with 
left-turning lanes at Mayfield Road & Creditview Road to accommodate the 
planned widening of Creditview Road. 

• Signal timing optimization for the PM and Weekend peak periods. 
Optimized STPs are summarized in Table 6-2.  

Mayfield Road & 
Robert Parkinson Drive 

• Addition of two (2) eastbound through lanes and one (1) westbound 
through lane, along with dedicated left-turning lanes to accommodate the 
planned widening of Mayfield Road. 

• Signalization with a proposed cycle length of 120 seconds. 
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Table 6-2: STP Optimization 
Intersection Peak Period Optimized Signal Timing Plan 

Mayfield 
Road & 

Creditview 
Road 

Existing PM 
STP 

 

Optimized PM 
STP 

 

Existing 
 Weekend STP 

 

Optimized  
Weekend STP 

 

The following sections outline a comparison of the capacity analysis results for existing, 2029 future 
background, and 2029 future total conditions. Detailed capacity analysis results are provided in the 
following appendices: 

► Appendix G: Existing Intersection Capacity Analysis; 

► Appendix H: 2029 Future Background Intersection Capacity Analysis; and  

► Appendix I: 2029 Future Total Intersection Capacity Analysis. 

 EXISTING SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The results for the existing signalized intersections under each traffic scenario during the weekday AM, 
PM, and Saturday peak hours are summarized in the section below. 

6.3.1 Mayfield Road & Creditview Road 

The intersection capacity analysis at Mayfield Road & Creditview Road is summarized in Table 6-3 under 
the existing STP, and in Table 6-4 with the optimized STP. A summary of the queue lengths is provided in 
Table 6-5.  

Table 6-3: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Creditview Road  (Not Optimized) 

Mvmt 
Existing Future Background 2029 Future Total 2029 

Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS Mvmt Vol V/C 

Delay 
(s) 

LOS Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS 

AM Peak Hour 

Overall - - 13 B Overall - - 11 B - - 12 B 

EBLTR 552 0.53 9 A EBL 29 0.10 13 B 29 0.12 15 B 

- - - - - EBTR 973 0.34 7 A 973 0.34 7 A 
WBLTR 596 0.61 11 B WBL 98 0.27 12 B 98 0.27 12 B 

- - - - - WBTR 1138 0.57 10 B 1236 0.63 11 B 
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Mvmt 
Existing Future Background 2029 Future Total 2029 

Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS Mvmt Vol V/C 

Delay 
(s) 

LOS Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS 

NBLT 127 0.32 21 C NBL 52 0.18 23 C 52 0.20 23 C 
NBR 94 0.32 21 C NBTR 192 0.34 21 C 264 0.42 22 C 

SBLTR 147 0.37 22 C SBL 9 0.03 22 C 62 0.25 25 C 

- - - - - SBTR 153 0.23 21 C 198 0.30 21 C 

PM Peak Hour 

Overall - - 13 B Overall - - 11 B - - 32 C 

EBLTR 658 0.60 11 B EBL 17 0.04 9 A 17 0.06 13 B 

- - - - - EBTR 1267 0.43 8 A 1267 0.45 9 A 

WBLTR 530 0.57 10 A WBL 134 0.45 18 B 134 0.48 21 C 

- - - - - WBTR 843 0.41 8 A 1033 0.54 11 B 

NBLT 143 0.35 21 C NBL 56 0.19 23 C 56 0.24 25 C 

NBR 124 0.42 22 C NBTR 239 0.45 22 C 404 0.54 22 C 

SBLTR 175 0.43 22 C SBL 14 0.06 24 C 318 1.38 225 F 

- - - - - SBTR 179 0.27 21 C 404 0.51 21 C 

Sat Peak Hour 

Overall - - 12 B Overall - - 10 A - - 62 E 

EBLTR 553 0.50 9 A EBL 26 0.07 10 B 26 0.11 16 B 

- - - - - EBTR 1066 0.36 7 A 1066 0.37 9 A 

WBLTR 527 0.53 9 A WBL 131 0.37 14 B 131 0.39 16 B 

- - - - - WBTR 962 0.46 8 A 1246 0.64 12 B 
NBLT 107 0.26 21 C NBL 29 0.09 21 C 29 0.12 24 C 

NBR 103 0.34 21 C NBTR 203 0.37 21 C 447 0.58 23 C 

SBLTR 102 0.25 21 C SBL 4 0.01 23 C 416 1.90 449 F 

- - - - - SBTR 108 0.16 20 C 412 0.51 21 C 

 

Table 6-4: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Creditview Road  (Optimized) 

Mvmt 
Existing Future Background 2029 Future Total 2029 

Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS Mvmt Vol V/C 

Delay 
(s) 

LOS Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS 

PM Peak Hour 

Overall - - 13 B Overall - - 15 B - - 28 C 

EBLTR 658 0.60 11 B EBL 17 0.04 9 A 17 0.08 29 C 

- - - - - EBTR 1267 0.35 7 A 1267 0.48 20 B 

WBLTR 530 0.57 10 A WBL 134 0.43 17 B 134 0.65 51 D 

- - - - - WBTR 843 0.33 7 A 1033 0.57 22 C 

NBLT 143 0.35 21 C NBL 56 0.29 50 D 56 0.28 46 D 

NBR 124 0.42 22 C NBTR 239 0.76 58 E 404 0.79 56 E 

SBLTR 175 0.43 22 C SBL 14 0.12 45 D 318 0.82 42 D 
- - - - - SBTR 179 0.31 44 D 404 0.32 27 C 

Sat Peak Hour 

Overall - - 12 B Overall - - 12 B - - 34 C 

EBLTR 553 0.50 9 A EBL 26 0.06 8 A 26 0.19 45 D 

- - - - - EBTR 1066 0.28 6 A 1066 0.44 22 C 

WBLTR 527 0.53 9 A WBL 131 0.33 11 B 131 0.57 45 D 

- - - - - WBTR 962 0.36 6 A 1246 0.74 31 C 
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Mvmt 
Existing Future Background 2029 Future Total 2029 

Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS Mvmt Vol V/C 

Delay 
(s) 

LOS Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS 

NBLT 107 0.26 21 C NBL 29 0.15 50 D 29 0.14 43 D 
NBR 103 0.34 21 C NBTR 203 0.71 58 E 447 0.80 57 E 

SBLTR 102 0.25 21 C SBL 4 0.04 47 D 416 0.91 51 D 

- - - - - SBTR 108 0.22 45 D 412 0.28 23 C 

 

Table 6-5: Intersection Queue Lengths, Mayfield Road & Creditview Road  

Mvmt 
Existing Future Background 2029  Future Total 2029  

50th Queue 95th Queue Mvmt 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 

AM Peak Hour 

Overall - - Overall - - - - 
EBLTR 36 68 EBL 1 5 2 6 

- - - EBTR 19 27 19 27 

WBLTR 45 92 WBL 6 16 6 16 

- - - WBTR 41 58 46 68 

NBLT 14 27 NBL 5 14 5 14 

NBR 0 10 NBTR 5 12 9 18 

SBLTR 14 29 SBL 1 4 7 16 

- - - SBTR 7 14 10 18 

PM Peak Hour (Optimized under FB & FT Conditions) 

Overall - - Overall - - - - 
EBLTR 45 85 EBL 1 3 3 8 

- - - EBTR 18 65 84 109 

WBLTR 38 78 WBL 10 51 38 84 

- - - WBTR 26 62 104 142 

NBLT 15 30 NBL 14 27 13 26 
NBR 0 12 NBTR 13 26 44 59 

SBLTR 17 32 SBL 3 9 58 80 

- - - SBTR 18 25 35 43 

Sat Peak Hour  (Optimized under FB & FT Conditions) 

Overall - - Overall - - - - 
EBLTR 34 61 EBL 1 3 4 16 

- - - EBTR 15 45 69 91 

WBLTR 36 69 WBL 8 29 28 72 

- - - WBTR 30 61 135 181 

NBLT 11 23 NBL 7 17 7 15 

NBR 0 11 NBTR 11 24 54 68 

SBLTR 8 19 SBL 1 4 80 131 

- - - SBTR 11 18 35 43 

Existing Conditions: Under existing conditions, the intersection of Mayfield Road & Creditview Road 
operates well during both weekday peak hours and Saturday peak. All movements are operating with 
residual capacity and acceptable delays. All existing 95th percentile queues can be accommodated by their 
available storage lanes. No critical movements have been identified. 
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Future Background Conditions: Under future background conditions, with the widening of Mayfield Road 
and Creditview Road, the intersection is expected to operate similarly to existing conditions. The 
intersection is expected to operate at acceptable levels of service, with no critical movements identified. 

Future Total Conditions: Under future total conditions, the addition of site traffic is expected to see 
capacity constraints in the SBL movement during the weekday PM and Saturday peaks (See Table 6-3). 
The proposed PM and Weekend STP changes of increasing the cycle length to 120 seconds, as well as 
adding an advance phase for SBL are recommended to accommodate additional traffic. As shown in Table 
6-4 and Table 6-5, all movements can operate within capacity and all 95th percentile queues can be 
accommodated by their available storage lanes.  

 MAYFIELD ROAD & ROBERT PARKINSON DRIVE 

The results for the studied existing unsignalized intersections under each traffic scenario during the 
weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours are summarized in the section below. The intersection of 
Mayfield Road and Robert Parkinson Drive currently functions as a three-leg unsignalized intersection. 
With the proposed site buildout, Robert Parkinson Drive will be extended through the future Site Access 
2/Street ‘G’ access. As previously mentioned in Section 6.4.2, the signalization of Mayfield Road & Robert 
Parkinson Drive is recommended for this development. The following sections compare the intersection 
operations under both unsignalized and signalized conditions. A traffic signal warrant analysis was 
conducted to determine if signalization is recommended.  

6.4.1 Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive (Unsignalized) 

The intersection capacity analysis at Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson under unsignalized conditions is 
summarized in Table 6-6. 
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Table 6-6: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive 

Mvmt 
Existing Future Background 2029 Future Total 2029 

Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS Vol V/C 

Delay 
(s) 

LOS Mvmt Vol V/C 
Delay 

(s) 
LOS 

AM Peak Hour 

Overall - - 2 - - - 2 - Overall - - 6 - 

NBL 43 0.18 24 C 43 0.50 83 F NBLT 43 0.75 169 F 

NBR 92 0.16 12 B 92 0.20 15 B NBR 92 0.19 14 B 

EBT 470 0.00 0   920 0.00 0   EBL 66 0.11 12 B 

EBR 22 0.00 0   22 0.00 0   EBT 887 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - EBR 22 0.00 0   

WBL 39 0.04 9 A 39 0.10 15 B WBL 39 0.09 15 B 

WBT 535 0.00 0   1173 0.00 0   WBT 1172 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - WBR 34 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - SBL 27 0.54 142 F 

- - - - - - - - - SBTR 73 0.16 14 B 

PM Peak Hour 

Overall - - 2 - - - 3 - Overall - - 59 - 

NBL 25 0.14 28 D 25 0.53 148 F NBLT 25 2.50 1423 F 

NBR 70 0.15 14 B 70 0.20 18 C NBR 70 0.19 17 C 

EBT 630 0.00 0   1256 0.00 0   EBL 316 0.41 13 B 

EBR 51 0.00 0   51 0.00 0   EBT 1192 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - EBR 51 0.00 0   
WBL 82 0.09 9 A 82 0.30 24 C WBL 82 0.28 22 C 

WBT 412 0.00 0   854 0.00 0   WBT 866 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - WBR 34 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - SBL 68 4.00 1807 F 

- - - - - - - - - SBTR 123 0.21 13 B 

Sat Peak Hour 

Overall - - 2 - - - 2 - Overall - - 133 - 

NBL 23 0.10 23 C 23 0.38 96 F NBLT 23 3.83 2443 F 

NBR 79 0.14 13 B 79 0.19 16 C NBR 79 0.18 15 B 

EBT 506 0.00 0   1045 0.00 0   EBL 448 0.65 19 C 

EBR 34 0.00 0   34 0.00 0   EBT 972 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - EBR 34 0.00 0   

WBL 86 0.08 9 A 86 0.24 18 C WBL 86 0.22 17 C 

WBT 395 0.00 0   953 0.00 0   WBT 963 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - WBR 54 0.00 0   

- - - - - - - - - SBL 71 8.88 4449 F 

- - - - - - - - - SBTR 164 0.31 15 B 

Existing Conditions: Under existing conditions, the intersection of Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson 
Drive operates well during both weekday peak hours. All movements are operating with residual capacity 
and acceptable delays. All existing 95th percentile queues can be accommodated by their available storage 
lanes. No critical movements have been identified.  

Future Background Conditions: Under future background conditions, the NBL movement is expected to 
operate with a LOS of ‘F’ during all peak hours, the movement operates with residual capacity. The 
volumes in the future background conditions do not warrant a signal. 
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Future Total Conditions: The NBLT and SBLT are deemed critical during the weekday AM and PM peak 
hour and Saturday peak; this finding is attributable to background traffic growth as well as site generated 
trips. Signal warrant analysis will be conducted to determine whether this intersection is warranted for 
signalization; nonetheless, based on the Synchro results, signalization of this intersection is 
recommended. 

However, a traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted for the intersection to determine whether 
signalization is required. The AM and PM peak hour average volumes were used. The traffic signal warrant 
analysis was conducted based on the methodologies outlined in Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM) Book 12: 
Traffic Signals, for the future horizon year. The results of the traffic signal warrant analysis are provided 
in Table 6-7. Full details of the analysis are provided in Appendix J.  

Table 6-7: Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis  

Justification Satisfied 80% or More 
Two Justifications Satisfied 

80% or More 

Justification 1 Minimum Vehicular Volumes YES        NO         
YES      NO          

Justification 2 Delay to Cross Traffic YES         NO         

The intersection meets the MTO warrant criteria for signalization and is therefore recommended for 
further consideration. The results for a new signalized intersection under future traffic scenarios during 
the weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours are summarized in the section below.  

6.4.2 Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 (Street ‘G’) 
(Signalized) 

Based on the Synchro results and signal warrant analysis, signalization of Mayfield Road & Robert 
Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 (Street ‘G’) has been recommended to accommodate site traffic 
volumes. The recommended signal timing plans with a proposed cycle length of 120 seconds are 
summarized in Table 6-8.  

Table 6-8: Recommended Signal Timing Plan, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South 
Site Access 2 (Street ‘G’) 

Intersection Peak Period Recommended Signal Timing Plan 

Mayfield 
Road & 
Robert 

Parkinson 
Drive / 

South Site 
Access 2 

Recommended 
AM 

 

Recommended 
PM 

 

Recommended 
Sat 

 

The intersection capacity analysis at Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site Access 2 (Street 
‘G’) is summarized in Table 6-9, for the weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours. A summary of the 
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queue lengths is provided in Table 6-10. To note, only future total conditions are provided below as 
signalization is recommended upon development of the site.  

Table 6-9: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site 
Access 2 (Street ‘G’) 

Mvmt 
Future Total 2029 (Optimized) 

Vol V/C Delay (s) LOS 
AM Peak 

Overall - - 10 A 

EBL 66 0.16 4 A 

EBT 887 0.22 3 A 

EBR 22 0.02 2 A 

WBL 39 0.08 5 A 

WBT 1172 0.46 7 A 

WBR 34 0.03 4 A 

NBLT 43 0.28 55 D 

NBR 92 0.53 53 D 

SBL 27 0.24 58 E 

SBTR 73 0.41 51 D 

PM Peak 

Overall - - 12 B 

EBL 316 0.58 8 A 

EBT 1192 0.31 5 A 

EBR 51 0.04 4 A 

WBL 82 0.23 11 B 

WBT 866 0.38 11 B 
WBR 34 0.03 8 A 

NBLT 25 0.14 51 D 

NBR 70 0.28 45 D 

SBL 68 0.42 56 E 

SBTR 123 0.47 47 D 

Sat Peak 

Overall - - 17 B 

EBL 448 0.86 23 C 

EBT 972 0.26 5 A 

EBR 34 0.03 4 A 

WBL 86 0.22 14 B 

WBT 963 0.47 16 B 

WBR 54 0.06 11 B 

NBLT 23 0.13 50 D 

NBR 79 0.27 42 D 

SBL 71 0.43 55 E 

SBTR 164 0.54 46 D 
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Table 6-10: Intersection Queue Lengths, Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / South Site 
Access 2 (Street ‘G’) 

Mvmt 
Future Total 2029 (Optimized) 

50th Queue 95th Queue 

AM Peak 

Overall - - 
EBL 2 5 

EBT 11 17 

EBR 0 1 

WBL 4 7 

WBT 76 92 

WBR 1 2 

NBLT 10 22 

NBR 0 16 

SBL 6 16 

SBR 0 0 

PM Peak 

Overall - - 

EBL 12 24 

EBT 18 29 

EBR 0 2 

WBL 7 19 

WBT 38 79 

WBR 0 3 

NBLT 6 15 
NBR 0 14 

SBL 16 31 

SBR 0 0 

Sat Peak 

Overall - - 

EBL 34 75 

EBT 14 23 

EBR 0 2 

WBL 10 20 

WBT 61 103 

WBR 1 6 

NBLT 5 14 

NBR 0 15 

SBL 17 32 

SBR 0 0 

Future Total Conditions: Under future total traffic conditions, with signalization and implementation of 
the recommended signal timing plan, the intersection is expected to operate at acceptable levels of 
service under all peak hours. No other critical movements have been identified. After introducing a signal, 
the intersection performs within capacity with acceptable delays and queues during the AM, PM, and 
Saturday peaks. After introducing a signal, the intersection performs within capacity with acceptable 
delays and queues during the AM, PM, and Saturday peaks. Since introducing a signal in this intersection 
solves the capacity and delay issues, a dual left turning lane in the WBL is not required as the WBL is not 
in constraint, and the traffic volumes in this movement are manageable with a single left turning lane.  
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 After introducing a signal, the intersection performs within capacity with acceptable delays and queues 
during the AM, PM, and Saturday peaks. Since introducing a signal in this intersection solves the capacity 
and delay issues, a dual left turning lane in the WBL is not required as the WBL is not in constraint, and 
the traffic volumes in this movement are manageable with a single left turning lane.  

6.4.2.1 Single Left-Turn lane Justification 

The introduction of a traffic signal at this intersection addresses the capacity and delay concerns. A dual 
westbound left-turn lane is not required, as this movement is not operating under constrained conditions, 
and the associated traffic volumes can be adequately accommodated by a single left-turn lane. 

 NEW UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The results for new unsignalized intersections under each traffic scenario during the weekday AM, PM, 
and Saturday peak hours are summarized in the section below. 

6.5.1 Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 

The intersection capacity analysis for weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours at Creditview Road & 
East Site Access 1 is summarized in Table 6-11. 

Table 6-11: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Creditview Road & East Site Access 1  
AM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 3 - - 

NBL 130 0.09 8 A 0 

NBT 111 0.00 0   0 

EBL 16 0.03 13 B 0 

EBR 52 0.05 9 A 0 

SBT 149 0.00 0   0 

SBR 30 0.00 0   0 

PM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 7 - - 

NBL 278 0.21 8 A 1 

NBT 108 0.00 0   0 

EBL 73 0.27 23 C 1 

EBR 273 0.28 10 B 1 

SBT 169 0.00 0   0 
SBR 57 0.00 0   0 

Sat Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 10 - - 

NBL 410 0.29 9 A 1 

NBT 103 0.00 0   0 

EBL 98 0.53 45 E 3 

EBR 359 0.35 10 B 2 

SBT 87 0.00 0   0 

SBR 73 0.00 0   0 
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Future Total Conditions: The full moves site access off Creditview Road is expected to operate well within 
capacity and with acceptable delays for all individual movements during all peak hours. No constraints 
have been identified. 

6.5.2 Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 

The intersection capacity analysis for weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours at Creditview Road & 
East Site Access 2 is summarized in Table 6-12. 

Table 6-12: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 
AM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 1 - - 

NBT 241 0.00 0   0 

EBR 61 0.07 9 A 0 

SBT 196 0.00 0   0 

SBR 9 0.00 0   0 

PM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 3 - - 

NBT 386 0.00 0   0 

EBR 304 0.38 12 B 2 

SBT 417 0.00 0   0 
SBR 23 0.00 0   0 

Sat Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 4 - - 

NBT 513 0.00 0   0 

EBR 409 0.51 14 B 3 

SBT 428 0.00 0   0 

SBR 19 0.00 0   0 

Future Total Conditions: The RIRO site access off Creditview Road is expected to operate well within 
capacity and with acceptable delays for all individual movements during all peak hours. No constraints 
have been identified. 
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6.5.3 Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 

The intersection capacity analysis for weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours at Mayfield Road & 
South Site Access 1 is summarized in Table 6-13. 

Table 6-13: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1  
AM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

EBT 975 0.00 0   0 
WBT 1280 0.00 0   0 

WBR 11 0.00 0   0 

PM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

EBT 1559 0.00 0   0 

WBT 967 0.00 0   0 

WBR 28 0.00 0   0 

Sat Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

EBT 1454 0.00 0   0 

WBT 1097 0.00 0   0 

WBR 38 0.00 0   0 

Future Total Conditions: The right-in only site access off Mayfield Road is expected to operate well within 
capacity and with acceptable delays for all individual movements during all peak hours. No constraints 
have been identified. 
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6.5.4 Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 

The intersection capacity analysis for weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours at Mayfield Road & 
South Site Access 3 is summarized in Table 6-14. 

Table 6-14: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3  
AM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

EBT 1012 0.00 0   0 
WBT 1169 0.00 0   0 

WBR 92 0.00 0   0 

SBR 68 0.15 14 B 1 

PM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

EBT 1326 0.00 0   0 

WBT 899 0.00 0   0 

WBR 133 0.00 0   0 

SBR 85 0.15 13 B 1 

Sat Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 1 - - 

EBT 1124 0.00 0   0 

WBT 987 0.00 0   0 

WBR 194 0.00 0   0 

SBR 114 0.22 14 B 1 

Future Total Conditions: The RIRO site access off Mayfield Road is expected to operate well within 
capacity and with acceptable delays for all individual movements during all peak hours. No constraints 
have been identified. 
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6.5.5 Street G & North Internal Access 

The intersection capacity analysis for weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours at Street G & North 
Internal Access is summarized in Table 6-15. 

Table 6-15: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Street G & North Internal Access  
AM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 5 - - 

NBL 9 0.01 7 A 0 
NBT 0 0.00 0   0 

NBR 92 0.00 0   0 

EBLTR 10 0.01 9 A 0 

WBLTR 101 0.12 10 A 0 

PM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 6 - - 

NBL 45 0.03 7 A 0 

NBT 0 0.00 0   0 

NBR 305 0.00 0   0 

EBLTR 52 0.08 11 B 0 

WBLTR 176 0.30 13 B 1 

Sat Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 7 - - 

NBL 66 0.04 7 A 0 

NBT 0 0.00 0   0 

NBR 436 0.00 0   0 
EBLTR 65 0.12 13 B 0 

WBLTR 237 0.49 19 C 3 

Future Total Conditions: The future intersection of Street G & North Internal Access is expected to operate 
well within capacity and with acceptable delays for all individual movements during all peak hours. No 
constraints have been identified. 
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6.5.6 Street G & South Internal Access 

The intersection capacity analysis for weekday AM, PM, and Saturday peak hours at Street G & South 
Internal Access is summarized in Table 6-16. 

Table 6-16: Intersection Capacity Analysis, Street G & South Internal Access  
AM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

NBT 100 0.00 0   0 
EBR 6 0.01 9 A 0 

SBT 95 0.00 0   0 

SBR 4 0.00 0   0 

PM Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

NBT 351 0.00 0   0 

EBR 20 0.02 9 A 0 

SBT 169 0.00 0   0 

SBR 10 0.00 0   0 

Sat Future Total 2029 

Mvmt Vol V/C Delay(s) LOS 95th Queue 

Overall - - 0 - - 

NBT 502 0.00 0   0 

EBR 23 0.03 10 A 0 

SBT 213 0.00 0   0 

SBR 17 0.00 0   0 

Future Total Conditions: The future intersection of Street G & South Internal Access is expected to operate 
well within capacity and with acceptable delays for all individual movements during all peak hours. No 
constraints have been identified. 

 SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

With the signalization of Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive, and the planned widenings along 
adjacent roads, the intersection capacity analysis results indicate that site traffic is expected to have an 
acceptable impact on the surrounding road network. In addition, the proposed site accesses and internal 
intersection on the subject lands are expected to operate sufficiently under future conditions.  
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 SIM TRAFFIC ANALYSIS  

SimTraffic models were developed to assess the queue lengths for the future east accesses along 
Creditview Road (East Access 1, East Access 2). The queue lengths for East Access 1 in summarized in Table 
7-1 and summarized in Table 7-2 for East Access 2. Detailed results are provided in Appendix K.   

Table 7-1: SimTraffic Queues – Creditview Road & East Access 1 

Creditview Road & East Access 1 

AM 

Movement EB EB NB SB - 

Directions Served L R L R 

- 

Maximum Queue (m) 7.5 8.4 21 4 

Average Queue (m) 2.4 4.9 5.8 0.2 

95th Queue (m) 8 8.7 16.3 2 

Link Distance (m) 98.7 98.7 0 0 

Storage Bay Dist (m) 0 0 50 30 

PM 

Movement EB EB NB SB - 
Directions Served L R L T 

- 

Maximum Queue (m) 32.6 22.2 44.8 1.3 

Average Queue (m) 9.6 12 16.7 0 

95th Queue (m) 20 20 34.3 0.9 

Link Distance (m) 112 112 0 233.7 

Storage Bay Dist (m) 0 0 50 0 

Sat 

Movement EB EB NB SB SB 

Directions Served L R L T R 

Maximum Queue (m) 29.6 34.2 48.6 1.3 6.9 

Average Queue (m) 11.4 13.9 17.7 0 1.4 

95th Queue (m) 21.8 24.2 37.9 0.9 5.8 

Link Distance (m) 121.1 121.1 0 233.8 0 

Storage Bay Dist (m) 0 0 50 0 30 
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Table 7-2: SimTraffic Queues – Creditview Road & East Access 2 
Creditview Road & East Access 2 

AM 

Movement EB - - 

Directions Served R 

- - 

Maximum Queue (m) 9.2 

Average Queue (m) 5.7 
95th Queue (m) 9.5 

Link Distance (m) 108.4 

Storage Bay Dist (m) 0 

PM 

Movement EB - - 

Directions Served R 

- - 

Maximum Queue (m) 36.7 

Average Queue (m) 16.6 

95th Queue (m) 27.7 

Link Distance (m) 103.8 

Storage Bay Dist (m) 0 

Sat 

Movement EB SB SB 

Directions Served R T T 

Maximum Queue (m) 66 18.7 7.5 

Average Queue (m) 24 1 0.2 

95th Queue (m) 48.5 8.9 5.3 

Link Distance (m) 110 100.1 100.1 

Storage Bay Dist (m) 0 0 0 

Based on the results in the tables above, the maximum queue lengths do not surpass the available link 
distances. Therefore, it can be concluded that the anticipated queues on Creditview Road can be 
adequately accommodated within the existing roadway network. In addition, observations from the 
SimTraffic simulation indicate that queues dissipate within a short period, with no excessive queueing nor 
queueing spillback observed.   
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 PARKING AND LOADING REVIEW 

 PARKING REVIEW 

The subject site is located within Exception Zone C-687, as outlined in Zoning By-law 2024-050, which has 
passed on June 25, 2024. This By-law amends the Town of Caledon’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law 2006-
50, including Section 5 - Parking, Loading and Delivery (Section 5.2.3 - Non-Residential Parking 
Requirements). Within this exception zone, the minimum parking requirement is 1 space per 23 m2 of net 
floor area. It should be noted that at this stage of development, the net floor area (NFA) has not yet been 
determined. Therefore, as a conservative method, the GFA has been used for the parking calculation. The 
parking requirements and proposed supply are summarized in Table 8-1. The full report including the 
exception zone parking rates are provided in Appendix L.  

Table 8-1: Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2024-050 Zone C-687 Parking Requirement 

Land Use Structure GFA 
Town of Caledon ZBL 2006-50 

Proposed 
Supply Parking Rate 

Required Spaces 
(1) 

Commercial A-B 20,896 m2  1 space / 23m2 of 
net floor area 

909 1,242 

Commercial C 7,773 m2 338 314 

Total 1,247 1,556 
Note:  (1) ─ According to Town of Caledon By-law 2006-50, Section 5.2.4, where the minimum number of parking, loading or 

delivery spaces is calculated on the basis of a rate or ratio, the required number of parking, loading or delivery spaces 
shall be rounded to the next higher whole number.  

Based on the minimum parking requirements under Exception Zone C-687, the proposed commercial 
development is required to provide a total of 1,247 parking spaces. The proposed supply of 1,242 parking 
spaces for commercial lot A and B exceeds and satisfies the parking requirement. The proposed supply for 
commercial lot C is 314, which does not satisfy the minimum parking requirement of 338 spaces. As the 
number of parking spaces in commercial lot A and B significantly exceeds the required minimum, it should 
adequately address the parking shortfall for commercial lot C.  

In the event of limited parking availability in commercial lot C, visitors may utilize the parking areas 
provided at lot A and B and access lot C on foot by crossing Street G. A two-way stop-control (TWSC) will 
be implemented for the east and west movements at the Street G & North Internal Access intersection, 
while the Street G & South Internal Access will operate as a right-in right-out (RIRO) intersection for the 
eastbound movements. Vehicles must yield to pedestrians when crossing both internal roads. Pedestrian 
crosswalks will be provided along Street G when crossing the North Internal Access to facilitate safe and 
convenient pedestrian movement. In total, the proposed supply of 1,556 parking spaces satisfies, and 
exceeds the number of required parking spaces for the proposed site. Eight (8) EV parking spaces will be 
provided between retail buildings B1 and B2.  

 LOADING REVIEW 

The loading requirements are subject to Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2006-50, Section 5 - Parking, 
Loading and Delivery (Section 5.4.2 - Delivery Space Requirements, July 20, 2023). The commercial delivery 
space requirement is one (1) per building per lot. The loading space requirements referenced in Section 
5.4.2 of the By-law was applied to the proposed commercial development as summarized in Table 8-2. 
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Table 8-2: Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2006-50 Loading Requirement 

Land Use Structure 
Town of Caledon ZBL 2006-50 

Proposed Supply Delivery Space 
Requirement 

Required 
Spaces 

Supermarket A 

3 loading spaces +  
1 space for each 

additional 9,300 m2 
or potion thereof in 
excess of 7,441 m2 

4 (1) 4 

Commercial B1 – B2 

1 per building per lot 

2 2 

Commercial B3 – B4 
3 3 

Restaurant B5 

Commercial C1 – C2 1 3 

Commercial C3 – C4 2 2 

Total 12 14 
Note:  (1) ─ According to Town of Caledon By-law 2006-50, Section 5.2.4, where the minimum number of parking, loading or 

delivery spaces is calculated on the basis of a rate or ratio, the required number of parking, loading or delivery spaces 
shall be rounded to the next higher whole number.  

The proposed Costco for Structure A has been considered as a Supermarket, which will require a total of 
four (4) loading spaces. All other commercial and restaurant buildings will require one (1) delivery space 
per building per lot. Therefore, a total of 12 delivery spaces are required. A total of 14 delivery spaces are 
proposed for the overall development. Four (4) loading spaces are proposed for commercial structure A, 
two (2) loading spaces are proposed for commercial structures B1 and B2, and three (3) loading spaces 
are proposed to be shared among commercial buildings B3, B4, and B5. Commercial structures C1 and C2 
share three (3) loading spaces, while structures C3 and C4 will share two (2) tandem loading spaces, 
located adjacent to structure C3. 

With regards to the tandem loading operations for structures C3-C4, it is anticipated that staff for each 
unit within these buildings will coordinate loading activity, and deliveries will be scheduled to ensure that 
no overlapping loading activities occur at the same time. To support this, it is recommended that a formal 
loading schedule be established and distributed to all building tenants to ensure efficient and conflict-free 
loading operations. As such, it is our opinion that the proposed tandem delivery space configuration 
provides adequate space for commercial servicing/loading activities. Furthermore, all proposed delivery 
spaces meet the required delivery space dimensions of at least 9 metres long, 3.5 metres wide, 3 metres 
in vertical clearance. 

 BICYCLE PARKING REVIEW 
A total of 76 bicycle parking spaces will be provided near the commercial building entrances, connected 
by concrete pathways for easy access. The Town of Caledon Active Transportation Master Plan (June 2024) 
recommends that for new retail/commercial units, bicycle parking must amount to 5% of the total 
required motor vehicle parking spaces, with a minimum of 6 spaces per building. As no bicycle rates were 
provided for supermarkets or restaurants, the proposed Costco and Structure B5 has been considered as 
a commercial building as a conservative analysis. The proposed bicycle parking has been summarized in 
Table 8-3. 
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Table 8-3: Bicycle Parking Proposed Supply 

Land Use Structure 
Required Vehicle 

Spaces 
Recommended Supply Proposed Supply 

Commercial 
A 

909 46 36 
B1-B5 

C1-C4 (1) 338 18(2) 40 

Total 1,247 64 76 
Note: (1) – Structures C1 and C2 has been considered as one building. 

(2) – A minimum of 6 spaces per building was applied for a more conservative approach. 

As per the recommended bicycle rates in the Town of Caledon Active Transportation Master Plan, the 
subject site is recommended to provide a minimum of 46 bicycle spaces for commercial lots A-B, and 18 
bicycle spaces for commercial lot C, totaling 64 bicycle spaces. The proposed supply includes 36 bicycle 
spaces for commercial lot A-B which falls short of the recommended bicycle parking supply. However, the 
proposed supply of 40 bicycle spaces in commercial lot C exceeds the recommended supply. In total, the 
proposed supply of 76 bicycle spaces will exceed the recommended supply from the Town’s Active 
Transportation Master Plan, and is expected to meet the demand for the site.  

 DRIVE-THROUGH FACILITY REVIEW 

Structure B5 is proposed to operate as a fast-food restaurant with a drive-through facility, as illustrated 
in Figure 8-1. In accordance with Zoning By-law 2006-50, Section 4.10 – Drive-Through Service Facilities, a 
maximum of two (2) queuing lanes is permitted, with each queuing space required to have a minimum 
length of 6 m and a width of 3 m.  

Figure 8-1: Proposed Drive-Through Facility  

 
Source: Turner Fleisher, February 2026 

As per Zoning By-law 2006-50, a restaurant with a drive-through facility is required to provide a minimum 
of 8 queuing spaces. The proposed development will provide 16 queuing spaces, thereby meeting and 
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exceeding this requirement. The queuing spaces will be accommodated with two (2) queuing lanes, with 
all spaces meeting the specified dimension requirements.  

 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION REVIEW 

This section outlines the active transportation strategies to be implemented, in accordance with the 
requirements of the Town of Caledon's Green Development Standards (GDS) and Active Transportation 
Master Plan (ATMP). To comply with the requirements of the GDS, the proposed site must incorporate a 
minimum of three strategies for the draft plan of subdivision and at least one strategy for the site plan. 
The strategies listed below aim to reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips associated with 
the proposed development: 

1. Bike Repair Station: A bike repair station will be installed near the entrance to retail building C2 
to support local cyclists and encourage increased bicycle usage. 

2. Pavement Marking and Signage Plan: The proposed development will include appropriate 
pavement markings and signage to effectively guide vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. 

3. Multi-Use path: The proposed development will provide a 3.0 m wide multi-use path (MUP) 
along both sides of Street ‘G’. The MUPs will provide safe connected pedestrian pathways from 
Mayfield Road, supporting pedestrian trips to the subject site.   

4. Sidewalk Provision: The proposed development will provide a minimum 1.8-meter-wide 
sidewalks surrounding the site with landscape buffers, enhancing pedestrian accessibility. 

5. Mid-block Connections: Mid-block connections will be established along Mayfield Road to link 
the southern portion of the site with the sidewalk network, improving pedestrian access. 

As detailed above, the proposed site will provide a bike repair station, adequate signage and pavement 
markings, sidewalks, and mid-block connections. Through the implementation of the proposed strategies, 
the proposed development satisfies the requirements of the Town's Green Development Standards and 
Active Transportation Master Plan. It should be noted that the existing paved shoulder along Creditview 
Road (See Section 2.3) will be maintained. 
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 FUNCTIONAL DESIGN AND ACCESS REVIEW 

Functional Design Review 

A review of the functionality and accessibility of the proposed loading spaces was completed to determine 
that the proposed loading spaces can be accessed and egressed by the appropriate vehicles. The 
functionality of the proposed parking spaces was also confirmed. Furthermore, a review of internal roads 
reveals that Fire and Emergency Service vehicles can safely access the site. The swept path diagrams are 
provided in Appendix M. The review finds that all design vehicles can be accommodated. 

Sightline Analysis 

A sightline analysis was conducted for the proposed accesses on Mayfield Road and Creditview Road to 
ensure that vehicles can safely enter and exit the site. The sightline analysis considered Stopping Sight 
Distance and Intersection Sight Distance. The assessment is based on the methodology outlined in the 
Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads TAC manual. The sightline analysis is provided in Appendix 
M. 

Based on the design speed limit of 80 km/h along Mayfield Road and 60 km/h along Creditview Road, TAC 
recommended a minimum distance of 130 m and 85 m respectively, in order for vehicles to safely come 
to a stop when they see a vehicle exiting from the minor road. As shown in Drawing No. 013 and Drawing 
No. 014, oncoming vehicles will have a clear sight distance of 130 m. Therefore, the stopping sight 
distances at all site accesses are considered acceptable. 

LEA also conducted an intersection sight distance analysis for the proposed site accesses. In accordance 
with the TAC manual, the vertex of the departure sight triangle on the minor road should be 4.4 m from 
the edge of the major road. Drawing No. 015 and Drawing No. 016 illustrates the intersection sight 
distance based on the 4.4 m from the edge of the road. With this distance from the edge of the road, the 
vertical sightlines acceptable at all site accesses.   
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 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

► LEA Consulting Ltd. (LEA) was retained by 12100 Creditview Developments Limited to 
prepare a Transportation Impact Study (TIS) for the proposed commercial development 
located at 12100 Creditview Road in the Town of Caledon. The subject site is currently 
vacant. The proposed development consists of nine (9) commercial structures (A, B1-
B5, and C1-C4) providing a total gross floor area (GFA) of 308,593 ft2 and 1,556 parking 
spaces. A gas bar with 24 fueling positions is also proposed on the east side of the site, 
south of Commercial Structure A. Access to the site is proposed via one (1) full 
movement driveway and one (1) right-in / right-out (RIRO) driveway off Creditview 
Road. One (1) right-in only, one (1) RIRO, and one (1) full movement driveway off 
Mayfield Road is also available for access to the site. 

► Local transit service for the subject site is provided by Brampton Transit with the closest 
available stops located at the intersections of Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive 
and Mayfield Road & Creditview Road. There are currently limited cycling and 
pedestrian facilities surrounding the subject site; however, the Town of Caledon 
MMTMP and Mount Pleasant Block 51-1 Collector Road and Transportation Study plans 
for a new network of on- and off-road cycling facilities and multi-use trails.   

► The proposed commercial development is anticipated to generate 673 two-way trips 
during the AM peak hour (374 inbound and 299 outbound), 1,794 two-way trips during 
the PM peak hour (868 inbound and 926 outbound), and 2,446 two-way trips during the 
Saturday peak hour (1,237 inbound and 1,209 outbound). 

► This assessment considers a 5-year horizon from base year 2024 to future year 2029. 
Under existing conditions, the signalized and unsignalized intersections during all peak 
hours are operating at acceptable levels of service. No critical movements are identified.  

► The future background scenario incorporates background development traffic, corridor 
growth rates, and future planned road improvements. Under future background 
conditions, all signalized and unsignalized intersections during all peak hours are 
operating at acceptable levels of service. No critical movements are identified. 

► To improve traffic conditions, signalization of Mayfield Road & Robert Parkinson Drive / 
South Site Access 2 is recommended. With signalization and implementation of the 
recommended signal timing plan, the intersection is expected to operate at acceptable 
levels of service under all peak hours. In addition, the proposed site accesses and 
internal intersection within the subject lands are expected to operate sufficiently under 
future conditions. As such, the proposed commercial development can be 
accommodated by the surrounding road network. 

► The signal warrant analysis conducted for the intersection of Mayfield Road & Parkinson 
Drive / South Site Access 2 confirms that the intersection meets the MTO warrant 
criteria for signalization and is therefore recommended for further consideration. 

► A SimTraffic analysis was conducted for the site accesses along Creditview Road. The 
results of the analysis indicate that all projected queues fit within the available link 
distances, and confirm that queues can clear quickly without spillback. 
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► The subject site is within exception zone C-687 under Zoning By-law 2024-050. A total 
of 1,556 vehicular parking spaces are proposed, satisfying, and exceeding the parking 
requirements for exception zone C-687.  

► The site will provide 76 bicycle spaces, satisfying the bicycle parking rates from the Town 
of Caledon ATMP. These spaces will be located near the building entrances. 

► A total of 14 delivery spaces are proposed for the commercial development. It is 
anticipated that deliveries will be scheduled to ensure that no overlapping loading 
activities occur at the same time. As such, it is of our opinion that the proposed tandem 
delivery space configuration provides adequate space for commercial servicing/loading 
activities. 

► The proposed development will incorporate multiple active transportation measures, 
including a bike repair station, signage and pavement markings, a multi-use path, and 
midblock connections to meet the Town of Caledon’s Green Development Standards 
and Active Transportation Master Plan requirements to reduce single-occupancy vehicle 
trips. 

► A review of the functionality and accessibility of the loading and parking spaces reveal 
that the proposed spaces can be safely accessed and egressed by the appropriate 
vehicles.  

► A sightline analysis was conducted for the proposed site accesses. The analysis finds that 
stopping sight distance and intersection sight distances for all site accesses are 
considered acceptable. 
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LEA Consulting Ltd. 
625 Cochrane Drive, 9th Floor 

Markham, ON, L3R 9R9 Canada 
T | 905 470 0015   F | 905 470 0030 
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CANADA | INDIA | AFRICA |  ASIA | MIDDLE EAST  

November 19, 2021 Reference Number: 22142 
   
Rosalie Shan, Region of Peel 
Via Email: Rosalie.Shan@peelregion.ca 
 

 

RE:  Terms of Reference 
Proposed Retail Development  
12100 Creditview Road, Town of Caledon  

 
Dear Rosalie,  

We wish to confirm the following work plan for the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) for the proposed retail 
development located at the municipal address 12100 Creditview Road (herein referred to as the “subject site”) 
in the Town of Caledon, as illustrated in Figure 1. Based on the information received to date, the subject site 
is currently vacant.  

Figure 1: Subject Site Location 
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

Based on the information received, it is understood that the development proposal will include six (6) retail 

areas (A, B, C, D, E and F) providing a total gross floor area (GFA) of 213,000 ft2.  Accesses are proposed via 
two (2) full movement driveways on Creditview Road and Mayfield Road, as well as a RI/RO driveway on 
Creditview Road. The proposed development will include a total of 1,164 parking spaces. The conceptual plan 
is illustrated in Figure 2.  

Figure 2: Conceptual Site Plan (Image: Turner Fleischer) 

 

The TIS for the proposed redevelopment will be conducted in accordance with the Region of Peel 
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. Detailed below are the study assumptions requiring confirmation 
from Town of Caledon. 
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STUDY AREA & TRAFFIC DATA 

The study will assess the weekday AM and PM peak hours. The proposed study area will include an analysis 
of the following intersections:  

► Mayfield Road and Creditview Road (Signalized); 

► Mayfield Road and Robert Parkinson Drive  (Unsignalized);  

► Proposed Site Access and Mayfield Road (Unsignalized); and 

► Proposed Site Access and Creditview Road (Unsignalized). 

The location of signalized (green) and unsignalized (blue) intersections are provided below in Figure 3.  

Figure 3: TIS Study Area (Image: Google Maps) 

 

Due to limitations brought forth by the COVID-19 pandemic in capturing accurate traffic data during typical 
weekday periods, LEA will use the most recent historical turning movement counts (TMC)  available for the 
study area intersections. If the TMC data are not readily available for purchase from the Region of Peel nor 
Town of Caledon for all study area intersections, LEA proposes to survey the intersections and apply an 
appropriate adjustment factor to account for COVID-19 related restrictions. 
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TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT & STUDY HORIZON YEAR 

The study will focus on the weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic operations of intersections within the study 
area. Synchro version 11.0 will be used to assess intersection operations during the weekday peak hours. The 
analyses will be in accordance with the City’s Synchro 11 Guidelines. A five (5) year planning horizon year of 
2026 will be assessed in this TIS. 

BACKGROUND TRAFFIC 

General Corridor Growth Rate – LEA will consult with the Region and the Town to obtain historical TMC data 
in the area for an appropriate growth rate. 

Road Network Improvements – LEA will note any anticipated road network improvements identified within 
the study area and account for any traffic diversions associated with these improvements within our analysis. 
It is anticipated that there are no major road network improvements planned for the area. 

Background Development Traffic – LEA will consult with Staff from Town of Caledon on any background 
developments to be included in the study area. LEA anticipates that the Town will make the TIS report for 
these background developments available. 

TRIP GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION & ASSIGNMENT 

Trip generation associated with the proposed development will be forecast using the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition. The general trip distribution and 
assignment of site traffic will be based on the latest Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS) data and existing 
traffic patterns. Trip assignment will reflect the configuration of site accesses, turning restrictions, and logical 
routings. 

FUTURE TRAFFIC SCENARIOS 

Future background and future total analyses for the aforementioned intersections within the study area will 
be over a five (5) year horizon for the year 2026. 

REMEDIAL MEASURES 

Any movements at the studied intersections that exceed a V/C ratio of 1.00 under future total conditions will 
be identified. If remedial actions such as signal optimization are unsuccessful this will also be identified. If 
remedial measures are to be employed, a scenario will be provided demonstrating the change in intersection 
operations. 

PARKING AND LOADING 

The site is currently under the jurisdiction of the Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2006-50. LEA will review the 
parking and loading provisions and compare to the relevant by-laws. It is understood that the proposed 
parking will meet the Zoning By-law requirement. As such, a parking justification and loading justification 
study will not be conducted.  
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Should you have any comments with our assumptions or have any concerns, please contact the undersigned 

at ZGeorgis@lea.ca. 

Yours truly, 

LEA CONSULTING LTD. 

 

 

 

Zara Georgis, M. Eng., P. Eng 
Project Manager 
 

:jw 
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September 24, 2021 Reference Number: 22142 
   
Jillian Britto 
Via Email: Jillian.Britto@caledon.ca 

 
 

RE:  Terms of Reference 
Proposed Retail Development  
12100 Creditview Road, Town of Caledon  
 

Dear Jillian,  

We wish to confirm the following work plan for the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) for the proposed retail 
development located at the municipal address 12100 Creditview Road (herein referred to as the “subject site”) 
in the Town of Caledon, as illustrated in Figure 1. Based on the information received to date, the subject site 
is currently vacant.  

Figure 1: Subject Site Location 
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

Based on the information received, it is understood that the development proposal will include six (6) retail 

areas (A, B, C, D, E and F) providing a total gross floor area (GFA) of 213,000 ft2.  Accesses are proposed via 
two (2) full movement driveways on Creditview Road and Mayfield Road, as well as a RI/RO driveway on 
Creditview Road. The proposed development will include a total of 1,164 parking spaces. The conceptual plan 
is illustrated in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2: Conceptual Site Plan (Image: Turner Fleischer) 

 

The TIS for the proposed redevelopment will be conducted in accordance with the Region of Peel 
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. Detailed below are the study assumptions requiring confirmation 
from Town of Caledon. 



  

 

CANADA | INDIA | AFRICA | ASIA | MIDDLE EAST  P a g e  | 3 

STUDY AREA & TRAFFIC DATA 

The study will assess the weekday AM and PM peak hours. The proposed study area will include an analysis 
of the following intersections:  

► Mayfield Road and Creditview Road (Signalized); 

► Mayfield Road and Robert Parkinson Drive  (Unsignalized);  

► Proposed Site Access and Mayfield Road (Unsignalized); and 

► Proposed Site Access and Creditview Road (Unsignalized). 

The location of signalized (green) and unsignalized (blue) intersections are provided below in Figure 3.  

Figure 3: TIS Study Area (Image: Google Maps) 

 

Due to limitations brought forth by the COVID-19 pandemic in capturing accurate traffic data during typical 
weekday periods, LEA will use the most recent historical turning movement counts (TMC)  available for the 
study area intersections. If the TMC data are not readily available for purchase from the Region of Peel nor 
Town of Caledon for all study area intersections, LEA proposes to survey the intersections and apply an 
appropriate adjustment factor to account for COVID-19 related restrictions. 
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TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT & STUDY HORIZON YEAR 

The study will focus on the weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic operations of intersections within the study 
area. Synchro version 11.0 will be used to assess intersection operations during the weekday peak hours. The 
analyses will be in accordance with the City’s Synchro 11 Guidelines. A five (5) year planning horizon year of 
2026 will be assessed in this TIS. 

BACKGROUND TRAFFIC 

General Corridor Growth Rate – LEA will consult with the Region and the Town to obtain historical TMC data 
in the area for an appropriate growth rate. 

Road Network Improvements – LEA will note any anticipated road network improvements identified within 
the study area and account for any traffic diversions associated with these improvements within our analysis. 
It is anticipated that there are no major road network improvements planned for the area. 

Background Development Traffic – LEA will consult with Staff from Town of Caledon on any background 
developments to be included in the study area. LEA anticipates that the Town will make the TIS report for 
these background developments available. 

TRIP GENERATION, DISTRIBUTION & ASSIGNMENT 

Trip generation associated with the proposed development will be forecast using the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition. The general trip distribution and 
assignment of site traffic will be based on the latest Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS) data and existing 
traffic patterns. Trip assignment will reflect the configuration of site accesses, turning restrictions, and logical 
routings. 

FUTURE TRAFFIC SCENARIOS 

Future background and future total analyses for the aforementioned intersections within the study area will 
be over a five (5) year horizon for the year 2026. 

REMEDIAL MEASURES 

Any movements at the studied intersections that exceed a V/C ratio of 1.00 under future total conditions will 
be identified. If remedial actions such as signal optimization are unsuccessful this will also be identified. If 
remedial measures are to be employed, a scenario will be provided demonstrating the change in intersection 
operations. 

PARKING AND LOADING 

The site is currently under the jurisdiction of the Town of Caledon Zoning By-law 2006-50. LEA will review the 
parking and loading provisions and compare to the relevant by-laws. It is understood that the proposed 
parking will meet the Zoning By-law requirement. As such, a parking justification and loading justification 
study will not be conducted.  
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Should you have any comments with our assumptions or have any concerns, please contact the undersigned 

at ZGeorgis@lea.ca. 

Yours truly, 

LEA CONSULTING LTD. 

 

 

 

Zara Georgis, M. Eng., P. Eng 
Project Manager 
 

:jw 
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APPENDIX B 
Traffic Data & Signal Timing Plan 



LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : 

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 

Count ID  : 

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

7:00 0 3 14 4 0 21 0 13 85 1 0 6 23 15 0 44 0 7 94 6 0 107 271

7:15 0 2 24 4 0 30 0 17 107 1 0 5 16 11 0 32 0 3 118 5 0 126 313

7:30 0 2 36 4 0 42 0 18 117 1 0 15 27 19 0 61 0 9 123 14 0 146 385

7:45 0 2 38 1 0 41 0 26 141 0 0 6 17 28 0 51 0 6 118 14 0 138 397

Hourly Total 0 9 112 13 0 134 0 74 450 3 0 32 83 73 0 188 0 25 453 39 0 517 1366

8:00 0 2 33 7 0 42 0 20 124 1 0 14 18 17 0 49 0 6 125 14 0 145 381

8:15 0 2 12 8 0 22 0 25 121 2 0 12 18 30 0 60 0 5 102 16 0 123 353

8:30 0 0 13 7 0 20 0 23 134 2 0 14 21 31 0 66 0 6 111 7 0 124 369

8:45 0 4 17 3 2 24 0 16 145 4 3 11 14 27 0 52 0 3 100 6 0 109 350

Hourly Total 0 8 75 25 2 108 0 84 524 9 3 51 71 105 0 227 0 20 438 43 0 501 1453

9:00 0 2 4 5 0 11 0 22 143 2 0 13 17 20 0 50 0 2 95 6 1 103 331

9:15 0 2 7 7 1 16 0 17 129 3 1 15 12 18 0 45 0 4 129 6 0 139 349

Hourly Total 0 4 11 12 1 27 0 39 272 5 1 28 29 38 0 95 0 6 224 12 1 242 680

15:00 0 0 19 2 0 21 0 31 113 1 0 12 20 31 0 63 0 4 124 13 0 141 370

15:15 0 2 27 6 1 35 0 27 110 3 1 16 21 18 0 55 0 5 152 10 0 167 397

15:30 0 0 15 8 0 23 0 16 123 0 0 20 24 35 0 79 0 3 124 17 0 144 385

15:45 0 0 25 5 2 30 0 26 89 0 2 6 21 23 0 50 0 6 143 10 0 159 354

Hourly Total 0 2 86 21 3 109 0 100 435 4 3 54 86 107 0 247 0 18 543 50 0 611 1506

16:00 0 2 19 9 0 30 0 26 116 1 1 12 24 15 2 51 0 2 105 14 0 121 345

16:15 0 1 28 9 0 38 0 17 109 1 0 16 27 27 0 70 0 4 98 11 0 113 348

16:30 0 3 28 4 0 35 0 26 117 2 0 14 14 30 0 58 0 3 112 10 0 125 363

16:45 0 2 24 11 0 37 0 25 107 2 0 14 21 29 1 64 0 8 142 17 0 167 402

Hourly Total 0 8 99 33 0 140 0 94 449 6 1 56 86 101 3 243 0 17 457 52 0 526 1458

17:00 0 4 31 7 0 42 0 28 113 1 0 8 20 27 1 55 0 8 129 13 1 150 389

17:15 0 2 35 7 0 44 0 33 83 1 0 10 28 36 0 74 0 3 159 16 0 178 413

17:30 0 1 27 11 0 39 0 24 114 0 0 17 20 30 0 67 0 5 154 21 0 180 424

17:45 0 7 35 12 0 54 0 35 101 3 0 11 20 26 0 57 0 4 133 11 0 148 398

Hourly Total 0 14 128 37 0 179 0 120 411 5 0 46 88 119 1 253 0 20 575 61 1 656 1624

18:00 0 3 27 8 0 38 0 29 105 2 0 13 24 32 0 69 0 3 133 16 0 152 395

18:15 0 1 20 6 0 27 0 37 91 0 0 12 26 22 2 60 0 4 161 11 1 176 391

Hourly Total 0 4 47 14 0 65 0 66 196 2 0 25 50 54 2 129 0 7 294 27 1 328 786

Grand Total 0 47 472 134 3 653 0 477 2302 30 5 238 407 490 6 1135 0 95 2441 234 3 2770 7367

Approach % 0.0% 7.2% 72.3% 20.5% - - 0.0% 17.0% 82.0% 1.1% - 21.0% 35.9% 43.2% - - 0.0% 3.4% 88.1% 8.4% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.6% 6.4% 1.8% - 8.9% 0.0% 6.5% 31.2% 0.4% - 3.2% 5.5% 6.7% - 15.4% 0.0% 1.3% 33.1% 3.2% - 37.6% -

Lights 0 43 465 130 - 638 0 454 2200 29 - 220 396 470 - 1086 0 91 2347 207 - 2645 7052

% Lights - 91.5% 98.5% 97.0% - 97.7% - 95.2% 95.6% 96.7% - 92.4% 97.3% 95.9% - 95.7% - 95.8% 96.1% 88.5% - 95.5% 95.7%

Buses - 3 7 3 - 13 - 18 46 0 - 16 9 15 - 40 - 2 45 23 - 70 187

% Buses - 6.4% 1.5% 2.2% - 2.0% - 3.8% 2.0% 0.0% - 6.7% 2.2% 3.1% - 3.5% - 2.1% 1.8% 9.8% - 2.5% 2.5%

Trucks - 1 0 1 - 2 - 5 56 1 - 2 2 5 - 9 - 2 49 4 - 55 128

% Trucks - 2.1% 0.0% - - 0.3% - 1.0% 2.4% 3.3% - 0.8% 0.5% 1.0% - 0.8% - 2.1% 2.0% 1.7% - 2.0% 1.7%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 3 - - - - - 5 - - - 6 - - - - - 3 - 17
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 22142

Count ID  : 24329

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

7:30 0 2 36 4 0 42 0 18 117 1 0 15 27 19 0 61 0 9 123 14 0 146 385

7:45 0 2 38 1 0 41 0 26 141 0 0 6 17 28 0 51 0 6 118 14 0 138 397

8:00 0 2 33 7 0 42 0 20 124 1 0 14 18 17 0 49 0 6 125 14 0 145 381

8:15 0 2 12 8 0 22 0 25 121 2 0 12 18 30 0 60 0 5 102 16 0 123 353

Hourly Total 0 8 119 20 0 147 0 89 503 4 0 47 80 94 0 221 0 26 468 58 0 552 1516

Approach % 0.0% 5.4% 81.0% 13.6% - - 0.0% 14.9% 84.4% 0.7% - 21.3% 36.2% 42.5% - - 0.0% 4.7% 84.8% 10.5% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.5% 7.8% 1.3% - 9.7% 0.0% 5.9% 33.2% 0.3% - 3.1% 5.3% 6.2% - 14.6% 0.0% 1.7% 30.9% 3.8% - 36.4% -

PHF 0 1 0.78 0.63 - 0.88 0 0.86 0.89 0.5 - 0.78 0.74 0.78 - 0.91 0 0.72 0.94 0.91 - 0.95 0.95

Lights 0 8 116 19 - 143 0 86 480 4 - 41 79 91 - 211 0 26 446 53 - 525 1449

% Lights - 100.0% 97.5% 95.0% - 97.3% - 96.6% 95.4% 100.0% - 87.2% 98.8% 96.8% - 95.5% - 100.0% 95.3% 91.4% - 95.1% 95.6%

Buses - 0 3 0 - 3 - 3 9 0 - 5 0 2 - 7 - 0 7 5 - 12 34

% Buses - 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% - 2.0% - 3.4% 1.8% 0.0% - 10.6% 0.0% 2.1% - 3.2% - 0.0% 1.5% 8.6% - 2.2% 2.2%

Trucks - 0 0 1 - 1 - 0 14 0 - 1 1 1 - 3 - 0 15 0 - 15 33

% Trucks - 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% - 0.7% - 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% - 2.1% 1.3% 1.1% - 1.4% - 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% - 2.7% 2.2%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - 0
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 22142

Count ID  : 24329

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

17:15 0 2 35 7 0 44 0 33 83 1 0 10 28 36 0 74 0 3 159 16 0 178 413

17:30 0 1 27 11 0 39 0 24 114 0 0 17 20 30 0 67 0 5 154 21 0 180 424

17:45 0 7 35 12 0 54 0 35 101 3 0 11 20 26 0 57 0 4 133 11 0 148 398

18:00 0 3 27 8 0 38 0 29 105 2 0 13 24 32 0 69 0 3 133 16 0 152 395

Hourly Total 0 13 124 38 0 175 0 121 403 6 0 51 92 124 0 267 0 15 579 64 0 658 1630

Approach % 0.0% 7.4% 70.9% 21.7% - - 0.0% 22.8% 76.0% 1.1% - 19.1% 34.5% 46.4% - - 0.0% 2.3% 88.0% 9.7% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.8% 7.6% 2.3% - 10.7% 0.0% 8.0% 26.6% 0.4% - 3.4% 6.1% 8.2% - 16.4% 0.0% 1.0% 38.2% 4.2% - 40.4% -

PHF 0 0.46 0.89 0.79 - 0.81 0 0.86 0.88 0.5 - 0.75 0.82 0.86 - 0.9 0 0.75 0.91 0.76 - 0.91 0.96

Lights 0 13 124 38 - 175 0 120 395 5 - 49 91 122 - 262 0 15 571 58 - 644 1601

% Lights - 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0% - 99.2% 98.0% 83.3% - 96.1% 98.9% 98.4% - 98.1% - 100.0% 98.6% 90.6% - 97.9% 98.2%

Buses - 0 3 0 - 3 - 0 1 0 - 2 0 2 - 4 - 0 2 5 - 7 15

% Buses - 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% - 1.7% - 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% - 3.9% 0.0% 1.6% - 1.5% - 0.0% 0.3% 7.8% - 1.1% 0.9%

Trucks - 0 0 0 - 0 - 1 7 1 - 0 1 0 - 1 - 0 6 1 - 7 17

% Trucks - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.8% 1.7% 16.7% - 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% - 0.4% - 0.0% 1.0% 1.6% - 1.1% 1.0%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - 0
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : 

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 

Count ID  : 

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

11:00 0 1 7 2 0 10 0 26 94 1 0 10 16 29 0 65 0 5 91 7 0 103 299

11:15 0 1 5 3 0 9 0 28 104 1 0 17 16 25 0 75 0 5 96 8 0 109 326

11:30 0 0 9 6 0 15 0 27 96 3 0 10 13 25 1 58 0 7 101 7 0 115 314

11:45 0 2 16 2 0 20 0 27 113 4 0 10 12 18 0 50 0 7 104 5 0 116 330

Hourly Total 0 4 37 13 0 54 0 108 407 9 0 47 57 97 1 201 0 24 392 27 0 443 1222

12:00 0 4 9 2 0 15 0 24 102 4 0 12 19 28 0 59 0 2 95 11 0 108 312

12:15 0 1 7 2 0 10 0 30 100 3 0 5 14 29 0 48 0 5 105 7 0 117 308

12:30 0 0 12 1 0 13 0 31 77 1 1 6 19 21 0 46 0 4 96 8 0 108 276

12:45 0 3 16 2 0 21 0 25 100 1 0 15 13 21 0 49 0 4 83 5 0 92 288

Hourly Total 0 8 44 7 0 59 0 110 379 9 1 38 65 99 0 202 0 15 379 31 0 425 1184

13:00 0 1 16 4 0 21 0 23 90 3 0 7 16 25 0 48 0 6 98 11 1 115 300

13:15 0 2 17 6 0 25 0 35 104 1 0 9 20 23 0 52 0 1 103 7 0 111 328

13:30 0 2 16 3 0 21 0 24 104 3 0 8 11 26 0 45 0 1 80 5 0 86 283

13:45 0 3 22 8 0 33 0 32 93 1 1 13 25 25 0 63 0 3 126 6 0 135 357

Hourly Total 0 8 71 21 0 100 0 114 391 8 1 37 72 99 0 208 0 11 407 29 1 447 1268

14:00 0 1 17 2 0 20 0 31 90 2 0 11 21 29 0 61 0 9 92 8 0 109 313

14:15 0 1 19 6 0 26 0 26 90 2 0 13 25 23 0 61 0 4 114 10 0 128 333

14:30 0 0 27 6 0 33 0 32 100 2 0 7 17 28 0 52 0 8 109 8 0 125 344

14:45 0 1 14 7 0 22 0 28 106 1 0 9 18 27 0 54 0 4 135 10 0 149 360

Hourly Total 0 3 77 21 0 101 0 117 386 7 0 40 81 107 0 228 0 25 450 36 0 511 1350

15:00 0 3 18 6 0 27 0 25 100 4 0 1 21 25 0 47 0 6 110 14 1 130 333

15:15 0 0 16 4 0 20 0 34 91 4 0 9 25 23 0 57 0 6 131 12 0 149 355

15:30 0 0 21 10 0 31 0 23 96 3 0 12 15 32 0 59 0 2 112 15 0 129 341

15:45 0 2 19 3 0 24 0 32 96 2 0 8 10 23 0 41 0 6 133 12 0 151 346

Hourly Total 0 5 74 23 0 102 0 114 383 13 0 30 71 103 0 204 0 20 486 53 1 559 1375

Grand Total 0 28 303 85 0 416 0 563 1946 46 2 192 346 505 1 1043 0 95 2114 176 2 2385 6399

Approach % 0.0% 6.7% 72.8% 20.4% - - 0.0% 22.0% 76.2% 1.8% - 18.4% 33.2% 48.4% - - 0.0% 4.0% 88.6% 7.4% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.4% 4.7% 1.3% - 6.5% 0.0% 8.8% 30.4% 0.7% - 3.0% 5.4% 7.9% - 16.3% 0.0% 1.5% 33.0% 2.8% - 37.3% -

Lights 0 28 302 84 - 414 0 559 1917 46 - 186 345 503 - 1034 0 94 2086 159 - 2339 6309

% Lights - 100.0% 99.7% 98.8% - 99.5% - 99.3% 98.5% 100.0% - 96.9% 99.7% 99.6% - 99.1% - 98.9% 98.7% 90.3% - 98.1% 98.6%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 1 0 0 - 5 0 0 - 5 - 0 0 15 - 15 21

% Buses - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% - 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.5% - 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% - 0.6% 0.3%

Trucks - 0 1 1 - 2 - 3 29 0 - 1 1 2 - 4 - 1 28 2 - 31 69

% Trucks - 0.0% 0.3% 1.2% - 0.5% - 0.5% 1.5% 0.0% - 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% - 0.4% - 1.1% 1.3% 1.1% - 1.3% 1.1%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 2 - - - 0 0 - - - - 1 1 3

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 2 - - - 1 - - - - - 2 - 5
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 22142

Count ID  : 24329

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

14:30 0 0 27 6 0 33 0 32 100 2 0 7 17 28 0 52 0 8 109 8 0 125 344

14:45 0 1 14 7 0 22 0 28 106 1 0 9 18 27 0 54 0 4 135 10 0 149 360

15:00 0 3 18 6 0 27 0 25 100 4 0 1 21 25 0 47 0 6 110 14 1 130 333

15:15 0 0 16 4 0 20 0 34 91 4 0 9 25 23 0 57 0 6 131 12 0 149 355

Hourly Total 0 4 75 23 0 102 0 119 397 11 0 26 81 103 0 210 0 24 485 44 1 553 1392

Approach % 0.0% 3.9% 73.5% 22.5% - - 0.0% 22.6% 75.3% 2.1% - 12.4% 38.6% 49.0% - - 0.0% 4.3% 87.7% 8.0% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.3% 5.4% 1.7% - 7.3% 0.0% 7.8% 26.2% 0.8% - 1.7% 5.3% 6.8% - 15.1% 0.0% 1.6% 32.0% 2.9% - 39.7% -

PHF 0 0.33 0.69 0.82 - 0.77 0 0.88 0.94 0.69 - 0.72 0.81 0.92 - 0.92 0 0.75 0.9 0.79 - 0.93 0.97

Lights 0 4 74 23 - 101 0 118 396 11 - 26 80 103 - 209 0 24 482 41 - 547 1382

% Lights - 100.0% 98.7% 100.0% - 99.0% - 99.2% 99.7% 100.0% - 100.0% 98.8% 100.0% - 99.5% - 100.0% 99.4% 93.2% - 98.9% 99.3%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 1 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 2 - 2 3

% Buses - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% - 0.4% 0.2%

Trucks - 0 1 0 - 1 - 0 1 0 - 0 1 0 - 1 - 0 3 1 - 4 7

% Trucks - 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% - 1.0% - 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% - 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% - 0.5% - 0.0% 0.6% 2.3% - 0.7% 0.5%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 0 - - - - - 1 - 1
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : 

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 

Count ID  : 

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

7:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 87 0 0 9 0 21 0 30 0 0 93 2 0 95 217

7:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 108 0 0 5 0 20 0 25 0 0 100 5 0 105 242

7:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 131 0 0 13 0 31 0 44 0 0 119 8 0 127 310

7:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 141 0 0 11 0 20 0 31 0 0 121 6 0 127 306

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 467 0 0 38 0 92 0 130 0 0 433 21 0 454 1075

8:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 127 0 0 11 0 21 0 32 0 0 117 6 0 123 294

8:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 136 0 0 8 0 20 0 28 0 0 113 2 0 115 291

8:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 131 0 0 5 0 25 0 30 0 0 99 8 0 107 282

8:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 158 0 0 8 0 31 0 39 0 0 83 2 0 85 294

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 552 0 0 32 0 97 0 129 0 0 412 18 0 430 1161

9:00 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 9 147 0 0 11 0 10 0 21 0 0 95 4 0 99 276

9:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 153 0 0 6 0 20 2 26 0 0 128 7 0 135 327

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22 300 0 0 17 0 30 2 47 0 0 223 11 0 234 603

15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 122 0 0 6 0 26 0 32 0 0 125 10 0 135 299

15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 108 0 0 6 0 21 0 27 0 0 149 8 0 157 309

15:30 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 20 146 0 0 7 0 19 0 26 0 0 129 14 0 143 335

15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 94 0 0 3 0 15 0 18 0 0 146 6 0 152 277

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 60 470 0 0 22 0 81 0 103 0 0 549 38 0 587 1220

16:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 109 0 0 4 0 16 0 20 0 0 108 8 0 116 264

16:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 112 0 0 5 0 17 1 22 0 0 106 8 0 114 271

16:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 117 0 0 6 0 10 0 16 0 0 118 11 0 129 279

16:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 111 0 0 5 0 16 4 21 0 0 158 9 0 167 323

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 449 0 0 20 0 59 5 79 0 0 490 36 0 526 1137

17:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 102 0 0 7 0 11 2 18 0 0 140 13 0 153 295

17:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 86 0 0 7 0 23 1 30 0 0 181 14 0 195 327

17:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 113 0 0 6 0 20 0 26 0 0 151 15 0 166 325

17:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 107 0 0 2 0 21 0 23 0 0 133 14 0 147 301

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 408 0 0 22 0 75 3 97 0 0 605 56 0 661 1248

18:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 95 0 0 6 0 17 1 23 0 0 137 9 0 146 297

18:15 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 19 84 0 0 3 0 15 0 18 0 0 181 12 0 193 314

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 52 179 0 0 9 0 32 1 41 0 0 318 21 0 339 611

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 313 2355 0 0 138 0 385 11 523 0 0 2481 163 0 2644 5835

Approach % - - - - - - 0.0% 11.7% 88.3% 0.0% - 26.4% 0.0% 73.6% - - 0.0% 0.0% 93.8% 6.2% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 40.4% 0.0% - 2.4% 0.0% 6.6% - 9.0% 0.0% 0.0% 42.5% 2.8% - 45.3% -

Lights 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 300 2243 0 - 133 0 365 - 498 0 0 2377 151 - 2528 5569

% Lights - - - - - - - 95.8% 95.2% - - 96.4% - 94.8% - 95.2% - - 95.8% 92.6% - 95.6% 95.4%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 12 51 0 - 5 0 17 - 22 - 0 51 11 - 62 147

% Buses - - - - - - - 3.8% 2.2% - - 3.6% - 4.4% - 4.2% - - 2.1% 6.7% - 2.3% 2.5%

Trucks - 0 0 0 - 0 - 1 61 0 - 0 0 3 - 3 - 0 53 1 - 54 119

% Trucks - - - - - - - 0.3% 2.6% - - 0.0% - 0.8% - 0.6% - - 2.1% 0.6% - 2.0% 2.0%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 3 - - - - - 0 - - - 11 - - - - - 0 - 14
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Road

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 22142

Count ID  : 24330

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

7:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 131 0 0 13 0 31 0 44 0 0 119 8 0 127 310

7:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 141 0 0 11 0 20 0 31 0 0 121 6 0 127 306

8:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 127 0 0 11 0 21 0 32 0 0 117 6 0 123 294

8:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 136 0 0 8 0 20 0 28 0 0 113 2 0 115 291

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 535 0 0 43 0 92 0 135 0 0 470 22 0 492 1201

Approach % - - - - - - 0.0% 6.8% 93.2% 0.0% - 31.9% 0.0% 68.1% - - 0.0% 0.0% 95.5% 4.5% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 44.5% 0.0% - 3.6% 0.0% 7.7% - 11.2% 0.0% 0.0% 39.1% 1.8% - 41.0% -

PHF 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0.81 0.95 0 - 0.83 0 0.74 - 0.77 0 0 0.97 0.69 - 0.97 0.97

Lights 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 36 509 0 - 43 0 87 - 130 0 0 447 18 - 465 1140

% Lights - - - - - - - 92.3% 95.1% - - 100.0% - 94.6% - 96.3% - - 95.1% 81.8% - 94.5% 94.9%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 3 10 0 - 0 0 4 - 4 - 0 7 4 - 11 28

% Buses - - - - - - - 7.7% 1.9% - - 0.0% - 4.3% - 3.0% - - 1.5% 18.2% - 2.2% 2.3%

Trucks - 0 0 0 - 0 - 0 16 0 - 0 0 1 - 1 - 0 16 0 - 16 33

% Trucks - - - - - - - 0.0% 3.0% - - 0.0% - 1.1% - 0.7% - - 3.4% 0.0% - 3.3% 2.7%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - 0
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Road

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 22142

Count ID  : 24330

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

16:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 111 0 0 5 0 16 4 21 0 0 158 9 0 167 323

17:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 102 0 0 7 0 11 2 18 0 0 140 13 0 153 295

17:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 86 0 0 7 0 23 1 30 0 0 181 14 0 195 327

17:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 113 0 0 6 0 20 0 26 0 0 151 15 0 166 325

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 412 0 0 25 0 70 7 95 0 0 630 51 0 681 1270

Approach % - - - - - - 0.0% 16.6% 83.4% 0.0% - 26.3% 0.0% 73.7% - - 0.0% 0.0% 92.5% 7.5% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 6.8% 34.3% 0.0% - 2.1% 0.0% 5.8% - 7.5% 0.0% 0.0% 52.5% 4.2% - 53.6% -

PHF 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0.85 0.91 0 - 0.89 0 0.76 - 0.79 0 0 0.87 0.85 - 0.87 0.97

Lights 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 80 402 0 - 25 0 68 - 93 0 0 617 50 - 667 1242

% Lights - - - - - - - 97.6% 97.6% - - 100.0% - 97.1% - 97.9% - - 97.9% 98.0% - 97.9% 97.8%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 1 2 0 - 0 0 2 - 2 - 0 8 1 - 9 14

% Buses - - - - - - - 1.2% 0.5% - - 0.0% - 2.9% - 2.1% - - 1.3% 2.0% - 1.3% 1.1%

Trucks - 0 0 0 - 0 - 1 8 0 - 0 0 0 - 0 - 0 5 0 - 5 14

% Trucks - - - - - - - 1.2% 1.9% - - 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0% - - 0.8% 0.0% - 0.7% 1.1%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - 0
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : 

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 

Count ID  : 

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

11:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 86 0 0 4 0 24 0 32 0 0 87 5 0 92 228

11:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 110 0 0 6 0 28 0 40 0 0 88 1 0 89 251

11:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 99 0 0 7 0 27 0 41 0 0 80 6 0 86 246

11:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 116 0 0 11 0 20 0 42 0 0 106 10 0 116 286

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 411 0 0 28 0 99 0 127 0 0 361 22 0 383 983

12:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 98 0 0 7 0 21 0 28 0 0 91 8 0 99 242

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 113 0 0 3 0 27 0 30 0 0 96 0 0 96 248

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 78 0 0 7 0 14 0 21 0 0 92 3 0 95 208

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 103 0 0 4 0 13 0 17 0 0 88 11 0 99 231

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 392 0 0 21 0 75 0 96 0 0 367 22 0 389 929

13:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 80 0 0 8 0 19 0 27 0 0 97 9 0 106 236

13:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 109 0 0 4 0 15 0 19 0 0 95 5 0 100 243

13:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 106 0 0 6 0 14 0 20 0 0 79 7 0 86 226

13:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 90 0 0 8 0 26 1 34 0 0 120 3 0 123 265

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 70 385 0 0 26 0 74 1 100 0 0 391 24 0 415 970

14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 110 0 0 6 0 18 1 24 0 0 99 14 0 113 259

14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 104 0 0 8 0 22 0 30 0 0 117 8 0 125 265

14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 102 0 0 3 0 25 1 28 0 0 101 5 0 106 251

14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 108 0 0 4 0 26 2 30 0 0 131 10 0 141 305

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 59 424 0 0 21 0 91 4 112 0 0 448 37 0 485 1080

15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 88 0 0 5 0 19 0 24 0 0 118 10 0 128 263

15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 97 0 0 9 0 20 0 29 0 0 137 8 0 145 288

15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 102 0 0 5 0 14 0 19 0 0 120 6 0 126 267

15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 91 0 0 1 0 28 0 29 0 0 131 12 0 143 277

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 74 378 0 0 20 0 81 0 101 0 0 506 36 0 542 1095

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 317 1990 0 0 116 0 420 5 536 0 0 2073 141 0 2214 5057

Approach % - - - - - - 0.0% 13.7% 86.3% 0.0% - 21.6% 0.0% 78.4% - - 0.0% 0.0% 93.6% 6.4% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 6.3% 39.4% 0.0% - 2.3% 0.0% 8.3% - 10.6% 0.0% 0.0% 41.0% 2.8% - 43.8% -

Lights 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 315 1955 0 - 115 0 411 - 526 0 0 2038 139 - 2177 4973

% Lights - - - - - - - 99.4% 98.2% - - 99.1% - 97.9% - 98.1% - - 98.3% 98.6% - 98.3% 98.3%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 0 6 0 - 0 0 8 - 8 - 0 6 0 - 6 20

% Buses - - - - - - - 0.0% 0.3% - - 0.0% - 1.9% - 1.5% - - 0.3% 0.0% - 0.3% 0.4%

Trucks - 0 0 0 - 0 - 2 29 0 - 1 0 1 - 2 - 0 29 2 - 31 64

% Trucks - - - - - - - 0.6% 1.5% - - 0.9% - 0.2% - 0.4% - - 1.4% 1.4% - 1.4% 1.3%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 5 - - - - - 0 - 5
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LEA Consulting Ltd.
625 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor

Markham, ON L3R 9R9

Intersection : Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Road

Survey Date : 

Project No.  : 22142

Count ID  : 24330

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds App. Total U-Turn Left Thru Right Peds App. Total Grand Total

14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 108 0 0 4 0 26 2 30 0 0 131 10 0 141 305

15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 88 0 0 5 0 19 0 24 0 0 118 10 0 128 263

15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 97 0 0 9 0 20 0 29 0 0 137 8 0 145 288

15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 102 0 0 5 0 14 0 19 0 0 120 6 0 126 267

Hourly Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 86 395 0 0 23 0 79 2 102 0 0 506 34 0 540 1123

Approach % - - - - - - 0.0% 17.9% 82.1% 0.0% - 22.5% 0.0% 77.5% - - 0.0% 0.0% 93.7% 6.3% - - -

Total % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 7.2% 32.9% 0.0% - 1.9% 0.0% 6.6% - 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 42.1% 2.8% - 48.1% -

PHF 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0.83 0.91 0 - 0.64 0 0.76 - 0.85 0 0 0.92 0.85 - 0.93 0.92

Lights 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 86 390 0 - 22 0 77 - 99 0 0 501 34 - 535 1110

% Lights - - - - - - - 100.0% 98.7% - - 95.7% - 97.5% - 97.1% - - 99.0% 100.0% - 99.1% 98.8%

Buses - 0 0 0 - 0 - 0 1 0 - 0 0 2 - 2 - 0 1 0 - 1 4

% Buses - - - - - - - 0.0% 0.3% - - 0.0% - 2.5% - 2.0% - - 0.2% 0.0% - 0.2% 0.4%

Trucks - 0 0 0 - 0 - 0 4 0 - 1 0 0 - 1 - 0 4 0 - 4 9

% Trucks - - - - - - - 0.0% 1.0% - - 4.3% - 0.0% - 1.0% - - 0.8% 0.0% - 0.7% 0.8%

Bicycles - - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - - - - 0 0 0

Pedestrians - - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - - - 0 - - - - - 0 - 0
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October 11, 2022

MaxView

1

Location

AM OFF PM

WALK FDWALK MAX MAX MAX

1 Not In Use - - - - - - - -

2 Mayfield Road - Eastbound 12 12 13 4.6 2.0 40.0 40.0 40.0

3 Not In Use - - - - - - - -

4 Creditview Road - Northbound 12 12 13 4.2 2.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

5 Not In Use - - - - - - - -

6 Mayfield Road - Westbound 12 12 13 4.6 2.0 40.0 40.0 40.0

7 Not In Use - - - - - - - -

8 Creditview Road - Southbound 12 12 13 4.2 2.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

0 0 0

System Control         PEAK OFFSET (s)

Yes AM 0

Semi-Actuated Mode      
OFF 0

Yes PM 0

Database Rev Completed By N.R.L

Mayfield Road at Creditview Road

Street Name - Direction
Phase

#

Vehicle

Minimum (s)

Pedestrian

Minimum (s)

TIME PERIOD (s)

(Green+Amber+All Red)

Timing Card / Field rev Checked By N.T

Amber 

(s)

All Red 

(s)

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL
Traffic Signal Timing Parameters

Database Date Prepared Date October 7, 2024

FREE 0

FREE 0

FREE 0

TIME (M-F) CYCLE LENGTH (s)



 

  

APPENDIX C
Background Developments















Site Trip Assignment – AM Peak Hour
Figure 2.4Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 Transportation Assessment

180001



Site Trip Assignment – PM Peak Hour
Figure 2.4Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 Transportation Assessment

180001



Assumptions:
Low Density 210 Single Family Detached
Medium Density 230 Residential Condominium/Townhouse
High Density 220 Apartment

Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Avg Rate
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Avg Rate

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn

Trip Eqn
Trip Eqn

Total 2,785 3,630 6,415 3,984 3,261 7,245 3,701 3,281 6,982

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
2,785 3,630 6,415 3,984 3,261 7,245 3,701 3,281 6,982

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Saturday



65
65

51,200 sq.m.

37
22

145
100

475 students
1,164 employees

214

60
26

88
112
168

1,500 students

72
110

136
109

164
68

Zone 9 New External School Trips

Zone 2 New Internal Trips

Zone 2 New External Trips

Zone 25 School Internal Trips

Zone 25 School Internal trips 67%
Zone 25 School Internal Mode Split 5%

Description of Land Use Type Units

Zone 5 Business Park Modal Split 10%

Zone 1 Residential Modal Split 5%
Zone 1 Residential Trips
Zone 1 New Trips

Pass-By Reduction - Shopping Center(0% AM, 35% PM, 25% SAT)

Zone 2 Internal Modal Split 5%

Zone 2 New Trips

Zone 3 Modal Split 5%
Zone 3  New Trips

Zone 4 Modal Split 5%
Zone 4  New Trips

Zone 2 Mode Split External Trips

Zone 2 Internal Trips (10%)

Zone 10 Modal Split 5%

Zone 5 Business Park Trips

Zone 25 New School Trips
Zone 5 & 25 New External Trips

Zone 6 Modal Split 5%
Zone 6 New Trips

Zone 7 Modal Split 5%
Zone 7  New Trips

Zone 8 Modal Split 5%
Zone 8  New Trips

Zone 9 External School Modal Split 5%

Zone 9 New Trips

Zone 25 School Modal Split 5%

Zone 9 School Internal trips 67%
Zone 9 School Internal Trip Mode Split 5%
Zone 9 New Internal School Trips

Zone 10 New Trips

Zone 11 Modal Split 5%
Zone 11 New Trips

Zone 12 New Trips



52
2850

134
36

26
142
400

72
4800

167
55

30
40

850

174
40

198

56

199

550

86

Zone 19 New Internal School Trips

Zone 19 New External School Trips

Zone 24 School Internal trips 67%
Zone 24 School Internal Modal Split 5%
Zone 24 New Internal School Trips

Zone 16 Residential New Trips

Zone 16 Shopping Centre Interal Trips

Zone 16 Shopping Centre External Trips

Zone 19 School Internal trips 67%
Zone 19 School Internal Trip Mode Split 5%

Zone 13 Residential New Trips

Zone 13 Shopping Centre Internal Trips

Zone 15 Modal Split 5%

Pass-By Reduction - Shopping Center(0% AM, 35% PM, 25% SAT)

Zone 13 New Trips

Zone 14 Modal Split 5%
Zone 14 New Trips

Pass-By Reduction - Shopping Center(0% AM, 35% PM, 25% SAT)

Zone 13 Shopping Centre External Trips

Zone 21 Modal Split 5%

Zone 15 New Trips

Pass-By Reduction - Shopping Center(0% AM, 35% PM, 25% SAT)
Zone 16 Residential Modal Split 5%

Zone 16 New Trips

Zone 17 Modal Split 5%
Zone 17 New Trips

Zone 18 Modal Split 5%
Zone 18 New Trips

Zone 19 New Trips

Zone 20 Modal Split 5%
Zone 20 New Trips

Zone 19 External School Modal Split 5%

Zone 16 Shopping Centre Internal Trips (10%)
Zone 16 Shopping Centre Internal Trips Mode Split (5%)

Zone 16 Shopping Centre External Trips Mode Split (5%)

Zone 21 New Trips

Zone 22 Modal Split 5%
Zone 22 New Trips

Zone 23 Modal Split 5%
Zone 23 New Trips

Zone 24 New Trips

Zone 26 Modal Split 5%
Zone 26 New Trips

Zone 24 School External Modal Split 5%
Zone 24 New External School Trips



125
97

252
32

155
67
850

82

79
280

30
50

65
202

38
181

192
27

119
70

125
5600

Total 3,009 4,233 7,243 4,271 3,790 8,063

Zone 29 School Internal Modal Split 5%

Zone 29 School External Modal Split 5%

Zone 37 Shopping Centre Internal Trips (10%)
Zone 37 Shopping Centre Internal Trips Mode Split (5%)

Zone 37 Residential New Trips

Zone 28 New Trips

Zone 27 Modal Split 5%
Zone 27 New Trips

Zone 28 Modal Split 5%

Zone 37 New Trips

Zone 35 Modal Split 5%
Zone 35 New Trips

Zone 36 Modal Split 5%
Zone 36 New Trips

Pass-By Reduction - Shopping Center(0% AM, 35% PM, 25% SAT)
Zone 37 Residential Modal Split 5%

Zone 37 Shopping Centre Interal Trips

Zone 37 Shopping Centre External Trips
Zone 37 Shopping Centre External Trips Mode Split (5%)

Zone 34 New Trips

Zone 29 Residential Modal Split 5%

Zone 29 New Trips

Zone 30 Modal Split 5%
Zone 30 New Trips

Zone 31 New Trips

Zone 32 Modal Split 5%
Zone 32 New Trips

Zone 33 Modal Split 5%

Zone 31 Modal Split 5%

Zone 33 New Trips

Zone 34 Modal Split 5%

Zone 29 New Residential Trips

Zone 29 New Internal School Trips

Zone 29 New External School Trips

Zone 29 School Internal trips 67%



In Out Total
Single-Family Detached Housing30 Single-Family Detached Housing

ITE 210 54% 46% 100%
Equation T = 0.71(X) + 4.8026 Trip Rate 0.50 0.43 0.93
Average Rate0.74 22 ITE Trips 23 20 43

96% Person Trips 24 21 45
Equation Ln(T) = 0.96Ln(X) + 0.2032 5% Modal Split 1 1 2
Average Rate0.99 30

Equation T = 0.84(X) + 17.9943 Trips 23 20 43
Average Rate0.93 28

In Out Total
Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)547 Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)

ITE 220 50% 50% 100%
Equation Ln(T) = 0.95Ln(X) -.51240 Trip Rate 0.35 0.35 0.70
Average Rate0.46 252 ITE Trips 279 279 558

96% Person Trips 291 291 582
Equation Ln(T) = 0.89Ln(X) - 0.02268 5% Modal Split 15 15 30
Average Rate0.56 306

Equation T = 1.08(X) - 33.24558 Trips 276 276 552
Average Rate0.7 383

In Out Total
Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)226 Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)

ITE 221 49% 51% 100%
Equation Ln(T) = 0.98Ln(X) - 0.9876 Trip Rate 0.22 0.22 0.44
Average Rate0.36 81 ITE Trips 50 52 102

96% Person Trips 52 54 106
Equation Ln(T) = 0.96Ln(X) - 0.6397 5% Modal Split 3 3 6
Average Rate0.44 99

Equation T = 0.42(X) +6.73102 Trips -49 -51 -100
Average Rate0.44 99

In Out Total
Elementary School 550 Elementary School

ITE 520 49% 51% 100%
Equation Trip Rate 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average Rate0.67 369 ITE Trips 0 0 0

5% Modal Split 0 0 0
Equation
Average Rate0.17 94

Equation Trips 0 0 0
Average Rate

In Out Total
Shopping Center 146.738 Shopping Center

ITE 820 52% 48% 100%
Equation T = 0.50(X) + 151.78225 Trip Rate 2.34 2.16 4.50
Average Rate0.94 138 ITE Trips 436 402 838

5% Modal Split 22 20 42
Equation Ln(T) = 0.74Ln(X) + 2.89722
Average Rate3.81 559

25% Passby 109 101 210
Equation Ln(T) = 0.79Ln(X) + 2.79838 Trips -414 -382 -796
Average Rate4.5 660

Net Total -164 -137 -301

TRIP GENERATION RATES (MW2 Stage 2)

AM

PM

Saturday

Land Uses Saturday Peak Hour
ITE 210

Land Uses Saturday Peak Hour
ITE 221

Land Uses Saturday Peak Hour
ITE 220

PM

Saturday

AM

Saturday Peak Hour
ITE 820

AM

PM

Saturday

Land Uses Saturday Peak Hour
ITE 520

AM

PM

Saturday

AM

PM

Saturday

Land Uses
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Figure 30 Total Site Trips – Without GTA West Highway (2029) 



 

  

APPENDIX D
Future Mayfield Road Widening





 

  

APPENDIX E
Mode Split & TTS Data





Column1 Column2 Column3 Column1 Column2 Column3
Mon Oct 04 2021 15:11:21 GMT-0400 (Eastern Daylight Time) - Run Time: 2393ms Mon Oct 04 2021 15:08:22 GMT-0400 (Eastern Daylight Time) - Run Time: 2959ms

Cross Tabulation Query Form - Trip - 2016 v1.1 Cross Tabulation Query Form - Trip - 2016 v1.1

Row: 2006 GTA zone of destination - gta06_dest Row: 2006 GTA zone of origin - gta06_orig
Column: 2006 GTA zone of origin - gta06_orig Column: 2006 GTA zone of destination - gta06_dest

Filters: Filters:
(2006 GTA zone of origin - gta06_orig In 3436  3375 (2006 GTA zone of destination - gta06_dest In 3436  3375
and and
Start time of trip - start_time In 1600-1900 Start time of trip - start_time In 1600-1900
and and
Trip purpose of destination - purp_dest In M Trip purpose of destination - purp_dest In M
and and
Primary travel mode of trip - mode_prime In D  M  ) Primary travel mode of trip - mode_prime In D  M  )

Trip 2016 Trip 2016
ROW : gta06_dest ROW : gta06_orig
COLUMN : gta06_orig COLUMN : gta06_dest
  gta06_dest  gta06_orig      total Creditview (South) Mayfield (East) Mississauga (South) Mayfield (West)   gta06_orig  gta06_dest      total Creditview (South) Mayfield (East) Mississauga (South) Mayfield (West)
        3324        3375          4 4 4          131        3375         32 32 32
        3342        3375         54 54 54         2026        3375         42 42 42
        3357        3375         80 80 80         3196        3375          8 8 8
        3369        3375          5 5 5         3330        3375         10 10 10
        3375        3375         78 78 78         3334        3436         10 10 10
        3375        3436         21 21 21         3367        3375          6 6 6
        3376        3436         38 38 38         3375        3375         78 78 78
        3381        3375          8 8 8         3375        3436          9 9 9
        3417        3375          6 6 6         3427        3375         19 19 19
        3430        3375         60 60 60         3432        3375         18 18 18
        3436        3375          9 9 9         3432        3436         19 19 19
        3467        3375         26 26 26         3434        3375          6 6 6
        3467        3436         45 45 45         3434        3436         36 36 36
        3482        3436         53 53 53         3436        3375         21 21 21
        3493        3375         15 15 15         3456        3375         30 30 30
        3617        3436         27 2 2         3464        3375         27 27 27
        4158        3375         16 16 16         3482        3375         21 21 21

Total 170 272 60 18 520         3486        3375         29 29 29
Percentage 33% 52% 12% 3% 100%         3509        3375         12 12 12

        3612        3375         12 12 12
        4164        3436         58 58 58

Total 129 176 49 149 503
Percentage 26% 35% 10% 30% 100%

PM Out - AM In - Sat Out PM In - AM Out - Sat In



Date:

Requestor:

Request Type:

Location:

Jorge Ordenes,

2011 to 2021 2021 to 2031 2031 to 2041

Regards, 

Shuvangkor Shusmoy Roy

Transportation Data & Modelling Advisor,

Transportation Policy & Modelling

Transportation Division | Public Works | Region of Peel

10 Peel Centre Drive, Suite B, 4th Floor

June 30, 2025

2.0% 1.5% 1.0%

Mayfield Rd at Creditview Rd

Jorge Ordenes, LEA Consulting Ltd. 

Growth Rate Data Request

See below the forecasted compound annual growth rate values for Mayfield Rd at Creditview Rd.

If you require further assistance, please contact me at transportationplanningdata@peelregion.ca

Please note that these growth rates do not account for the accelerated population and employment 

targets set out by Bill 23 and are estimated using several sources including socioeconomic data and 

results from the Region of Peel’s Travel Demand Forecasting Model. These rates assume a road 

widening occurring between 2021 and 2031. It is important to exercise professional judgment when 

using these values.



 

  

APPENDIX F
Costco & Gas Bar 
Proxy Data



 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.    

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 

February 13, 2025 Project# 31287 

 To:  Stephanie Volpentesta  

  Fieldgate 

  5400 Yonge Street, 1st Floor 

  Toronto, ON M2N 5R5   

 From: Chris Tiesler, P.Eng., PTOE; Becca Hoffman 

 CC: Louie Loberti – Costco Wholesale 

  Darryl Bird - WSP 

 RE: Caledon - Trip Generation Estimate 

 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (Kittelson) has prepared this trip generation estimate for a proposed Costco 

Warehouse and Gas Bar as part of a larger development in the northwest quadrant of the Creditview 

Road/Mayfield Road intersection in the Town of Caledon, Ontario.  

PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Fieldgate is proposing a new commercial development located at 12100 Creditview Road, which is planned 

to include a approximately 158,000 square foot) warehouse with a 24-position gas bar. Costco-specific trip 

generation data is being provided herein to accurately estimate traffic, as Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) rates generally underpredict traffic generated by Costco.  

PRELIMINARY TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATE 
This section details the trip generation assumptions and estimate for the proposed Costco site.  

Costco Trip Generation 

For more than 25 years, Kittelson has maintained a database of trip data and travel characteristics for Costco 

Wholesale. The database contains transportation information such as trip rates and trip type percentages 

for Costco locations throughout North America. The database is updated periodically when new Costco 

traffic counts or information becomes available to Kittelson. To best evaluate the anticipated transportation 

characteristics of the proposed warehouse in Caledon, Ontario, Kittelson used the Costco trip database to 

develop a trip generation estimated as it provides use-specific data that most accurately represents the 

anticipated traffic characteristics of the unique development type.  

When comparing available Canadian site data to US data, there is not a substantial difference. Canadian 

sites are found to generate similar levels of traffic and lie well within the overall distribution of trip rates. 

This comparison confirms the homogeneity of Costco trip generation characteristics regardless of 

geographic location.  

11480 Commerce Park Drive, Suite 230 

Reston, VA 20191 

P 703.885.8970  
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Caledon - Trip Generation Estimate    

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.    

Costco has invested significant time and effort into developing this use-specific trip generation database 

for both its warehouses and its gas bars. Due to the nature of Costco membership requirements and Costco 

sales, Costco members have unique travel characteristics and patterns which are different from customers 

of other retailers. These unique characteristics and patterns exist in the trip generation for Costco 

warehouses, Costco Gasoline facilities, and the interaction of trips between the two.  

The warehouse with gas bar trip rates summarized herein rely on data collection conducted at 60 Costco 

sites collected across North America (US and Canada). The trip studies were completed using industry 

standard engineering practices consistent with guidance within the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE) standard reference, Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. These cordon surveys were conducted 

between 2011 and 2024 and include 55 surveys of Costco warehouses. The Costco buildings surveyed range 

in size between 115,707 SF and 235,298 SF, with an average size of 153,917 SF and had gas bars. The gas 

bars in the dataset have a range of 12 to 32 fueling positions. As a result, the Costco trip generation rates 

inherently account for Costco gas bar trips within the overall rate (internal trips).  

PASS-BY TRIPS 

Pass-by trips represent members (and trips) that are currently traveling on the surrounding street network 

immediately adjacent to the site for some other primary purpose (such as a trip from work to home) and 

stop into the site enroute during their normal trip. As such, pass-by trips do not result in a net increase in 

traffic on the surrounding transportation system and their only effect occurs at the immediate intersections 

and site access driveways where they become turning movements. 

DIVERTED TRIPS 

Diverted trips are similar to pass-by trips in that they represent members (and trips) that are currently 

traveling on the surrounding street network for some other primary purpose and stop into the site enroute 

during their travel. However, as the name indicates, diverted trips divert from roadways that are not 

immediately adjacent to the Costco site. 

Caledon Costco Trip Generation Estimate 

Table 1 presents the trip generation rates for the new Costco warehouse and gas bar for the weekday PM, 

Saturday midday peak hours. Table 2 presents the proposed trip generation estimate for the new Costco 

warehouse and gas bar.  
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Caledon - Trip Generation Estimate    

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.    

Table 1. Costco Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use 

Weekday 

Daily Trip 

Rate 

(per KSF)1 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour Saturday Midday Peak Hour 

Trip Rate 

(per KSF) 

Directional 

Distribution Trip Rate 

(per KSF) 

Directional 

Distribution Trip Rate 

(per KSF) 

Directional 

Distribution 

In Out In Out In Out 

Costco Warehouse 

& Gas Bar 
78.59 2.23 56% 44% 7.41 48% 52% 10.03 50% 50% 

Percent Allocation of Trip Type 

Net New Trips 52.29% 24.07% 52.29% 60.93% 

Pass-By Trips 17.71% 36.20% 17.71% 15.72% 

Diverted Trips 30.00% 39.73% 30.00% 23.34% 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2025 
1 Weekday PM percentages have been applied to Weekday Daily.  

Table 2. Costco Trip Generation Estimate 

Trip Type 

Size 

(KSF + 

FP) 

Weekday 

Daily 

Trips 

Weekday AM Peak 

Hour 

Weekday PM Peak 

Hour 

Saturday Midday Peak 

Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out 

Total External Trips 

158 + 

24 

12,417  353  199  154  1,171  566  605  1,585  794  791  

Pass-By Trips (2,200) (128) (64) (64) (208) (104) (104) (250) (125) (125) 

Diverted Trips (3,725) (140) (70) (70) (352) (176) (176) (370) (185) (185) 

Net New Trips 6,492  85  65  20  611  286  325  965  484  481  

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2025 

As shown in Table 2, the Caledon Costco is estimated to generate approximately 85 net new weekday AM 

peak hour trips (65 inbound / 20 outbound), approximately 611 net new weekday PM peak hour trips (286 

inbound / 325 outbound), and 965 net new Saturday midday peak hour trips (484 inbound / 481 outbound). 

Additionally, the Caledon Costco is estimated to generate approximately 6,492 net new weekday daily trips. 

CONCLUSION 
The trip generation estimate provided above will accurately reflect the Costco proposed as part of the 12100 

Creditview Road development. If you have any questions, please contact Chris Tiesler at 

ctiesler@kittelson.com or 571.384.2943. 



 

  

APPENDIX G
Existing Intersection Capacity 
Analysis Results



Queues Existing 2024
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview_EXFB.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 26 468 89 503 47 80 94 8 119
Future Volume (vph) 26 468 89 503 47 80 94 8 119
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 581 0 627 0 133 99 0 154
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.51 0.62 0.42 0.25 0.41
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.3 12.3 25.2 6.9 22.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 9.3 12.3 25.2 6.9 22.6
Queue Length 50th (m) 35.6 44.3 13.6 0.0 14.4
Queue Length 95th (m) 67.0 87.8 27.0 10.0 28.4
Internal Link Dist (m) 308.9 183.6 258.3 276.9
Turn Bay Length (m) 15.0
Base Capacity (vph) 1138 1013 351 432 414
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.51 0.62 0.38 0.23 0.37

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 22.5 (38%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing 2024
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview_EXFB.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 468 58 89 503 4 47 80 94 8 119 20
Future Volume (veh/h) 26 468 58 89 503 4 47 80 94 8 119 20
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1767 1856 1826 1900 1707 1885 1856 1900 1856 1826
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 27 493 61 94 529 4 49 84 99 8 125 21
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 9 3 5 0 13 1 3 0 3 5
Cap, veh/h 84 898 108 171 855 6 170 251 314 70 302 49
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 37 1530 184 174 1456 10 439 1257 1572 35 1513 244
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 581 0 0 627 0 0 133 0 99 154 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1751 0 0 1640 0 0 1696 0 1572 1792 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 11.9 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 3.2 4.5 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.01 0.37 1.00 0.05 0.14
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1091 0 0 1032 0 0 421 0 314 421 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.32 0.37 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1091 0 0 1032 0 0 469 0 362 474 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.6 0.0 0.0 7.8 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0 20.5 21.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.9 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.9 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 9.4 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 21.1 0.0 21.1 21.5 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS A B C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 581 627 232 154
Approach Delay, s/veh 9.4 10.5 21.1 21.5
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.9 6.5 15.3 5.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.7 0.5 5.2 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 12.7
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Existing 2024
2: Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Rd/Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview_EXFB.syn Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 470 22 39 535 43 92
Future Vol, veh/h 470 22 39 535 43 92
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 30 55 - 0 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 5 18 8 5 0 5
Mvmt Flow 470 22 39 535 43 92

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 492 0 1083 470
          Stage 1 - - - - 470 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 613 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.18 - 6.4 6.25
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.272 - 3.5 3.345
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1041 - 243 587
          Stage 1 - - - - 633 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 544 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1041 - 234 587
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 234 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 633 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 524 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0.6 16
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 234 587 - - 1041 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.184 0.157 - - 0.037 -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 23.8 12.3 - - 8.6 -
HCM Lane LOS C B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.7 0.6 - - 0.1 -



Queues Existing 2024
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 15 579 121 403 51 92 124 13 124
Future Volume (vph) 15 579 121 403 51 92 124 13 124
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 686 0 552 0 149 129 0 183
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.57 0.60 0.47 0.30 0.47
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.3 12.0 26.3 6.5 22.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 10.3 12.0 26.3 6.5 22.7
Queue Length 50th (m) 44.8 38.0 15.5 0.0 16.6
Queue Length 95th (m) 83.5 77.3 30.0 11.4 32.2
Internal Link Dist (m) 308.9 183.6 258.3 276.9
Turn Bay Length (m) 15.0
Base Capacity (vph) 1202 926 347 459 423
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.57 0.60 0.43 0.28 0.43

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 22.5 (38%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 75
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing 2024
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 15 579 64 121 403 6 51 92 124 13 124 38
Future Volume (veh/h) 15 579 64 121 403 6 51 92 124 13 124 38
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1767 1900 1885 670 1841 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 603 67 126 420 6 53 96 129 14 129 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 9 0 1 83 4 1 2 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 71 964 105 230 727 10 166 258 317 77 268 78
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 16 1643 180 266 1240 17 421 1290 1585 61 1339 392
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 686 0 0 552 0 0 149 0 129 183 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1838 0 0 1522 0 0 1712 0 1585 1792 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 14.6 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 4.3 5.3 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.02 0.10 0.23 0.01 0.36 1.00 0.08 0.22
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1140 0 0 967 0 0 424 0 317 423 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.41 0.43 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1140 0 0 967 0 0 471 0 365 475 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.1 0.0 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 20.9 0.0 20.9 21.3 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.8 0.7 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 10.5 0.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 21.4 0.0 21.7 22.0 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B A C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 686 552 278 183
Approach Delay, s/veh 10.5 9.8 21.5 22.0
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 16.6 7.3 13.8 6.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.4 0.5 4.9 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 13.3
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Existing 2024
2: Robert Parkinson Drive & Mayfield Rd/Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 630 51 82 412 25 70
Future Vol, veh/h 630 51 82 412 25 70
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 7 7 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 30 55 - 0 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 1 2 0 3
Mvmt Flow 630 51 82 412 25 70

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 688 0 1213 637
          Stage 1 - - - - 637 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 576 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.11 - 6.4 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.209 - 3.5 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 911 - 203 475
          Stage 1 - - - - 531 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 566 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 906 - 184 472
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 184 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 528 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 514 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 1.6 17.6
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 184 472 - - 906 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.136 0.148 - - 0.091 -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 27.6 14 - - 9.4 -
HCM Lane LOS D B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.5 0.5 - - 0.3 -



Queues Existing 2024
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 24 485 119 397 26 81 103 4 75
Future Volume (vph) 24 485 119 397 26 81 103 4 75
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 570 0 543 0 111 106 0 105
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.48 0.56 0.33 0.26 0.28
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.5 10.5 23.5 7.0 18.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 8.5 10.5 23.5 7.0 18.6
Queue Length 50th (m) 34.0 36.0 11.1 0.0 8.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 59.6 67.8 23.4 10.5 19.4
Internal Link Dist (m) 308.9 183.6 258.3 276.9
Turn Bay Length (m) 15.0
Base Capacity (vph) 1198 974 385 448 429
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.48 0.56 0.29 0.24 0.24

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 22.5 (38%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 24 485 44 119 397 11 26 81 103 4 75 23
Future Volume (veh/h) 24 485 44 119 397 11 26 81 103 4 75 23
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1796 1885 1900 1900 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 25 500 45 123 409 11 27 84 106 4 77 24
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 83 967 85 240 762 19 122 307 321 66 273 82
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 35 1647 144 283 1297 33 239 1539 1606 21 1366 411
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 570 0 0 543 0 0 111 0 106 105 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1826 0 0 1613 0 0 1778 0 1606 1798 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 11.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 3.4 3.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.04 0.08 0.23 0.02 0.24 1.00 0.04 0.23
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 1135 0 0 1021 0 0 429 0 321 421 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.33 0.25 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 1135 0 0 1021 0 0 481 0 369 475 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.4 0.0 0.0 7.2 0.0 0.0 20.4 0.0 20.6 20.4 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.6 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 9.0 0.0 0.0 9.2 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0 21.2 20.7 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS A A C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 570 543 217 105
Approach Delay, s/veh 9.0 9.2 21.0 20.7
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.0 5.0 12.1 5.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.6 0.3 4.8 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 11.7
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Existing 2024
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 506 34 86 395 23 79
Future Vol, veh/h 506 34 86 395 23 79
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 2 2 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 30 55 - 0 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 0 0 1 4 3
Mvmt Flow 506 34 86 395 23 79

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 542 0 1075 508
          Stage 1 - - - - 508 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 567 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.44 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.44 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.44 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.536 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1037 - 241 563
          Stage 1 - - - - 600 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 564 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1035 - 221 562
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 221 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 599 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 517 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 1.6 14.9
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 221 562 - - 1035 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.104 0.141 - - 0.083 -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 23.2 12.5 - - 8.8 -
HCM Lane LOS C B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.3 0.5 - - 0.3 -



 

  

APPENDIX H
Future Background (2029)
Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1134 52 88 9 131
Future Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1134 52 88 9 131
Lane Group Flow (vph) 31 1024 103 1198 55 202 9 161
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.36 0.36 0.60 0.25 0.27 0.04 0.23
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.9 6.7 11.1 9.5 23.7 11.2 19.9 18.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 7.9 6.7 11.1 9.5 23.7 11.2 19.9 18.1
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.4 19.1 5.5 40.5 5.4 4.6 0.9 7.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 5.3 26.5 15.5 57.6 14.2 12.4 4.1 14.1
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 208 2868 286 2012 248 831 270 804
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.15 0.36 0.36 0.60 0.22 0.24 0.03 0.20

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1134 4 52 88 104 9 131 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1134 4 52 88 104 9 131 22
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1767 1856 1826 1900 1707 1885 1856 1900 1856 1826
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 31 957 67 103 1194 4 55 93 109 9 138 23
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 9 3 5 0 13 1 3 0 3 5
Cap, veh/h 299 2791 195 384 2081 7 300 358 319 289 606 99
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 474 4757 332 546 3546 12 1118 1791 1598 1199 3033 496
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 31 668 356 103 584 614 55 93 109 9 79 82
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 474 1662 1766 546 1735 1824 1118 1791 1598 1199 1763 1766
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.6 6.2 6.3 7.2 12.6 12.6 2.6 2.6 3.5 0.4 2.3 2.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.2 6.2 6.3 13.5 12.6 12.6 4.9 2.6 3.5 3.9 2.3 2.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.28
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 299 1950 1036 384 1018 1070 300 358 319 289 352 353
V/C Ratio(X) 0.10 0.34 0.34 0.27 0.57 0.57 0.18 0.26 0.34 0.03 0.22 0.23
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 299 1950 1036 384 1018 1070 334 412 367 326 405 406
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.5 6.4 6.4 9.9 7.7 7.7 22.2 20.3 20.6 22.3 20.1 20.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.5 0.9 1.7 2.4 2.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.1 0.5 0.5
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 13.1 6.9 7.3 11.6 10.1 10.0 22.5 20.6 21.2 22.3 20.4 20.5
LnGrp LOS B A A B B A C C C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1055 1301 257 170
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.2 10.1 21.3 20.6
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 17.2 5.9 15.5 6.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.6 0.6 10.2 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 10.7
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 63 - 63 40 - 30 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 5 18 8 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1173 0 0 942 0 0 1585 2171 460 1619 2193 587
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 920 920 - 1251 1251 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 665 1251 - 368 942 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 5.46 - - 6.95 6.5 7.2 6.95 6.5 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.3 5.5 - 6.5 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.5 5.5 - 6.7 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 3.18 - - 3.65 4 3.95 3.65 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 603 - - 400 - - 93 47 463 88 46 458
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 235 352 - 182 246 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 408 246 - 596 344 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 603 - - 400 - - 86 42 463 65 42 458
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 86 42 - 65 42 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 235 352 - 182 222 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 368 222 - 478 344 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0.5 36.4 0
HCM LOS E A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 86 463 603 - - 400 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.5 0.199 - - - 0.098 - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 82.9 14.7 0 - - 15 - - 0 0
HCM Lane LOS F B A - - B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 2.1 0.7 0 - - 0.3 - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 942 1216 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 942 1216 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 942 1216 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 608
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 444
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 444
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1212 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1212 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1012 1212 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 606
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 445
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 445
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 121 162 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 223 81 162 0 - 0
          Stage 1 162 - - - - -
          Stage 2 61 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 751 969 1429 - - -
          Stage 1 856 - - - - -
          Stage 2 960 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 751 969 1429 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 751 - - - - -
          Stage 1 856 - - - - -
          Stage 2 960 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1429 - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 121 162 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 81 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 969 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 969 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 0 0 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1027 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 899 - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1090 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1090 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



Queues Future Background 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1134 52 88 9 131
Future Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1134 52 88 9 131
Lane Group Flow (vph) 31 1024 103 1198 55 202 9 161
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.15 0.36 0.36 0.60 0.25 0.27 0.04 0.23
Control Delay (s/veh) 6.6 5.5 11.1 9.5 23.7 11.2 19.9 18.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 6.6 5.5 11.1 9.5 23.7 11.2 19.9 18.1
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.4 19.1 5.5 40.5 5.4 4.6 0.9 7.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 3.8 22.3 15.5 57.6 14.2 12.4 4.1 14.1
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 208 2868 286 2012 248 831 270 804
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.15 0.36 0.36 0.60 0.22 0.24 0.03 0.20

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Background 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1134 4 52 88 104 9 131 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1134 4 52 88 104 9 131 22
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1767 1856 1826 1900 1707 1885 1856 1900 1856 1826
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 31 957 67 103 1194 4 55 93 109 9 138 23
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 9 3 5 0 13 1 3 0 3 5
Cap, veh/h 299 2791 195 384 2081 7 300 358 319 289 606 99
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 474 4757 332 546 3546 12 1118 1791 1598 1199 3033 496
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 31 668 356 103 584 614 55 93 109 9 79 82
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 474 1662 1766 546 1735 1824 1118 1791 1598 1199 1763 1766
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.6 6.2 6.3 7.2 12.6 12.6 2.6 2.6 3.5 0.4 2.3 2.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 15.2 6.2 6.3 13.5 12.6 12.6 4.9 2.6 3.5 3.9 2.3 2.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.01 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.28
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 299 1950 1036 384 1018 1070 300 358 319 289 352 353
V/C Ratio(X) 0.10 0.34 0.34 0.27 0.57 0.57 0.18 0.26 0.34 0.03 0.22 0.23
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 299 1950 1036 384 1018 1070 334 412 367 326 405 406
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.5 6.4 6.4 9.9 7.7 7.7 22.2 20.3 20.6 22.3 20.1 20.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.7 0.5 0.9 1.7 2.4 2.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.1 0.5 0.5
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 13.1 6.9 7.3 11.6 10.1 10.0 22.5 20.6 21.2 22.3 20.4 20.5
LnGrp LOS B A A B B A C C C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1055 1301 257 170
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.2 10.1 21.3 20.6
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 17.2 5.9 15.5 6.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.6 0.6 10.2 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 10.7
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



Queues Future Background 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR Ø4 Ø5
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 920 22 39 1173 43 0 92
Future Volume (vph) 920 22 39 1173 43 0 92
Lane Group Flow (vph) 920 22 39 1173 0 43 92
Turn Type NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 9.5
Total Split (s) 95.0 95.0 84.0 84.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 11.0
Total Split (%) 79.2% 79.2% 70.0% 70.0% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 21% 9%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.02 0.09 0.40 0.40 0.46
Control Delay (s/veh) 1.9 0.7 4.0 6.1 62.8 17.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 1.9 0.7 4.0 6.1 62.8 17.9
Queue Length 50th (m) 11.0 0.0 2.7 64.7 10.4 0.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 17.5 1.3 m5.4 87.2 22.1 16.0
Internal Link Dist (m) 81.4 147.0 205.6
Turn Bay Length (m) 63.0 40.0
Base Capacity (vph) 4198 1153 440 2921 245 336
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.22 0.02 0.09 0.40 0.18 0.27

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1633 1781 1826 1900 1900 1900 1826 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 18 8 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 435 4224 1173 521 2940 1364 172 0 120 60 148 0
Arrive On Green 0.00 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 4985 1384 567 3469 1610 1440 0 1547 1325 1900 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 0 920 22 39 1173 0 43 0 92 0 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1662 1384 567 1735 1610 1440 0 1547 1325 1900 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 4.1 0.3 1.7 9.4 0.0 3.4 0.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 4.1 0.3 5.8 9.4 0.0 3.4 0.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 435 4224 1173 521 2940 1364 172 0 120 60 148 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.22 0.02 0.07 0.40 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 532 4224 1173 521 2940 1364 306 0 264 183 325 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 1.7 1.4 2.3 2.1 0.0 52.6 0.0 54.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.8 0.0 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 0.0 1.8 1.5 2.5 2.5 0.0 53.4 0.0 63.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A D E
Approach Vol, veh/h 942 1212 135 0
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.8 2.5 60.6 0.0
Approach LOS A A E

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 106.2 13.8 0.0 106.2 13.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 90.5 20.5 6.5 79.5 20.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.1 0.0 0.0 11.4 9.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.4 0.0 0.0 16.5 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 5.7
HCM 6th LOS A



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 942 1216 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 942 1216 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 942 1216 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 608
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 444
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 444
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday AM
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1212 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1212 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1012 1212 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 606
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 445
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 445
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 121 162 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 223 81 162 0 - 0
          Stage 1 162 - - - - -
          Stage 2 61 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 751 969 1429 - - -
          Stage 1 856 - - - - -
          Stage 2 960 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 751 969 1429 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 751 - - - - -
          Stage 1 856 - - - - -
          Stage 2 960 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1429 - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 121 162 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 121 162 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 81 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 969 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 969 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 0 0 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1027 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 899 - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1090 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1090 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



Queues Future Background 2029 - Unsig
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12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 836 56 102 14 137
Future Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 836 56 102 14 137
Lane Group Flow (vph) 18 1320 140 878 58 249 15 187
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.70 0.42 0.25 0.36 0.07 0.26
Control Delay (s/veh) 5.9 7.4 32.8 7.6 23.6 17.8 20.4 16.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 5.9 7.4 32.8 7.6 23.6 17.8 20.4 16.4
Queue Length 50th (m) 0.8 26.6 9.9 25.6 5.7 10.2 1.4 7.3
Queue Length 95th (m) 3.1 35.3 #40.4 36.6 14.9 19.3 5.7 15.0
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 336 2983 200 2081 263 788 258 835
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.05 0.44 0.70 0.42 0.22 0.32 0.06 0.22

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 836 7 56 102 137 14 137 42
Future Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 836 7 56 102 137 14 137 42
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1767 1900 1885 670 1841 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 1246 74 140 871 7 58 106 143 15 143 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 9 0 1 83 4 1 2 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 413 2915 173 309 2137 17 302 358 319 259 548 163
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 642 4968 295 422 3642 29 1178 1791 1598 1149 2742 816
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 860 460 140 428 450 58 106 143 15 92 95
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 642 1716 1832 422 1791 1880 1178 1791 1598 1149 1805 1753
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 8.3 8.3 16.4 7.8 7.8 2.6 3.0 4.7 0.7 2.6 2.7
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.7 8.3 8.3 24.7 7.8 7.8 5.4 3.0 4.7 5.4 2.6 2.7
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 413 2013 1075 309 1051 1103 302 358 319 259 361 351
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.43 0.43 0.45 0.41 0.41 0.19 0.30 0.45 0.06 0.26 0.27
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 413 2013 1075 309 1051 1103 337 412 367 294 415 403
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 9.1 6.8 6.8 13.7 6.7 6.7 22.6 20.4 21.1 23.5 20.2 20.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.7 1.2 4.7 1.2 1.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.1 0.4 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.9 0.1 0.6 0.6
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 9.3 7.5 8.1 18.4 7.9 7.9 22.9 20.9 22.1 23.6 20.6 20.7
LnGrp LOS A A A B A A C C C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1338 1018 307 202
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.7 9.3 21.8 20.9
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.7 7.4 26.7 7.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 11.7 0.6 4.2 1.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 10.7
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 63 - 63 40 - 30 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 854 0 0 1314 0 0 1854 2281 635 1520 2332 427
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1263 1263 - 1018 1018 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 591 1018 - 502 1314 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 5.32 - - 6.95 6.5 7.16 6.95 6.5 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.3 5.5 - 6.5 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.5 5.5 - 6.7 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 3.11 - - 3.65 4 3.93 3.65 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 794 - - 278 - - 61 40 359 103 37 582
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 135 243 - 252 317 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 451 317 - 494 230 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 794 - - 276 - - 47 28 357 64 26 582
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 47 28 - 64 26 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 134 242 - 252 223 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 317 223 - 397 229 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 2.1 51.8 0
HCM LOS F A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 47 357 794 - - 276 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.532 0.196 - - - 0.297 - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 147.8 17.5 0 - - 23.5 - - 0 0
HCM Lane LOS F C A - - C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 2 0.7 0 - - 1.2 - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1307 879 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1307 879 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1307 879 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 440
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 570
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 570
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1326 936 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1326 936 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1326 936 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 468
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 547
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 547
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 6

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 126 193 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 256 97 193 0 - 0
          Stage 1 193 - - - - -
          Stage 2 63 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 716 947 1392 - - -
          Stage 1 827 - - - - -
          Stage 2 958 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 716 947 1392 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 716 - - - - -
          Stage 1 827 - - - - -
          Stage 2 958 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1392 - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 126 193 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 97 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 947 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 947 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 0 0 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1027 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 899 - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1090 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1090 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



Queues Future Background 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 836 56 102 14 137
Future Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 836 56 102 14 137
Lane Group Flow (vph) 18 1320 140 878 58 249 15 187
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 5.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 10.0 31.2
Total Split (s) 56.0 56.0 56.0 56.0 33.0 33.0 31.0 64.0
Total Split (%) 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 27.5% 27.5% 25.8% 53.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 3.0 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 5.0 6.2
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.04 0.35 0.55 0.33 0.46 0.51 0.09 0.33
Control Delay (s/veh) 5.4 5.5 20.0 6.7 61.5 24.8 38.7 34.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 5.4 5.5 20.0 6.7 61.5 24.8 38.7 34.2
Queue Length 50th (m) 0.7 18.0 9.9 25.6 13.9 13.1 3.4 17.7
Queue Length 95th (m) 3.4 65.0 #51.4 62.3 27.3 25.5 8.5 24.8
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 422 3758 254 2627 255 836 393 1700
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.04 0.35 0.55 0.33 0.23 0.30 0.04 0.11

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Background 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 836 7 56 102 137 14 137 42
Future Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 836 7 56 102 137 14 137 42
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1767 1900 1885 670 1841 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 1246 74 140 871 7 58 106 143 15 143 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 9 0 1 83 4 1 2 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 464 3565 212 323 2613 21 199 211 188 125 482 143
Arrive On Green 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.18 0.18
Sat Flow, veh/h 642 4968 295 422 3642 29 1178 1791 1598 1810 2742 816
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 860 460 140 428 450 58 106 143 15 92 95
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 642 1716 1832 422 1791 1880 1178 1791 1598 1810 1805 1753
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 11.3 11.3 22.4 10.7 10.7 5.5 6.7 10.4 0.9 5.3 5.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 11.9 11.3 11.3 33.8 10.7 10.7 5.5 6.7 10.4 0.9 5.3 5.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.47
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 464 2462 1315 323 1285 1349 199 211 188 125 317 308
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.35 0.35 0.43 0.33 0.33 0.29 0.50 0.76 0.12 0.29 0.31
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 464 2462 1315 323 1285 1349 323 400 357 488 869 844
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 8.5 6.4 6.4 12.7 6.3 6.3 49.1 49.7 51.3 44.3 43.0 43.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.4 0.7 4.2 0.7 0.7 0.8 1.9 6.2 0.4 0.5 0.6
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.4 2.5 3.7 0.3 1.9 2.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 8.7 6.8 7.1 16.9 7.0 7.0 49.9 51.5 57.5 44.7 43.5 43.7
LnGrp LOS A A A B A A D D E D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1338 1018 307 202
Approach Delay, s/veh 6.9 8.3 54.0 43.6
Approach LOS A A D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 92.7 27.3 92.7 7.0 20.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 5.0 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 49.4 57.8 49.4 26.0 26.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 13.9 7.6 35.8 2.9 12.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 14.5 1.4 7.2 0.0 1.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 15.1
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



Queues Future Background 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR Ø4 Ø5
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1256 51 82 854 25 0 70
Future Volume (vph) 1256 51 82 854 25 0 70
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1256 51 82 854 0 25 70
Turn Type NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 9.5
Total Split (s) 76.0 76.0 46.0 46.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 63.3% 63.3% 38.3% 38.3% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7% 37% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.04 0.24 0.27 0.27 0.44
Control Delay (s/veh) 1.6 0.5 3.4 1.5 59.9 24.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 1.6 0.5 3.4 1.5 59.9 24.2
Queue Length 50th (m) 14.3 0.0 2.2 12.2 6.0 1.7
Queue Length 95th (m) 21.9 1.7 6.3 19.5 15.1 16.3
Internal Link Dist (m) 81.4 147.0 205.6
Turn Bay Length (m) 63.0 40.0
Base Capacity (vph) 4499 1332 340 3131 473 552
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.28 0.04 0.24 0.27 0.05 0.13

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1870 1870 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900 1856 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 600 4409 1363 407 3069 1390 149 0 97 60 117 0
Arrive On Green 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 5106 1579 424 3554 1610 1440 0 1572 1352 1900 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 0 1256 51 82 854 0 25 0 70 0 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1702 1579 424 1777 1610 1440 0 1572 1352 1900 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 5.3 0.5 5.2 5.2 0.0 2.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 5.3 0.5 10.5 5.2 0.0 2.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 600 4409 1363 407 3069 1390 149 0 97 60 117 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.28 0.04 0.20 0.28 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 983 4409 1363 407 3069 1390 534 0 518 422 625 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 1.5 1.2 2.4 1.5 0.0 53.8 0.0 55.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.2 0.1 1.1 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 0.0 1.6 1.2 3.5 1.7 0.0 54.3 0.0 65.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A D E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1307 936 95 0
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.6 1.9 62.3 0.0
Approach LOS A A E

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 108.1 11.9 0.0 108.1 11.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 71.5 39.5 25.5 41.5 39.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 7.3 0.0 0.0 12.5 7.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 16.9 0.0 0.0 10.1 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 4.2
HCM 6th LOS A



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1307 879 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1307 879 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1307 879 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 440
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 570
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 570
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday PM
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1326 936 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1326 936 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1326 936 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 468
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 547
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 547
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 126 193 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 256 97 193 0 - 0
          Stage 1 193 - - - - -
          Stage 2 63 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 716 947 1392 - - -
          Stage 1 827 - - - - -
          Stage 2 958 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 716 947 1392 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 716 - - - - -
          Stage 1 827 - - - - -
          Stage 2 958 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1392 - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 126 193 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 126 193 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 97 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 947 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 947 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 0 0 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1027 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 899 - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1090 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1090 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 950 29 89 4 83
Future Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 950 29 89 4 83
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 1099 135 991 30 210 4 112
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.09 0.37 0.51 0.47 0.12 0.29 0.02 0.16
Control Delay (s/veh) 6.5 6.8 15.7 8.0 21.1 13.2 19.5 16.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 6.5 6.8 15.7 8.0 21.1 13.2 19.5 16.5
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.2 21.0 8.0 30.0 2.9 6.1 0.4 4.3
Queue Length 95th (m) 4.2 28.1 24.3 42.2 9.1 14.2 2.5 10.2
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 286 2992 266 2115 294 825 267 812
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 0.37 0.51 0.47 0.10 0.25 0.01 0.14

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Background 2029 - Unsig
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 950 12 29 89 114 4 83 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 950 12 29 89 114 4 83 25
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1796 1885 1900 1900 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 27 1048 51 135 979 12 30 92 118 4 86 26
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 371 2950 143 367 2143 26 345 358 319 282 547 159
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 577 5028 244 517 3652 45 1300 1791 1595 1189 2737 795
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 27 715 384 135 484 507 30 92 118 4 55 57
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 577 1716 1841 517 1805 1892 1300 1791 1595 1189 1791 1741
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.7 6.5 6.5 11.1 9.1 9.1 1.2 2.6 3.8 0.2 1.5 1.6
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 10.7 6.5 6.5 17.6 9.1 9.1 2.8 2.6 3.8 4.0 1.5 1.6
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.46
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 371 2013 1080 367 1059 1110 345 358 319 282 358 348
V/C Ratio(X) 0.07 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.46 0.46 0.09 0.26 0.37 0.01 0.15 0.16
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 371 2013 1080 367 1059 1110 384 412 367 318 412 400
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.0 6.5 6.5 11.1 7.0 7.0 21.0 20.2 20.7 22.5 19.8 19.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.4 0.5 0.9 2.8 1.4 1.4 0.1 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.2 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.8 0.0 0.3 0.3
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 10.4 7.0 7.4 13.9 8.4 8.4 21.1 20.6 21.4 22.5 20.0 20.1
LnGrp LOS B A A B A A C C C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1126 1126 240 116
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.2 9.1 21.1 20.1
Approach LOS A A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 12.7 6.0 19.6 5.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 9.2 0.3 7.6 0.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 9.8
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 63 - 63 40 - 30 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 953 0 0 1081 0 0 1696 2172 525 1543 2206 477
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1047 1047 - 1125 1125 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 649 1125 - 418 1081 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 5.3 - - 7.03 6.5 7.16 6.95 6.5 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.38 5.5 - 6.5 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.58 5.5 - 6.7 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 3.1 - - 3.69 4 3.93 3.65 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 729 - - 363 - - 75 47 424 99 45 540
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 186 308 - 217 283 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 408 283 - 556 296 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 729 - - 362 - - 61 36 423 66 34 540
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 61 36 - 66 34 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 186 307 - 217 216 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 311 216 - 452 295 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 1.5 33.7 0
HCM LOS D A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 61 423 729 - - 362 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.377 0.187 - - - 0.238 - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 96.1 15.5 0 - - 18 - - 0 0
HCM Lane LOS F C A - - C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 1.4 0.7 0 - - 0.9 - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1079 976 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1079 976 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1079 976 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 488
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 531
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 531
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1124 1039 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1124 1039 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1124 1039 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 520
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 506
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 506
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 127 112 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 176 56 112 0 - 0
          Stage 1 112 - - - - -
          Stage 2 64 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 803 1005 1490 - - -
          Stage 1 906 - - - - -
          Stage 2 957 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 803 1005 1490 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 803 - - - - -
          Stage 1 906 - - - - -
          Stage 2 957 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1490 - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 127 112 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 56 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1005 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1005 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 0 0 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1027 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 899 - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029 - Unsig
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1090 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1090 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



Queues Future Background 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 950 29 89 4 83
Future Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 950 29 89 4 83
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 1099 135 991 30 210 4 112
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 5.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 10.0 31.2
Total Split (s) 56.0 56.0 56.0 56.0 33.0 33.0 31.0 64.0
Total Split (%) 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 27.5% 27.5% 25.8% 53.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 3.0 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 5.0 6.2
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.28 0.39 0.36 0.23 0.48 0.03 0.26
Control Delay (s/veh) 3.9 3.7 9.3 5.1 54.5 26.4 42.5 36.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 3.9 3.7 9.3 5.1 54.5 26.4 42.5 36.9
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.0 14.7 8.1 30.0 7.0 11.3 0.9 10.5
Queue Length 95th (m) 3.0 44.6 28.7 60.8 16.9 23.8 4.0 17.6
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 390 3934 346 2785 285 826 386 1673
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.07 0.28 0.39 0.36 0.11 0.25 0.01 0.07

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Background 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 950 12 29 89 114 4 83 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 950 12 29 89 114 4 83 25
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1796 1885 1900 1900 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 27 1048 51 135 979 12 30 92 118 4 86 26
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 434 3735 182 409 2713 33 194 186 165 107 412 120
Arrive On Green 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.01 0.15 0.15
Sat Flow, veh/h 577 5028 244 517 3652 45 1298 1791 1593 1810 2736 795
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 27 715 384 135 484 507 30 92 118 4 55 57
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 577 1716 1841 517 1805 1892 1298 1791 1593 1810 1791 1740
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.1 8.1 8.1 13.8 11.3 11.3 2.5 5.8 8.6 0.2 3.2 3.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 13.4 8.1 8.1 21.9 11.3 11.3 2.5 5.8 8.6 0.2 3.2 3.4
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.02 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.46
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 434 2549 1368 409 1341 1405 194 186 165 107 270 262
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 0.28 0.28 0.33 0.36 0.36 0.15 0.50 0.71 0.04 0.20 0.22
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 434 2549 1368 409 1341 1405 350 400 356 490 863 838
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 7.8 5.0 5.0 8.6 5.4 5.4 49.4 50.8 52.1 46.5 44.7 44.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.3 0.5 2.2 0.8 0.7 0.4 2.0 5.7 0.1 0.4 0.4
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 2.2 3.1 0.1 1.2 1.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 8.0 5.3 5.5 10.7 6.2 6.1 49.7 52.9 57.7 46.6 45.0 45.2
LnGrp LOS A A A B A A D D E D D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1126 1126 240 116
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.4 6.7 54.9 45.2
Approach LOS A A D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 95.7 24.3 95.7 5.6 18.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 5.0 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 49.4 57.8 49.4 26.0 26.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 15.4 5.4 23.9 2.2 10.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 11.4 0.8 10.9 0.0 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 12.3
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



Queues Future Background 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR Ø4 Ø5
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1045 34 86 953 23 0 79
Future Volume (vph) 1045 34 86 953 23 0 79
Lane Group Flow (vph) 1045 34 86 953 0 23 79
Turn Type NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4 5
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 9.5
Total Split (s) 76.0 76.0 46.0 46.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 30.0
Total Split (%) 63.3% 63.3% 38.3% 38.3% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7% 37% 25%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.23 0.02 0.20 0.30 0.26 0.46
Control Delay (s/veh) 1.5 0.5 2.5 1.6 60.1 20.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 1.5 0.5 2.5 1.6 60.1 20.3
Queue Length 50th (m) 11.0 0.0 2.3 14.9 5.6 0.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 17.1 1.4 6.2 23.4 14.2 15.4
Internal Link Dist (m) 81.4 147.0 205.6
Turn Bay Length (m) 63.0 40.0
Base Capacity (vph) 4548 1381 435 3165 455 563
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.23 0.02 0.20 0.30 0.05 0.14

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 55
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900 1841 1900 1856 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 3 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 543 4412 1379 496 3071 1380 157 0 106 60 129 0
Arrive On Green 0.00 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 5147 1608 531 3582 1610 1440 0 1572 1341 1900 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 0 1045 34 86 953 0 23 0 79 0 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1716 1608 531 1791 1610 1440 0 1572 1341 1900 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 4.4 0.4 4.2 6.2 0.0 1.8 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.0 4.4 0.4 8.5 6.2 0.0 1.8 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 543 4412 1379 496 3071 1380 157 0 106 60 129 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.00 0.24 0.02 0.17 0.31 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 926 4412 1379 496 3071 1380 534 0 518 411 625 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 0.0 1.5 1.2 2.3 1.7 0.0 53.0 0.0 54.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 0.0 1.7 1.3 3.1 1.9 0.0 53.4 0.0 64.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS A A A A D E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1079 1039 102 0
Approach Delay, s/veh 1.6 2.0 62.1 0.0
Approach LOS A A E

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 107.4 12.6 0.0 107.4 12.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 71.5 39.5 25.5 41.5 39.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.4 0.0 0.0 10.5 7.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 12.6 0.0 0.0 11.2 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 4.6
HCM 6th LOS A
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1079 976 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1079 976 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1079 976 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 488
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 531
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 531
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1124 1039 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1124 1039 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1124 1039 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 520
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 506
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 506
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 127 112 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 176 56 112 0 - 0
          Stage 1 112 - - - - -
          Stage 2 64 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 803 1005 1490 - - -
          Stage 1 906 - - - - -
          Stage 2 957 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 803 1005 1490 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 803 - - - - -
          Stage 1 906 - - - - -
          Stage 2 957 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1490 - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Background 2029
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 127 112 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 127 112 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 56 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1005 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1005 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 0 0 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1027 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 899 1090 1027 899 - 1635 - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 899 - 1027 899 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 1027 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - - - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - - - - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 1090 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 1090 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



 

  

APPENDIX I
Future Total (2029)
Intersection Capacity Analysis



Queues Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1183 52 160 62 176
Future Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1183 52 160 62 176
Lane Group Flow (vph) 31 1024 103 1301 55 277 65 208
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.36 0.36 0.65 0.26 0.36 0.29 0.29
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.1 6.9 11.4 10.3 23.8 13.7 24.2 19.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 9.1 6.9 11.4 10.3 23.8 13.7 24.2 19.3
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.5 19.1 5.5 45.6 5.4 8.6 6.5 9.7
Queue Length 95th (m) 5.9 27.4 16.1 67.7 14.1 17.6 16.0 17.6
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 174 2857 284 2002 237 851 251 806
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.36 0.36 0.65 0.23 0.33 0.26 0.26

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1183 53 52 160 104 62 176 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1183 53 52 160 104 62 176 22
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1767 1856 1826 1900 1707 1885 1856 1900 1856 1826
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 31 957 67 103 1245 56 55 168 109 65 185 23
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 9 3 5 0 13 1 3 0 3 5
Cap, veh/h 269 2791 195 384 1984 89 280 426 262 263 632 78
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 430 4757 332 546 3381 152 1072 2132 1309 1120 3161 388
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 31 668 356 103 638 663 55 140 137 65 102 106
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 430 1662 1766 546 1735 1799 1072 1791 1650 1120 1763 1786
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.1 6.2 6.3 7.2 14.4 14.5 2.8 4.1 4.4 3.2 3.0 3.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.5 6.2 6.3 13.5 14.4 14.5 5.8 4.1 4.4 7.6 3.0 3.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.22
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 269 1950 1036 384 1018 1055 280 358 330 263 353 357
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.34 0.34 0.27 0.63 0.63 0.20 0.39 0.42 0.25 0.29 0.30
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 1950 1036 384 1018 1055 312 412 379 296 405 411
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.9 6.4 6.4 9.9 8.1 8.1 22.9 20.8 20.9 24.3 20.4 20.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.5 0.9 1.7 2.9 2.8 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.7
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 14.7 6.9 7.3 11.6 11.0 11.0 23.2 21.5 21.8 24.7 20.8 20.9
LnGrp LOS B A A B B B C C C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1055 1404 332 273
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.3 11.0 21.9 21.8
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.5 9.6 16.5 7.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 6.9 0.6 10.6 1.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 11.9
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73
Future Vol, veh/h 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 63 - 63 40 - 30 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 5 18 8 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1206 0 0 909 0 0 1683 2303 444 1737 2291 586
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1019 1019 - 1250 1250 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 664 1284 - 487 1041 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 5.46 - - 6.95 6.5 7.2 6.95 6.5 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.3 5.5 - 6.5 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.5 5.5 - 6.7 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 3.18 - - 3.65 4 3.95 3.65 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 586 - - 415 - - 80 39 474 73 40 459
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 200 317 - 182 247 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 409 238 - 505 310 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 586 - - 415 - - 57 31 474 50 32 459
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 57 31 - 50 32 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 177 281 - 161 224 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 312 216 - 361 275 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0.8 0.5 63.8 48.6
HCM LOS F E

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 57 474 586 - - 415 - - 50 459
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.754 0.194 0.113 - - 0.094 - - 0.54 0.159
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 169.4 14.4 11.9 - - 14.6 - - 141.5 14.3
HCM Lane LOS F B B - - B - - F B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 3.2 0.7 0.4 - - 0.3 - - 2.1 0.6



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 975 1280 11 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 975 1280 11 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 975 1280 11 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 640
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 423
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 423
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1169 92 0 68
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1169 92 0 68
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1012 1169 92 0 68

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 585
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 459
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 459
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 14.2
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 459
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.148
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 14.2
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - 0.5



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 6

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 52 130 111 149 30
Future Vol, veh/h 16 52 130 111 149 30
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 16 52 130 111 149 30

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 465 75 179 0 - 0
          Stage 1 149 - - - - -
          Stage 2 316 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 531 978 1409 - - -
          Stage 1 869 - - - - -
          Stage 2 718 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 482 978 1409 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 482 - - - - -
          Stage 1 789 - - - - -
          Stage 2 718 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.8 4.2 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1409 - 482 978 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.092 - 0.033 0.053 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.8 - 12.7 8.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.3 - 0.1 0.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 61 0 241 196 9
Future Vol, veh/h 0 61 0 241 196 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 61 0 241 196 9

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 98 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 945 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 945 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.1 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 945 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.065 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 9.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 7 92 9 0 9 0 92 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 7 92 9 0 9 0 92 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 3 7 97 9 0 9 0 97 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 72 116 1 73 68 49 1 0 0 97 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 67 67 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 71 115 - 6 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 924 778 1090 923 826 1025 1635 - - 1509 - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - 948 843 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 944 804 - 1021 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 912 773 1090 910 821 1025 1635 - - 1509 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 912 773 - 910 821 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1021 899 - 942 838 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 928 799 - 1011 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 8.7 9.5 0.6 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - 971 901 1509 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - 0.011 0.118 - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.2 - - 8.7 9.5 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - 0 0.4 0 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 9

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 6 0 100 95 4
Future Vol, veh/h 0 6 0 100 95 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 6 0 105 100 4

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 100 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 961 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 961 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 8.8 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 961 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.007 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 8.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0 - -



Queues Future Total 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1183 52 160 62 176
Future Volume (vph) 29 909 98 1183 52 160 62 176
Lane Group Flow (vph) 31 1024 103 1301 55 277 65 208
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.36 0.36 0.65 0.26 0.36 0.29 0.29
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.7 5.7 11.4 10.3 23.8 13.7 24.2 19.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 7.7 5.7 11.4 10.3 23.8 13.7 24.2 19.3
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.4 18.6 5.5 45.6 5.4 8.6 6.5 9.7
Queue Length 95th (m) 3.9 22.3 16.1 67.7 14.1 17.6 16.0 17.6
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 174 2857 284 2002 237 851 251 806
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.36 0.36 0.65 0.23 0.33 0.26 0.26

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1183 53 52 160 104 62 176 22
Future Volume (veh/h) 29 909 64 98 1183 53 52 160 104 62 176 22
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1767 1856 1826 1900 1707 1885 1856 1900 1856 1826
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 31 957 67 103 1245 56 55 168 109 65 185 23
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 9 3 5 0 13 1 3 0 3 5
Cap, veh/h 269 2791 195 384 1984 89 280 426 262 263 632 78
Arrive On Green 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Sat Flow, veh/h 430 4757 332 546 3381 152 1072 2132 1309 1120 3161 388
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 31 668 356 103 638 663 55 140 137 65 102 106
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 430 1662 1766 546 1735 1799 1072 1791 1650 1120 1763 1786
Q Serve(g_s), s 3.1 6.2 6.3 7.2 14.4 14.5 2.8 4.1 4.4 3.2 3.0 3.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.5 6.2 6.3 13.5 14.4 14.5 5.8 4.1 4.4 7.6 3.0 3.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.22
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 269 1950 1036 384 1018 1055 280 358 330 263 353 357
V/C Ratio(X) 0.12 0.34 0.34 0.27 0.63 0.63 0.20 0.39 0.42 0.25 0.29 0.30
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 1950 1036 384 1018 1055 312 412 379 296 405 411
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 13.9 6.4 6.4 9.9 8.1 8.1 22.9 20.8 20.9 24.3 20.4 20.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.9 0.5 0.9 1.7 2.9 2.8 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.7
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 14.7 6.9 7.3 11.6 11.0 11.0 23.2 21.5 21.8 24.7 20.8 20.9
LnGrp LOS B A A B B B C C C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1055 1404 332 273
Approach Delay, s/veh 7.3 11.0 21.9 21.8
Approach LOS A B C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.8 18.2 41.8 18.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.5 9.6 16.5 7.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 6.9 0.6 10.6 1.1

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 11.9
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



Queues Future Total 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0
Future Volume (vph) 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 887 22 39 1172 34 0 43 92 27 73
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 4
Detector Phase 5 2 2 6 6 6 8 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 11.0 95.0 95.0 84.0 84.0 84.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (%) 9.2% 79.2% 79.2% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8% 20.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.17 0.21 0.02 0.09 0.44 0.03 0.42 0.46 0.26 0.25
Control Delay (s/veh) 2.7 2.0 0.8 8.3 10.2 3.1 64.3 17.6 56.7 2.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 2.7 2.0 0.8 8.3 10.2 3.1 64.3 17.6 56.7 2.1
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.9 10.7 0.0 3.8 76.1 0.5 10.4 0.0 6.4 0.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 4.9 17.3 1.3 m7.1 91.6 m2.0 22.2 16.0 15.8 0.0
Internal Link Dist (m) 81.4 147.0 205.6 59.1
Turn Bay Length (m) 63.0 63.0 40.0 30.0 30.0
Base Capacity (vph) 403 4188 1150 415 2664 1250 225 336 234 424
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.16 0.21 0.02 0.09 0.44 0.03 0.19 0.27 0.12 0.17

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029
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12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73
Future Volume (veh/h) 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1826 1633 1781 1826 1900 1900 1900 1826 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 5 18 8 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 412 4056 1126 492 2564 1190 153 0 172 111 0 179
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.81 0.81 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 4985 1384 585 3469 1610 839 0 1547 1325 0 1610
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 66 887 22 39 1172 34 43 0 92 27 0 73
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1662 1384 585 1735 1610 839 0 1547 1325 0 1610
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 4.8 0.4 2.2 16.0 0.7 3.7 0.0 6.7 2.4 0.0 5.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.9 4.8 0.4 2.3 16.0 0.7 8.7 0.0 6.7 11.1 0.0 5.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 412 4056 1126 492 2564 1190 153 0 172 111 0 179
V/C Ratio(X) 0.16 0.22 0.02 0.08 0.46 0.03 0.28 0.00 0.53 0.24 0.00 0.41
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 443 4056 1126 492 2564 1190 234 0 264 190 0 275
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 4.2 2.5 2.1 4.4 6.2 4.2 53.7 0.0 50.4 56.6 0.0 49.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 2.6 1.1 0.0 1.5
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.9 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.2 0.7 0.0 1.7
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 4.4 2.7 2.1 4.7 6.8 4.2 54.7 0.0 52.9 57.7 0.0 51.1
LnGrp LOS A A A A A A D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 975 1245 135 100
Approach Delay, s/veh 2.8 6.6 53.5 52.9
Approach LOS A A D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 102.2 17.8 8.9 93.2 17.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 90.5 20.5 6.5 79.5 20.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 6.8 13.1 2.9 18.0 10.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 9.9 0.3 0.0 16.5 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 9.6
HCM 6th LOS A



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 975 1280 11 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 975 1280 11 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 975 1280 11 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 640
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 423
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 423
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday AM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1169 92 0 68
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1012 1169 92 0 68
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1012 1169 92 0 68

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 585
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 459
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 459
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 14.2
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 459
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.148
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 14.2
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - 0.5



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekday AM
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 52 130 111 149 30
Future Vol, veh/h 16 52 130 111 149 30
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 16 52 130 111 149 30

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 465 75 179 0 - 0
          Stage 1 149 - - - - -
          Stage 2 316 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 531 978 1409 - - -
          Stage 1 869 - - - - -
          Stage 2 718 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 482 978 1409 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 482 - - - - -
          Stage 1 789 - - - - -
          Stage 2 718 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.8 4.2 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1409 - 482 978 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.092 - 0.033 0.053 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.8 - 12.7 8.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.3 - 0.1 0.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday AM
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 61 0 241 196 9
Future Vol, veh/h 0 61 0 241 196 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 61 0 241 196 9

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 98 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 945 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 945 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.1 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 945 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.065 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 9.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekday AM
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 7 92 9 0 9 0 92 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 7 92 9 0 9 0 92 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 3 7 97 9 0 9 0 97 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 72 116 1 73 68 49 1 0 0 97 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 67 67 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 71 115 - 6 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 924 778 1090 923 826 1025 1635 - - 1509 - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - 948 843 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 944 804 - 1021 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 912 773 1090 910 821 1025 1635 - - 1509 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 912 773 - 910 821 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 1021 899 - 942 838 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 928 799 - 1011 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 8.7 9.5 0.6 0
HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - 971 901 1509 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - 0.011 0.118 - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.2 - - 8.7 9.5 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0 - - 0 0.4 0 - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 6 0 100 95 4
Future Vol, veh/h 0 6 0 100 95 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 6 0 105 100 4

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 100 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 961 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 961 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 8.8 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 961 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.007 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 8.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0 - -



Queues Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 931 56 267 318 362
Future Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 931 56 267 318 362
Lane Group Flow (vph) 18 1320 140 1076 58 421 331 421
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.47 0.76 0.59 0.28 0.51 1.55 0.51
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.3 8.5 41.4 10.1 23.4 20.1 292.0 21.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 7.3 8.5 41.4 10.1 23.4 20.1 292.0 21.7
Queue Length 50th (m) 0.9 29.1 11.0 37.3 5.6 19.3 ~55.8 21.3
Queue Length 95th (m) 3.5 38.6 #42.1 53.5 14.8 31.7 #99.6 33.6
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 231 2834 185 1828 206 819 214 831
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.08 0.47 0.76 0.59 0.28 0.51 1.55 0.51

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 931 102 56 267 137 318 362 42
Future Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 931 102 56 267 137 318 362 42
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1767 1900 1885 670 1841 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 1246 74 140 970 106 58 278 143 331 377 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 9 0 1 83 4 1 2 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 316 2766 164 292 1813 198 242 532 266 239 750 87
Arrive On Green 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23
Sat Flow, veh/h 533 4968 295 422 3256 356 951 2312 1156 981 3259 378
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 860 460 140 533 543 58 214 207 331 208 213
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 533 1716 1832 422 1791 1821 951 1791 1677 981 1805 1832
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 8.9 8.9 17.6 11.3 11.3 3.4 6.3 6.5 7.3 6.0 6.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 12.6 8.9 8.9 26.5 11.3 11.3 9.5 6.3 6.5 13.8 6.0 6.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.69 1.00 0.21
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 316 1910 1020 292 997 1014 242 412 386 239 415 421
V/C Ratio(X) 0.06 0.45 0.45 0.48 0.54 0.54 0.24 0.52 0.54 1.38 0.50 0.51
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 316 1910 1020 292 997 1014 242 412 386 239 415 421
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 12.4 7.9 7.9 15.7 8.4 8.4 24.3 20.2 20.3 28.2 20.1 20.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.8 1.4 5.5 2.1 2.0 0.5 1.1 1.5 196.9 0.9 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.4 1.3 1.3 15.2 1.3 1.3
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 12.7 8.6 9.3 21.2 10.5 10.4 24.8 21.3 21.8 225.1 21.0 21.1
LnGrp LOS B A A C B B C C C F C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1338 1216 479 752
Approach Delay, s/veh 8.9 11.7 21.9 110.9
Approach LOS A B C F

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 20.0 40.0 20.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 14.6 15.8 28.5 11.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 10.5 0.0 3.6 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 31.7
HCM 6th LOS C

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 59.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123
Future Vol, veh/h 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 63 - 63 40 - 30 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 900 0 0 1250 0 0 2428 2895 603 2139 2912 433
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1831 1831 - 1030 1030 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 597 1064 - 1109 1882 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 5.32 - - 6.95 6.5 7.16 6.95 6.5 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.3 5.5 - 6.5 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.5 5.5 - 6.7 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 3.11 - - 3.65 4 3.93 3.65 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 763 - - 298 - - ~ 24 16 377 ~ 39 16 576
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 53 128 - 247 313 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 447 302 - 209 121 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 763 - - 296 - - ~ 10 7 375 ~ 17 7 576
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 10 7 - ~ 17 7 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 31 74 - 145 226 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 254 218 - 100 70 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 2.6 1.8 $ 386.8 $ 651.5
HCM LOS F F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 10 375 763 - - 296 - - 17 576
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 2.5 0.187 0.414 - - 0.277 - - 4 0.214
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) $ 1422.9 16.8 13 - - 21.8 - -$ 1806.5 12.9
HCM Lane LOS F C B - - C - - F B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 4.1 0.7 2 - - 1.1 - - 9.2 0.8

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s
+: Computation Not Defined       *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1559 967 28 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1559 967 28 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1559 967 28 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 484
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 534
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 534
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1326 899 133 0 85
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1326 899 133 0 85
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1326 899 133 0 85

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 450
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 562
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 562
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 12.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 562
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.151
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 12.5
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - 0.5



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 6

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 73 273 278 108 169 57
Future Vol, veh/h 73 273 278 108 169 57
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 73 273 278 108 169 57

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 779 85 226 0 - 0
          Stage 1 169 - - - - -
          Stage 2 610 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 337 963 1354 - - -
          Stage 1 850 - - - - -
          Stage 2 510 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 268 963 1354 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 268 - - - - -
          Stage 1 676 - - - - -
          Stage 2 510 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 13 6 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1354 - 268 963 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.205 - 0.272 0.283 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 8.3 - 23.4 10.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - C B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.8 - 1.1 1.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 304 0 386 417 23
Future Vol, veh/h 0 304 0 386 417 23
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 304 0 386 417 23

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 209 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 803 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 803 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 12.2 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 803 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.379 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 12.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 1.8 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 24 155 21 0 45 0 305 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 24 155 21 0 45 0 305 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 29 25 161 22 0 47 0 318 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 265 413 1 281 254 159 1 0 0 318 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 253 253 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 264 412 - 28 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 692 532 1090 675 653 892 1635 - - 1253 - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - 756 701 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 746 598 - 994 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 659 517 1090 618 634 892 1635 - - 1253 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 659 517 - 618 634 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 997 899 - 734 681 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 701 581 - 940 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 10.7 13.2 0.9 0
HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - 683 620 1253 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.029 - - 0.079 0.296 - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.3 - - 10.7 13.2 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - B B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.1 - - 0.3 1.2 0 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 9

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 20 0 351 169 10
Future Vol, veh/h 0 20 0 351 169 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 21 0 366 176 10

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 176 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 872 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 872 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.2 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 872 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.024 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 9.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0.1 - -



Queues Future Total 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 931 56 267 318 362
Future Volume (vph) 17 1196 134 931 56 267 318 362
Lane Group Flow (vph) 18 1320 140 1076 58 421 331 421
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 5.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 10.0 31.2
Total Split (s) 56.0 56.0 56.0 56.0 33.0 33.0 31.0 64.0
Total Split (%) 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 27.5% 27.5% 25.8% 53.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 3.0 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 5.0 6.2
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.11 0.52 1.04 0.66 0.42 0.74 0.74 0.30
Control Delay (s/veh) 20.8 21.8 122.4 25.9 54.4 48.2 36.7 23.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 20.8 21.8 122.4 25.9 54.4 48.2 36.7 23.8
Queue Length 50th (m) 2.5 83.5 ~38.2 103.6 13.2 44.4 57.6 35.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 8.4 108.6 #83.9 142.0 26.1 59.1 79.5 43.2
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 160 2528 135 1628 204 809 465 1718
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 0.52 1.04 0.66 0.28 0.52 0.71 0.25

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 931 102 56 267 137 318 362 42
Future Volume (veh/h) 17 1196 71 134 931 102 56 267 137 318 362 42
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1767 1900 1885 670 1841 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 18 1246 74 140 970 106 58 278 143 331 377 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 9 0 1 83 4 1 2 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 232 2609 155 215 1710 187 209 361 181 405 1200 139
Arrive On Green 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 533 4968 295 422 3256 356 951 2312 1156 1810 3259 378
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 18 860 460 140 533 543 58 214 207 331 208 213
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 533 1716 1832 422 1791 1821 951 1791 1677 1810 1805 1832
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.8 19.1 19.1 37.7 24.2 24.2 6.6 13.7 14.3 17.6 9.9 10.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 27.0 19.1 19.1 56.8 24.2 24.2 6.6 13.7 14.3 17.6 9.9 10.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.16 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.69 1.00 0.21
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 232 1802 962 215 940 956 209 280 262 405 665 675
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 0.48 0.48 0.65 0.57 0.57 0.28 0.76 0.79 0.82 0.31 0.32
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 232 1802 962 215 940 956 272 400 375 489 869 882
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 28.4 18.1 18.1 36.1 19.3 19.3 45.5 48.5 48.7 33.2 27.1 27.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.6 0.9 1.7 14.4 2.5 2.4 0.7 5.3 7.3 8.9 0.3 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 4.8 5.3 3.6 6.6 6.7 1.3 5.3 5.3 6.6 3.1 3.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 29.1 19.0 19.8 50.5 21.8 21.7 46.2 53.8 56.0 42.1 27.3 27.4
LnGrp LOS C B B D C C D D E D C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1338 1216 479 752
Approach Delay, s/veh 19.4 25.0 53.9 33.9
Approach LOS B C D C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 69.6 50.4 69.6 25.4 24.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 5.0 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 49.4 57.8 49.4 26.0 26.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 29.0 12.0 58.8 19.6 16.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 11.0 3.4 0.0 0.8 2.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 28.4
HCM 6th LOS C

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



Queues Future Total 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0
Future Volume (vph) 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 316 1192 51 82 866 34 0 25 70 68 123
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 4
Detector Phase 5 2 2 6 6 6 8 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 76.0 76.0 46.0 46.0 46.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 63.3% 63.3% 38.3% 38.3% 38.3% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.54 0.28 0.04 0.29 0.36 0.03 0.30 0.33 0.52 0.22
Control Delay (s/veh) 6.0 2.6 0.8 18.0 13.1 6.0 58.3 15.5 65.0 1.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 6.0 2.6 0.8 18.0 13.1 6.0 58.3 15.5 65.0 1.0
Queue Length 50th (m) 12.1 18.0 0.0 6.7 37.7 0.3 5.9 0.0 16.3 0.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 24.1 28.9 2.4 m19.0 78.6 m2.9 14.7 13.8 30.6 0.0
Internal Link Dist (m) 81.4 147.0 205.6 59.1
Turn Bay Length (m) 63.0 63.0 40.0 30.0 30.0
Base Capacity (vph) 701 4226 1254 280 2391 1096 293 557 458 825
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.45 0.28 0.04 0.29 0.36 0.03 0.09 0.13 0.15 0.15

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123
Future Volume (veh/h) 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1870 1870 1885 1870 1900 1900 1900 1856 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 541 3899 1205 350 2288 1031 180 0 254 162 0 260
Arrive On Green 0.08 0.76 0.76 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.16
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 5106 1578 451 3554 1601 740 0 1572 1352 0 1610
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 316 1192 51 82 866 34 25 0 70 68 0 123
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1702 1578 451 1777 1601 740 0 1572 1352 0 1610
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.5 8.6 0.9 9.5 13.8 0.9 2.2 0.0 4.7 5.9 0.0 8.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.5 8.6 0.9 9.6 13.8 0.9 10.4 0.0 4.7 16.2 0.0 8.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 541 3899 1205 350 2288 1031 180 0 254 162 0 260
V/C Ratio(X) 0.58 0.31 0.04 0.23 0.38 0.03 0.14 0.00 0.28 0.42 0.00 0.47
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 777 3899 1205 350 2288 1031 396 0 518 388 0 530
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 6.9 4.4 3.5 9.3 10.1 7.8 50.4 0.0 44.2 54.0 0.0 45.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.0 0.2 0.1 1.6 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.6 1.7 0.0 1.3
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.5 2.4 0.2 0.6 0.0 1.5 1.7 0.0 2.8
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 7.9 4.6 3.5 10.9 10.5 7.8 50.7 0.0 44.7 55.8 0.0 47.0
LnGrp LOS A A A B B A D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1559 982 95 191
Approach Delay, s/veh 5.2 10.5 46.3 50.1
Approach LOS A B D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 96.2 23.8 14.3 81.8 23.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 71.5 39.5 25.5 41.5 39.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 18.2 8.5 15.8 12.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 15.4 1.1 1.3 9.8 0.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 11.5
HCM 6th LOS B



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1559 967 28 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1559 967 28 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1559 967 28 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 484
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 534
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 534
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 6

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1326 899 133 0 85
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1326 899 133 0 85
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1326 899 133 0 85

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 450
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 562
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 562
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 12.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 562
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.151
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 12.5
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - 0.5



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 73 273 278 108 169 57
Future Vol, veh/h 73 273 278 108 169 57
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 73 273 278 108 169 57

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 779 85 226 0 - 0
          Stage 1 169 - - - - -
          Stage 2 610 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 337 963 1354 - - -
          Stage 1 850 - - - - -
          Stage 2 510 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 268 963 1354 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 268 - - - - -
          Stage 1 676 - - - - -
          Stage 2 510 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 13 6 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1354 - 268 963 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.205 - 0.272 0.283 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 8.3 - 23.4 10.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - C B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.8 - 1.1 1.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 304 0 386 417 23
Future Vol, veh/h 0 304 0 386 417 23
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 304 0 386 417 23

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 209 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 803 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 803 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 12.2 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 803 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.379 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 12.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 1.8 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 9

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 24 155 21 0 45 0 305 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 24 155 21 0 45 0 305 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 29 25 161 22 0 47 0 318 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 265 413 1 281 254 159 1 0 0 318 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 253 253 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 264 412 - 28 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 692 532 1090 675 653 892 1635 - - 1253 - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - 756 701 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 746 598 - 994 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 659 517 1090 618 634 892 1635 - - 1253 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 659 517 - 618 634 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 997 899 - 734 681 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 701 581 - 940 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 10.7 13.2 0.9 0
HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - 683 620 1253 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.029 - - 0.079 0.296 - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.3 - - 10.7 13.2 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - B B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.1 - - 0.3 1.2 0 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekday PM

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 10

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 20 0 351 169 10
Future Vol, veh/h 0 20 0 351 169 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 96 96 96 96 96 96
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 21 0 366 176 10

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 176 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 872 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 872 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.2 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 872 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.024 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 9.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0.1 - -



Queues Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 1092 29 333 416 387
Future Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 1092 29 333 416 387
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 1099 135 1285 30 461 429 425
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 31.2 31.2
Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (%) 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.17 0.39 0.54 0.65 0.14 0.54 2.20 0.52
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.7 7.9 18.9 10.8 20.4 19.7 576.1 22.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 9.7 7.9 18.9 10.8 20.4 19.7 576.1 22.3
Queue Length 50th (m) 1.4 22.9 8.9 46.5 2.8 20.4 ~82.6 22.1
Queue Length 95th (m) 5.4 30.8 #29.1 65.5 8.9 33.5 #131.1 34.6
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 161 2840 248 1989 212 849 195 822
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.17 0.39 0.54 0.65 0.14 0.54 2.20 0.52

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 1092 154 29 333 114 416 387 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 1092 154 29 333 114 416 387 25
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1796 1885 1900 1900 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 27 1048 51 135 1126 159 30 343 118 429 399 26
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 256 2799 136 347 1769 249 245 604 204 226 785 51
Arrive On Green 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23
Sat Flow, veh/h 437 5028 244 517 3177 447 977 2626 889 945 3414 222
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 27 715 384 135 639 646 30 232 229 429 209 216
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 437 1716 1841 517 1805 1819 977 1791 1724 945 1791 1845
Q Serve(g_s), s 2.7 7.0 7.0 11.9 14.6 14.7 1.7 6.9 7.1 6.7 6.1 6.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.4 7.0 7.0 18.9 14.6 14.7 7.8 6.9 7.1 13.8 6.1 6.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.52 1.00 0.12
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 256 1910 1025 347 1005 1013 245 412 396 226 412 424
V/C Ratio(X) 0.11 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.64 0.64 0.12 0.56 0.58 1.90 0.51 0.51
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 256 1910 1025 347 1005 1013 245 412 396 226 412 424
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 15.1 7.4 7.5 12.7 9.1 9.1 23.6 20.4 20.5 28.4 20.1 20.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.6 1.0 3.3 3.1 3.1 0.2 1.8 2.1 420.5 1.0 1.0
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.2 1.5 1.5 28.4 1.3 1.3
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 15.9 8.0 8.5 16.0 12.2 12.2 23.8 22.2 22.6 448.9 21.1 21.2
LnGrp LOS B A A B B B C C C F C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1126 1420 491 854
Approach Delay, s/veh 8.4 12.6 22.5 236.0
Approach LOS A B C F

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 40.0 20.0 40.0 20.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 33.4 13.8 33.4 13.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.4 15.8 20.9 9.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.4 0.0 8.7 1.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 61.6
HCM 6th LOS E

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 133.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164
Future Vol, veh/h 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 63 - 63 40 - 30 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1017 0 0 1008 0 0 2524 3059 488 2420 3039 482
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1870 1870 - 1135 1135 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 654 1189 - 1285 1904 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 5.3 - - 7.03 6.5 7.16 6.95 6.5 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.38 5.5 - 6.5 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.58 5.5 - 6.7 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 3.1 - - 3.69 4 3.93 3.65 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 690 - - 394 - - ~ 20 13 448 ~ 25 13 536
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 47 123 - 214 280 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 405 264 - 161 118 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 690 - - 393 - - ~ 6 4 447 ~ 8 4 536
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 6 4 - ~ 8 4 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - ~ 16 43 - 75 219 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 220 206 - ~ 46 41 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 6 1.3 $ 562.4 $ 1354.4
HCM LOS F F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 6 447 690 - - 393 - - 8 536
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 3.833 0.177 0.649 - - 0.219 - - 8.875 0.306
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) $ 2443.1 14.8 19.3 - - 16.7 - -$ 4448.8 14.7
HCM Lane LOS F B C - - C - - F B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 4.2 0.6 4.8 - - 0.8 - - 10.4 1.3

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s
+: Computation Not Defined       *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1454 1097 38 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1454 1097 38 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1454 1097 38 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 549
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 485
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 485
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1124 987 194 0 114
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1124 987 194 0 114
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1124 987 194 0 114

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 494
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 526
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 526
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 13.7
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 526
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.217
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 13.7
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - 0.8



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 10.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 98 359 410 103 87 73
Future Vol, veh/h 98 359 410 103 87 73
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 98 359 410 103 87 73

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 959 44 160 0 - 0
          Stage 1 87 - - - - -
          Stage 2 872 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 258 1023 1432 - - -
          Stage 1 932 - - - - -
          Stage 2 374 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 184 1023 1432 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 184 - - - - -
          Stage 1 665 - - - - -
          Stage 2 374 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 17.8 6.8 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1432 - 184 1023 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.286 - 0.533 0.351 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 8.5 - 44.9 10.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - E B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 1.2 - 2.7 1.6 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 409 0 513 428 19
Future Vol, veh/h 0 409 0 513 428 19
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 409 0 513 428 19

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 214 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 797 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 797 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 14.2 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 797 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.513 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 14.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 3 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 38 27 203 34 0 66 0 436 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 38 27 203 34 0 66 0 436 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 39 28 209 35 0 68 0 449 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 379 586 1 396 362 225 1 0 0 449 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 361 361 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 378 585 - 35 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 582 425 1090 568 569 819 1635 - - 1122 - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - 662 629 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 648 501 - 986 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 536 407 1090 496 545 819 1635 - - 1122 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 536 407 - 496 545 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 984 899 - 634 603 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 585 480 - 919 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 12.5 18.8 1 0
HCM LOS B C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - 550 502 1122 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.042 - - 0.122 0.487 - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.3 - - 12.5 18.8 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - B C A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.1 - - 0.4 2.6 0 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029 - Unsignalized
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 23 0 502 213 17
Future Vol, veh/h 0 23 0 502 213 17
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 24 0 518 220 18

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 220 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 825 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 825 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.5 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 825 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.029 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0.1 - -



Queues Future Total 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 1092 29 333 416 387
Future Volume (vph) 26 1017 131 1092 29 333 416 387
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 1099 135 1285 30 461 429 425
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 2 6 8 7 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 4
Detector Phase 2 2 6 6 8 8 7 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 5.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.6 31.2 31.2 10.0 31.2
Total Split (s) 56.0 56.0 56.0 56.0 33.0 33.0 31.0 64.0
Total Split (%) 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 27.5% 27.5% 25.8% 53.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.2 3.0 4.2
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.2 6.2 5.0 6.2
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.34 0.46 0.80 0.78 0.19 0.75 0.91 0.28
Control Delay (s/veh) 37.5 23.2 63.7 31.2 43.8 51.5 52.0 21.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 37.5 23.2 63.7 31.2 43.8 51.5 52.0 21.9
Queue Length 50th (m) 4.3 68.9 27.7 135.0 6.5 53.5 79.9 34.7
Queue Length 95th (m) 16.0 90.9 #72.3 180.6 15.0 68.2 #130.6 42.6
Internal Link Dist (m) 137.9 183.6 293.9 119.3
Turn Bay Length (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Base Capacity (vph) 80 2373 169 1658 211 797 474 1709
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.34 0.46 0.80 0.78 0.14 0.58 0.91 0.25

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029
1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 1092 154 29 333 114 416 387 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 26 1017 49 131 1092 154 29 333 114 416 387 25
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1796 1885 1900 1900 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 27 1048 51 135 1126 159 30 343 118 429 399 26
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 143 2401 117 236 1517 214 222 435 147 473 1419 92
Arrive On Green 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.21 0.42 0.42
Sat Flow, veh/h 437 5028 244 517 3177 447 977 2626 889 1810 3414 222
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 27 715 384 135 639 646 30 232 229 429 209 216
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 437 1716 1841 517 1805 1819 977 1791 1723 1810 1791 1845
Q Serve(g_s), s 6.4 16.5 16.5 28.0 34.3 34.5 3.2 14.9 15.3 22.7 9.2 9.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 41.0 16.5 16.5 44.5 34.3 34.5 3.2 14.9 15.3 22.7 9.2 9.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.52 1.00 0.12
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 143 1639 879 236 862 869 222 297 285 473 745 767
V/C Ratio(X) 0.19 0.44 0.44 0.57 0.74 0.74 0.14 0.78 0.80 0.91 0.28 0.28
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 143 1639 879 236 862 869 278 400 385 488 863 889
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 42.0 20.7 20.7 35.4 25.3 25.4 43.1 48.0 48.2 31.0 23.2 23.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 2.9 0.8 1.6 9.7 5.7 5.7 0.3 7.0 8.5 20.3 0.2 0.2
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 4.5 5.0 3.2 10.7 10.9 0.6 5.9 5.9 9.6 2.8 2.9
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 44.9 21.5 22.3 45.1 31.0 31.1 43.4 55.0 56.7 51.3 23.4 23.4
LnGrp LOS D C C D C C D D E D C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 1126 1420 491 854
Approach Delay, s/veh 22.3 32.4 55.1 37.4
Approach LOS C C E D

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 63.9 56.1 63.9 30.0 26.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.6 6.2 6.6 5.0 6.2
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 49.4 57.8 49.4 26.0 26.8
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 43.0 11.3 46.5 24.7 17.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.1 3.4 2.4 0.3 2.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 33.5
HCM 6th LOS C

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.



Queues Future Total 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0
Future Volume (vph) 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 448 972 34 86 963 54 0 23 79 71 164
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 2 6 6 8 8 4
Detector Phase 5 2 2 6 6 6 8 8 8 4 4
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 30.0 76.0 76.0 46.0 46.0 46.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0 44.0
Total Split (%) 25.0% 63.3% 63.3% 38.3% 38.3% 38.3% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max C-Max None None None None None
v/c Ratio 0.65 0.23 0.03 0.31 0.51 0.06 0.38 0.36 0.53 0.30
Control Delay (s/veh) 14.4 2.5 0.9 28.7 24.8 12.7 67.0 15.0 65.1 1.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay (s/veh) 14.4 2.5 0.9 28.7 24.8 12.7 67.0 15.0 65.1 1.4
Queue Length 50th (m) 33.8 14.1 0.0 10.2 60.8 1.1 5.4 0.0 17.1 0.0
Queue Length 95th (m) 74.5 23.1 2.0 m20.1 103.3 m6.3 14.1 14.5 31.6 0.0
Internal Link Dist (m) 81.4 147.0 205.6 59.1
Turn Bay Length (m) 63.0 63.0 40.0 30.0 30.0
Base Capacity (vph) 685 4257 1294 278 1881 866 209 563 458 820
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.65 0.23 0.03 0.31 0.51 0.06 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.20

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated
m    Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Splits and Phases:     2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Future Total 2029
2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164
Future Volume (veh/h) 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1885 1900 1900 1885 1900 1841 1900 1856 1900 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 3 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 521 3795 1186 387 2060 924 179 0 295 167 0 302
Arrive On Green 0.12 0.74 0.74 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.19 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.19
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 5147 1608 569 3582 1607 636 0 1572 1341 0 1610
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 448 972 34 86 963 54 23 0 79 71 0 164
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1716 1608 569 1791 1607 636 0 1572 1341 0 1610
Q Serve(g_s), s 11.2 7.3 0.7 9.1 18.7 1.8 2.0 0.0 5.2 6.2 0.0 11.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 11.2 7.3 0.7 9.2 18.7 1.8 13.0 0.0 5.2 19.1 0.0 11.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 521 3795 1186 387 2060 924 179 0 295 167 0 302
V/C Ratio(X) 0.86 0.26 0.03 0.22 0.47 0.06 0.13 0.00 0.27 0.43 0.00 0.54
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 680 3795 1186 387 2060 924 355 0 518 357 0 530
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 14.3 5.1 4.2 12.8 14.8 11.2 50.0 0.0 41.7 53.7 0.0 44.1
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 8.7 0.2 0.0 1.3 0.8 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.5 1.7 0.0 1.5
Initial Q Delay(d3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 2.1 0.4 0.0 0.8 4.3 0.4 0.5 0.0 1.6 1.8 0.0 3.6
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d), s/veh 22.9 5.3 4.3 14.1 15.6 11.3 50.3 0.0 42.2 55.4 0.0 45.6
LnGrp LOS C A A B B B D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1454 1103 102 235
Approach Delay, s/veh 10.7 15.3 44.0 48.6
Approach LOS B B D D

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 93.0 27.0 19.5 73.5 27.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 71.5 39.5 25.5 41.5 39.5
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.3 21.1 13.2 20.7 15.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 11.3 1.4 1.8 9.6 0.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay, s/veh 16.7
HCM 6th LOS B



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1454 1097 38 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1454 1097 38 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1454 1097 38 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 549
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 485
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 485
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 0
HCM Lane LOS - - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 6

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1124 987 194 0 114
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1124 987 194 0 114
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 30 - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1124 987 194 0 114

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 494
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 526
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 526
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 0 0 13.7
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 526
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.217
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - - - 13.7
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - - - 0.8



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 10.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 98 359 410 103 87 73
Future Vol, veh/h 98 359 410 103 87 73
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 0 50 - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 98 359 410 103 87 73

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 959 44 160 0 - 0
          Stage 1 87 - - - - -
          Stage 2 872 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.8 6.9 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.8 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.8 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 258 1023 1432 - - -
          Stage 1 932 - - - - -
          Stage 2 374 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 184 1023 1432 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 184 - - - - -
          Stage 1 665 - - - - -
          Stage 2 374 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 17.8 6.8 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1432 - 184 1023 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.286 - 0.533 0.351 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 8.5 - 44.9 10.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - E B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 1.2 - 2.7 1.6 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2 Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 409 0 513 428 19
Future Vol, veh/h 0 409 0 513 428 19
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 30
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 409 0 513 428 19

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 214 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.9 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 797 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 797 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 14.2 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 797 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.513 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 14.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 3 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 9

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 38 27 203 34 0 66 0 436 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 38 27 203 34 0 66 0 436 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 50 - - 15 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 39 28 209 35 0 68 0 449 0 0 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 379 586 1 396 362 225 1 0 0 449 0 0
          Stage 1 1 1 - 361 361 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 378 585 - 35 1 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2 4.1 - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3 2.2 - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 582 425 1090 568 569 819 1635 - - 1122 - -
          Stage 1 1027 899 - 662 629 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 648 501 - 986 899 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 536 407 1090 496 545 819 1635 - - 1122 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 536 407 - 496 545 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 984 899 - 634 603 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 585 480 - 919 899 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 12.5 18.8 1 0
HCM LOS B C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - - 550 502 1122 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.042 - - 0.122 0.487 - - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) 7.3 - - 12.5 18.8 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - B C A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) 0.1 - - 0.4 2.6 0 - -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Total 2029
8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO) Weekend Saturday

12100 Creditview Rd Synchro 12 Report
12100 Creditview.syn Page 10

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 23 0 502 213 17
Future Vol, veh/h 0 23 0 502 213 17
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - 15
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 24 0 518 220 18

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 220 - 0 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 6.2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.3 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 825 0 - - -
          Stage 1 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 825 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Ctrl Dly, s/v 9.5 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 825 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.029 - -
HCM Ctrl Dly (s/v) - 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q (veh) - 0.1 - -



 

  

APPENDIX J
Signal Warrant Analysis



Justification 1: if both Justification 1A and 1B are 100% fulfilled.

Justification 2: if both Justification 2A and 2B are 100% fulfilled.

Justification 3: if all of Justifications 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are at least 80%

fulfilled (only if both roads exist).

All justifications modified by Justification 7 to use peak hour projected volumes.

A.

B.

A.

B.

PM Sat

278 410

108 103

0 0

0 0

169 87

57 73

73 98

0 0

273 359

0 0

0 0

0 0

Pedestrians crossing major roadPeds 0 0

Methodology from Section 4 of Ontario Traffic Manual Book 12: Traffic Signals

WBT 0 0

WBR 0 0

130 32.5

Requirement after 150% expansion: 112.5 42.75 38%

Sum
Average 

Hourly

Requirement after 150% expansion: 1350 321.25 24%

Base volume requirement (crossing major):

EBT 0 0

EBL 171 42.75

EBR 632 158

WBL 0 0

NBL 688 172

NBT 211 52.75

NBR 0 0

SBL 0 0

SBT 256 64

SBR

75 Value Percent Met

Volumes

Requirement after 150% expansion: 382.5 200.75 52%

Justification 2: Delay to Cross Traffic

Base volume requirement (major street): 900 Value Percent Met

Base volume requirement (minor street): 255 Value Percent Met

Condition not met

Condition not met

Justification 1: Minimum Vehicle Volume

Base volume requirement: 900 Value Percent Met

Result

Condition not met

Number of lanes on main road: ≥2

Flow conditions: Restricted (speeds less than 70 km/h with frequent side friction)

Number of approach legs: 3 (T-intersection)

Requirement after 150% expansion: 1350 522 39%

M.T.O. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
FOR INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNAL

INTERSECTION: Creditview & East Access 1 (full movement)

HORIZON / DESCRIPTION: Future Total 2029

Number of existing roads: 1 (three or fewer existing approach legs)

Major direction: North-South



Justification 1: if both Justification 1A and 1B are 100% fulfilled.

Justification 2: if both Justification 2A and 2B are 100% fulfilled.

Justification 3: if all of Justifications 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are at least 80%

fulfilled (only if both roads exist).

All justifications modified by Justification 7 to use peak hour projected volumes.

A.

B.

A.

B.

PM Sat

0 0

386 513

0 0

0 0

417 428

23 19

0 0

0 0

304 409

0 0

0 0

0 0

Pedestrians crossing major road

M.T.O. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
FOR INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNAL
Methodology from Section 4 of Ontario Traffic Manual Book 12: Traffic Signals

INTERSECTION: Creditview & East Access 2 (RIRO)

HORIZON / DESCRIPTION: Future Total 2029

Number of existing roads: 1 (three or fewer existing approach legs)

Major direction: North-South

Result

Condition not met

Number of lanes on main road: ≥2

Flow conditions: Restricted (speeds less than 70 km/h with frequent side friction)

Number of approach legs: 3 (T-intersection)

Requirement after 150% expansion: 1350 624.75 46%

Base volume requirement (minor street): 255 Value Percent Met

Condition not met

Condition not met

Justification 1: Minimum Vehicle Volume

Base volume requirement: 900 Value Percent Met

Requirement after 150% expansion: 1350 446.5 33%

Base volume requirement (crossing major): 75 Value Percent Met

Requirement after 150% expansion: 382.5 178.25 47%

Justification 2: Delay to Cross Traffic

Base volume requirement (major street): 900 Value Percent Met

224.75

NBR 0 0

SBL

Requirement after 150% expansion: 112.5 0 0%

Volumes
Sum

Average 

Hourly

0 0

WBR 0 0

NBL 0 0

SBT 845 211.25

SBR 42 10.5

NBT 899

Peds 0 0

0 0

EBT 0 0

EBR 713 178.25

WBL

EBL 0 0

0 0

WBT



Justification 1: if both Justification 1A and 1B are 100% fulfilled.

Justification 2: if both Justification 2A and 2B are 100% fulfilled.

Justification 3: if all of Justifications 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are at least 80%

fulfilled (only if both roads exist).

All justifications modified by Justification 7 to use peak hour projected volumes.

A.

B.

A.

B.

PM Sat

25 23

0 0

70 79

68 71

0 0

123 164

316 448

1192 972

51 34

82 86

866 963

34 54

Pedestrians crossing major roadPeds 0 0

139 34.75

EBT 2164 541

EBR 85 21.25

WBL

EBL 764 191

168 42

WBT 1829 457.25

WBR 88 22

NBL 48 12

SBT 0 0

SBR 287 71.75

NBT 0 0

NBR 149 37.25

SBL

Requirement after 120% expansion: 60 46.75 78%

Volumes
Sum

Average 

Hourly

Requirement after 120% expansion: 720 1274.5 100%

Base volume requirement (crossing major): 50 Value Percent Met

Requirement after 120% expansion: 144 155.75 100%

Justification 2: Delay to Cross Traffic

Base volume requirement (major street): 600 Value Percent Met

Requirement after 120% expansion: 720 1430.25 100%

Base volume requirement (minor street): 120 Value Percent Met

Condition not met

Condition not met

Justification 1: Minimum Vehicle Volume

Base volume requirement: 600 Value Percent Met

Major direction: East-West

Result

Justified by J1

Number of lanes on main road: ≥2

Flow conditions: Free (speeds of 70 km/h or greater, with infrequent side friction)

Number of approach legs: 4

M.T.O. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
FOR INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC SIGNAL
Methodology from Section 4 of Ontario Traffic Manual Book 12: Traffic Signals

INTERSECTION: Mayfield & Street G

HORIZON / DESCRIPTION: Future Total 2029

Number of existing roads: 2 (all approach legs exist)



PM Sat

278 410

108 103

0 0

0 0

169 87

57 73

73 98

0 0

273 359

0 0

0 0

0 0

AM

Insert figure from Appendix 9A.

Height 6.25 cm usually works

PM

Insert figure from Appendix 9A.

Height 6.25 cm usually works

WBR

Methodology from Appendix 9A of MTO Design Supplement For TAC Geometric Design Guide (GDG) for Canadian Roads

EBR Storage Lane (m) 30 50

WBL

WBT

EBL Opposing Volume (vph) (VO) 226 160

EBT Warrant Met? yes yes

SBT Left Turning Volume (vph) (VL) 278 410

SBR % of Left Turning Volume 72% 80%

NBR Design Speed (km/h)

SBL Advance Volume (vph) (VA) 386 513

Northbound

NBL

NBT Criteria / Value PM Sat

Volumes Major Direction: North-South

Turning Lane:

LEFT TURN WARRANT
INTERSECTION: Creditview & East Access 1 (Full Movement)

HORIZON / DESCRIPTION: Future Total 2029

226

278

160

410



PM Sat

45 66

0 0

305 436

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

28 38

24 27

155 203

21 34

0 0

AM

Insert figure from Appendix 9A.

Height 6.25 cm usually works

PM

Insert figure from Appendix 9A.

Height 6.25 cm usually works

Methodology from Appendix 9A of MTO Design Supplement For TAC Geometric Design Guide (GDG) for Canadian Roads

NBR

SBL

NBL

NBT

Opposing Volume (vph) (VO)

Warrant Met?

SBT

SBR

Left Turning Volume (vph) (VL)

% of Left Turning Volume

WBT

WBR

EBR

WBL

LEFT TURN WARRANT
Street G & Middle Access (Full Movement)

Future Total 2029

INTERSECTION:

HORIZON / DESCRIPTION:

EBL

EBT

350

45

Volumes North-SouthMajor Direction:

Advance Volume (vph) (VA)

Criteria / Value

Design Speed (km/h)

Turning Lane: Northbound

SatPM

Storage Lane (m) n/a n/a

13%

0

no

502

66

13%

0

no

0

350

0

502



 

  

APPENDIX K
SimTraffic Analysis



SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Weekday AM 02/26/2026

Future (2029) Total AM (Right-in Only) Future Total 2029 (Right-in Only) SimTraffic Report
Page 1

Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
Start Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15
End Time 9:30 9:30 9:30 9:30 9:30 9:30
Total Time (min) 75 75 75 75 75 75
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2
# of Recorded Intervals 1 1 1 1 1 1
Vehs Entered 3493 3621 3571 3617 3465 3553
Vehs Exited 3516 3618 3572 3598 3462 3555
Starting Vehs 76 68 69 53 61 63
Ending Vehs 53 71 68 72 64 65
Travel Distance (km) 2195 2300 2226 2282 2197 2240
Travel Time (hr) 61.6 64.8 62.5 64.0 61.9 63.0
Total Delay (hr) 15.0 15.9 15.3 15.6 15.1 15.4
Total Stops 2266 2360 2274 2292 2242 2289
Fuel Used (l) 193.9 202.1 195.1 200.8 192.5 196.9

Interval #0 Information  Seeding
Start Time 8:15
End Time 8:30
Total Time (min) 15
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information  Recording
Start Time 8:30
End Time 9:30
Total Time (min) 60

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
Vehs Entered 3493 3621 3571 3617 3465 3553
Vehs Exited 3516 3618 3572 3598 3462 3555
Starting Vehs 76 68 69 53 61 63
Ending Vehs 53 71 68 72 64 65
Travel Distance (km) 2195 2300 2226 2282 2197 2240
Travel Time (hr) 61.6 64.8 62.5 64.0 61.9 63.0
Total Delay (hr) 15.0 15.9 15.3 15.6 15.1 15.4
Total Stops 2266 2360 2274 2292 2242 2289
Fuel Used (l) 193.9 202.1 195.1 200.8 192.5 196.9



Queuing and Blocking Report
Weekday AM 02/26/2026

Future (2029) Total AM (Right-in Only) Future Total 2029 (Right-in Only) SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Intersection: 1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T TR L T TR L T
Maximum Queue (m) 16.0 39.9 39.4 33.5 37.0 84.1 74.8 31.4 33.7 26.2 24.4 26.6
Average Queue (m) 5.6 21.6 20.8 16.6 17.8 44.9 37.5 10.5 17.2 10.3 11.3 10.9
95th Queue (m) 13.6 34.0 34.1 28.5 35.5 68.4 61.4 24.2 29.2 20.0 22.0 22.2
Link Distance (m) 136.8 136.8 136.8 192.6 192.6 298.8 298.8 120.2
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 11 1 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 7 11 0 0 0

Intersection: 1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (m) 28.9
Average Queue (m) 11.7
95th Queue (m) 23.1
Link Distance (m) 120.2
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)



Queuing and Blocking Report
Weekday AM 02/26/2026

Future (2029) Total AM (Right-in Only) Future Total 2029 (Right-in Only) SimTraffic Report
Page 3

Intersection: 2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T T R L T T R LT R L
Maximum Queue (m) 22.9 38.9 28.8 24.3 10.4 28.4 61.5 71.7 18.6 24.8 19.3 21.4
Average Queue (m) 10.2 13.4 6.2 2.5 0.7 7.2 22.7 24.9 1.9 7.6 7.8 5.8
95th Queue (m) 19.1 30.2 19.4 12.1 5.3 18.8 54.9 58.4 13.0 18.9 14.9 15.9
Link Distance (m) 84.3 84.3 84.3 149.8 149.8 208.7 208.7 57.4
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 63.0 63.0 40.0 30.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 2 3 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 1 0

Intersection: 2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (m) 20.6
Average Queue (m) 7.9
95th Queue (m) 15.9
Link Distance (m) 57.4
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum 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)
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Intersection: 4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3

Movement WB SB
Directions Served T R
Maximum Queue (m) 1.5 16.2
Average Queue (m) 0.0 6.4
95th Queue (m) 1.0 12.7
Link Distance (m) 136.8 87.9
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1

Movement EB EB NB SB
Directions Served L R L R
Maximum Queue (m) 7.5 8.4 21.0 4.0
Average Queue (m) 2.4 4.9 5.8 0.2
95th Queue (m) 8.0 8.7 16.3 2.0
Link Distance (m) 98.7 98.7
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0 30.0
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 9.2
Average Queue (m) 5.7
95th Queue (m) 9.5
Link Distance (m) 108.4
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access

Movement EB WB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (m) 9.1 15.0
Average Queue (m) 2.3 9.4
95th Queue (m) 8.7 12.8
Link Distance (m) 69.5 104.2
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO)

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 8.9
Average Queue (m) 1.5
95th Queue (m) 6.9
Link Distance (m) 59.9
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 21
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Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
Start Time 4:15 4:15 4:15 4:15 4:15 4:15
End Time 5:30 5:30 5:30 5:30 5:30 5:30
Total Time (min) 75 75 75 75 75 75
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2
# of Recorded Intervals 1 1 1 1 1 1
Vehs Entered 4624 4683 4674 4577 4684 4647
Vehs Exited 4660 4666 4646 4564 4688 4646
Starting Vehs 147 124 102 109 124 120
Ending Vehs 111 141 130 122 120 126
Travel Distance (km) 3024 3022 3027 3003 3036 3022
Travel Time (hr) 135.6 130.6 111.8 107.7 111.5 119.4
Total Delay (hr) 69.3 64.1 45.4 41.9 44.8 53.1
Total Stops 4987 5083 4746 4524 4809 4830
Fuel Used (l) 322.0 319.8 298.7 293.9 301.0 307.1

Interval #0 Information  Seeding
Start Time 4:15
End Time 4:30
Total Time (min) 15
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information  Recording
Start Time 4:30
End Time 5:30
Total Time (min) 60

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
Vehs Entered 4624 4683 4674 4577 4684 4647
Vehs Exited 4660 4666 4646 4564 4688 4646
Starting Vehs 147 124 102 109 124 120
Ending Vehs 111 141 130 122 120 126
Travel Distance (km) 3024 3022 3027 3003 3036 3022
Travel Time (hr) 135.6 130.6 111.8 107.7 111.5 119.4
Total Delay (hr) 69.3 64.1 45.4 41.9 44.8 53.1
Total Stops 4987 5083 4746 4524 4809 4830
Fuel Used (l) 322.0 319.8 298.7 293.9 301.0 307.1
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Intersection: 1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T TR L T TR L T
Maximum Queue (m) 57.2 89.3 88.6 80.7 37.4 187.4 187.4 37.3 86.3 64.2 41.4 96.4
Average Queue (m) 7.9 58.1 59.4 56.3 31.7 117.3 117.7 13.5 46.2 26.0 36.4 43.7
95th Queue (m) 30.8 81.2 81.2 77.1 45.3 201.7 202.6 34.3 76.0 54.1 48.0 88.1
Link Distance (m) 136.8 136.8 136.8 192.6 192.6 298.8 298.8 120.0
Upstream Blk Time (%) 13 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 8 38 25 1 30 25 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 175 34 1 17 46 5

Intersection: 1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (m) 75.6
Average Queue (m) 36.0
95th Queue (m) 62.8
Link Distance (m) 120.0
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T T R L T T R LT R L
Maximum Queue (m) 53.5 55.8 39.8 30.5 10.8 47.4 81.6 85.9 34.0 21.1 17.4 34.2
Average Queue (m) 25.4 18.6 14.3 6.8 2.6 13.5 36.7 40.6 4.9 5.8 6.9 16.3
95th Queue (m) 42.8 39.2 31.9 19.8 9.1 33.9 68.3 70.8 21.5 15.0 13.4 30.6
Link Distance (m) 84.3 84.3 84.3 149.8 149.8 208.7 208.7 57.4
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 63.0 63.0 40.0 30.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 7 13 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 2 6 4 0

Intersection: 2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (m) 23.0
Average Queue (m) 9.8
95th Queue (m) 18.1
Link Distance (m) 57.4
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1

Movement
Directions Served
Maximum 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)
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Intersection: 4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3

Movement SB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 21.9
Average Queue (m) 7.1
95th Queue (m) 14.7
Link Distance (m) 87.9
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1

Movement EB EB NB SB SB
Directions Served L R L T R
Maximum Queue (m) 32.6 22.2 44.8 1.3 7.6
Average Queue (m) 9.6 12.0 16.7 0.0 0.5
95th Queue (m) 20.0 20.0 34.3 0.9 3.4
Link Distance (m) 112.0 112.0 233.7
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0 30.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 36.7
Average Queue (m) 16.6
95th Queue (m) 27.7
Link Distance (m) 103.8
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access

Movement EB WB NB
Directions Served LTR LTR TR
Maximum Queue (m) 15.9 19.2 6.6
Average Queue (m) 7.7 11.1 0.3
95th Queue (m) 14.4 16.6 2.6
Link Distance (m) 69.5 104.2 91.6
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO)

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 8.9
Average Queue (m) 4.0
95th Queue (m) 11.2
Link Distance (m) 59.9
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 293
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Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
Start Time 2:15 2:15 2:15 2:15 2:15 2:15
End Time 3:30 3:30 3:30 3:30 3:30 3:30
Total Time (min) 75 75 75 75 75 75
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2
# of Recorded Intervals 1 1 1 1 1 1
Vehs Entered 4912 4944 4866 4819 4850 4880
Vehs Exited 4888 4934 4865 4790 4828 4862
Starting Vehs 153 158 132 135 133 140
Ending Vehs 177 168 133 164 155 158
Travel Distance (km) 3300 3329 3274 3201 3256 3272
Travel Time (hr) 169.7 159.6 145.0 181.2 145.7 160.3
Total Delay (hr) 96.6 85.7 72.6 110.3 73.5 87.7
Total Stops 6400 6290 6067 5871 5893 6100
Fuel Used (l) 375.0 367.9 349.4 379.6 349.6 364.3

Interval #0 Information  Seeding
Start Time 2:15
End Time 2:30
Total Time (min) 15
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information  Recording
Start Time 2:30
End Time 3:30
Total Time (min) 60

Run Number 1 2 3 4 5 Avg
Vehs Entered 4912 4944 4866 4819 4850 4880
Vehs Exited 4888 4934 4865 4790 4828 4862
Starting Vehs 153 158 132 135 133 140
Ending Vehs 177 168 133 164 155 158
Travel Distance (km) 3300 3329 3274 3201 3256 3272
Travel Time (hr) 169.7 159.6 145.0 181.2 145.7 160.3
Total Delay (hr) 96.6 85.7 72.6 110.3 73.5 87.7
Total Stops 6400 6290 6067 5871 5893 6100
Fuel Used (l) 375.0 367.9 349.4 379.6 349.6 364.3
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Intersection: 1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB NB SB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T TR L T TR L T
Maximum Queue (m) 52.7 79.0 84.0 80.8 37.4 199.8 197.2 37.3 101.0 81.2 41.5 123.1
Average Queue (m) 13.1 52.2 55.6 53.7 31.1 161.6 160.7 10.2 58.5 29.3 40.1 72.0
95th Queue (m) 35.4 71.8 75.7 76.0 45.6 234.9 235.3 32.0 91.2 66.9 45.3 126.7
Link Distance (m) 136.8 136.8 136.8 192.6 192.6 298.8 298.8 119.8
Upstream Blk Time (%) 29 26 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 7
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0 30.0 30.0 34.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 6 24 44 42 48 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 132 57 12 93 4

Intersection: 1: Creditview Road & Mayfield Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (m) 92.8
Average Queue (m) 39.8
95th Queue (m) 78.4
Link Distance (m) 119.8
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road

Movement EB EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T T R L T T R LT R L
Maximum Queue (m) 69.3 69.1 38.9 26.1 10.8 47.5 98.7 98.0 37.5 17.2 17.4 39.1
Average Queue (m) 39.2 20.1 13.7 4.6 1.5 19.3 60.6 65.8 9.9 4.9 7.4 16.4
95th Queue (m) 63.7 46.9 29.9 16.2 6.7 44.9 95.7 100.2 32.7 13.5 13.7 32.7
Link Distance (m) 84.3 84.3 84.3 149.8 149.8 208.7 208.7 57.4
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0
Storage Bay Dist (m) 63.0 63.0 40.0 30.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 0 21 27 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 0 0 18 14 0

Intersection: 2: Robert Parkinson Drive/South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Mayfield Road

Movement SB
Directions Served TR
Maximum Queue (m) 30.8
Average Queue (m) 14.0
95th Queue (m) 25.2
Link Distance (m) 57.4
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 1

Movement EB
Directions Served T
Maximum Queue (m) 1.7
Average Queue (m) 0.1
95th Queue (m) 1.2
Link Distance (m) 189.7
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 4: Mayfield Road & South Site Access 3

Movement SB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 23.9
Average Queue (m) 8.7
95th Queue (m) 17.8
Link Distance (m) 87.9
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 5: Creditview Road & East Site Access 1

Movement EB EB NB SB SB
Directions Served L R L T R
Maximum Queue (m) 29.6 34.2 48.6 1.3 6.9
Average Queue (m) 11.4 13.9 17.7 0.0 1.4
95th Queue (m) 21.8 24.2 37.9 0.9 5.8
Link Distance (m) 121.1 121.1 233.8
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0 30.0
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 6: Creditview Road & East Site Access 2

Movement EB SB SB
Directions Served R T T
Maximum Queue (m) 66.0 18.7 7.5
Average Queue (m) 24.0 1.0 0.2
95th Queue (m) 48.5 8.9 5.3
Link Distance (m) 110.0 100.1 100.1
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 7: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & Middle Inner Access

Movement EB WB NB NB
Directions Served LTR LTR L TR
Maximum Queue (m) 19.6 26.8 3.6 10.1
Average Queue (m) 8.9 13.8 0.1 0.8
95th Queue (m) 16.3 22.6 1.8 5.0
Link Distance (m) 69.5 104.2 91.6
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m) 50.0
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 8: South Site Access 2 (Street 'G') & South Inner Access (RIRO)

Movement EB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (m) 9.0
Average Queue (m) 5.1
95th Queue (m) 12.3
Link Distance (m) 59.9
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (m)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 345



 

  

APPENDIX L
ZBL 2024-050



Notice of Passing of Zoning By-law 2024-050 

 

 
TAKE NOTICE that the Council for The Corporation of the Town of Caledon passed By-law No. 2024-050 
on June 25, 2024, under Sections 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13. This by-law pertains to a 
Town-Initiated Zoning By-law Amendment application (File No. RZ 2024-0008). 
 
The purpose and effect of By-law 2024-050 is to amend Comprehensive Zoning By-law No. 2006-50, 
as amended, to rezone lands to provide a range of housing and land uses that aim to advance Caledon’s 
Housing Pledge and the prescribed provincial priority of building 1.5 million new residential units by 
December 2031. 
 
The basis for this By-law is contained in Staff Report 2024-0370, as received by Council on June 25, 
2024. 
 
All oral and written submission relating to the By-law were considered by Council before this decision 
was made. 
 
The last date for filing a notice of appeal is July 29, 2024. Such notice of appeal must be filed with the 
Town Clerk of the Corporation of the Town of Caledon and must:  

1. be in writing; 
2. set out the reasons for the appeal; 
3. be accompanied by the Ontario Land Tribunal fee in the amount of $1,100.00, which can only be 

paid by certified cheque or money order made payable to the Minister of Finance, Province of 
Ontario; and, 

4. be accompanied by the Town’s fee in the amount of $226.17, which can be paid by cheque made 
payable to The Corporation of the Town of Caledon.  

*Note that there is also a fee for cost recovery of preparing the appeal packages for the Ontario Land 
Tribunal. This portion of the fee is required to be paid upon the Town informing the appellant of such fee. 
 
The appeal form is available from the Ontario Land Tribunal on their website at 
https://olt.gov.on.ca/appeals-process/forms/ or by contacting the Town Clerk.  
 
The applicant or specified persons as defined by the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13, as amended, 
public bodies as defined by the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13, as amended and registered owners of 
land to which the by-law would apply who made oral or written submissions to Council prior to the adoption 
of the amendment may appeal a decision of the municipality or planning board to the Ontario Land 
Tribunal.  
 
No person or public body shall be added as a party to the hearing of the appeal unless, before the by-law 
was adopted, they made oral submissions at a public meeting or written submissions to the council or, in 
the opinion of the Ontario Land Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to add the person, public body or 
registered owner of land to which the by-law would apply as a party.  
 
Additional information in respect of this By-law is available for inspection at the Town of Caledon, Planning 
& Development Department, weekdays between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., by contacting 
planning@caledon.ca.  
 
DATED at the Town of Caledon  Kevin Klingenberg 
This 9th day of July, 2024. Town Clerk  
    
    

https://olt.gov.on.ca/appeals-process/forms/
mailto:planning@caledon.ca














 

  

APPENDIX M
Functional Design Review
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 DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL

Pavement Markings
Pavement Markings Solid White 60cm (Stop Bar/Lines) m 30.00 $60.00 $1,800.00
Pavement Markings Solid White 20cm (Lines) m 20.00 $15.00 $300.00
Pavement Markings Solid White 10cm (Crosswalk Lines) m 279.00 $6.00 $1,674.00
Pavement Markings Solid White 60cm (Crosswalk Lines) m 474.00 $60.00 $28,440.00
Pavement Markings (Hatch Lines- Solid White 10cm) m 2750.00 $6.00 $16,500.00

Pavement Marking Symbols
Pavement Markings Symbols (Accessible Parking) each 36.00 $500.00 $18,000.00
Pavement Markings Symbols (EV Parking) each 8.00 $500.00 $4,000.00

Signages
New Signage (Supply and Installation) each 151.00 $450.00 $67,950.00
New Signage Post (Supply and Installation) each 124.00 $100.00 $12,400.00

SUBTOTAL - ROADWAY WORKS $151,064.00

HST (13%) $19,638.32
Contingency Allowance (20%) $30,212.80
TOTAL $200,915.00

Note 3: Most of the unit rates are considered from TYLin's external servicing and road costs estimates.
Note 4: Signage quanitity account for traffic signs only and does not include wayfinding and other signages.
Note 5: Parking lines are being excluded from the Pavement Marking cost estimate.

Note 1: Costs do not include items related to the relocation of existing underground utilities and services.
Note 2: Costs do not include items associated with traffic management.

12100 Creditview Road, Caledon
Preliminary Cost Estimate - Mar 02, 2026

PAVEMENT MARKINGS & SIGNAGE WORKS (WITHIN PRIVATE PROPERTY)
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