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Introduction

This technical appendix describes the existing transportation system and traffic operations on
and in the vicinity of the Port Gamble site, and evaluates potential impacts associated with
proposed development under the EIS alternatives. The following sections describe the
affected environment, forecast conditions under each alternative, and summarize potential
mitigation and unavoidable impacts.

Alternatives Evaluated

Two Action Alternatives and three No Action Alternatives were evaluated and the results
summarized in this report. The Alternatives evaluated in this study are defined as follows:

1. No Action Alternatives
o Scenario A — No development would occur under this scenario.

o Scenario B — Minimal development would occur under this alternative and
would include approximately 200,000 sf of industrial park, 35,000 sf of retail,
5,000 sf of restaurant, 27 residential townhouses/condominiums, and 138
single-family detached homes. Transportation impacts of this alternative are
being compared to a future 2027 Action Alternatives which assume more
growth in Port Gamble.

o Scenario C — This alternative development of approximately 35,000 sf of
retail, 5,000 sf of restaurant, 31 residential townhouses/condominiums, and
138 single-family detached homes. Transportation impacts of this alternative
are being compared to a future 2027 Action Alternatives which assume more
growth in Port Gamble.

2. Alternative 1 — Full build of this alternative includes development of approximately
100 hotel rooms, 3 breweries or wineries, 151 residential townhouses/condominiums,
15,000 sf of restaurant, 156,000 sf retail, 114 single-family detached homes, and
14,300 sf of wildlife shelter. It is anticipated that this Alternative would be constructed
in four phases.

o Additionally, an alternative was evaluated without the proposed NE
Carver Drive extension.

3. Alternative 2 — Full build of this alternative includes development of approximately
100 hotel rooms, 3 breweries or wineries, 112 residential townhouses/condominiums,
15,000 sf of restaurant, 35,000 sf of retail, 114 single-family detached homes, and
14,300 sf of wildlife shelter. It is anticipated that this Alternative would be constructed
in four phases.

o Additionally, an alternative was evaluated without the proposed NE
Carver Drive extension.

o 1
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Affected Environment

This section describes the existing transportation conditions within the Port Gamble site and
vicinity, including the roadway network, non-motorized transportation facilities, transit service,
safety, traffic volumes, and traffic operations.

Study Area

The study area for the transportation analysis is consistent with previously completed work
and evaluates roadways and intersections consistent with previous studies. The study area,
which generally includes the roadway network between the west terminus of the Hood Canal
Bridge to the intersection of SR 104/SR 307 includes 11 intersections, as shown in Figure 1.
With the exception of two signalized intersections, the study area intersections are typically
stop-controlled on the minor street approaches with free-flow travel along the major roadways
such as SR 104. Figure 2 illustrates the existing lane configurations and traffic control
devices at each study intersection.

Roadway Network

Circulation within the Port Gamble site includes a multi-modal network of internal streets to
accommodate vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic. The internal streets within the site
primarily consist of two travel lanes with stop controlled intersections, parking, and sidewalks.
See Figure 3 for a depiction of the street system on and in the vicinity of the Port Gamble
site.

The roadway network serving the Port Gamble site consists of a combination of regional
highways and local roads. Regional highways include SR 104, SR 3, and SR 307, and
connect Port Gamble to Poulsbo and Kingston, southern portions of the Kitsap Peninsula,
and the Olympic Peninsula. State highways within the study area are classified as Principal
Arterials by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and carry the
greatest traffic volumes. As Principal Arterials, these roadways provide limited access to
surrounding land uses. Local streets provide access and circulation within the Port Gamble
site. Figure 3 illustrates the functional classification of roads on and within the vicinity of the
site. The following sections describe the regional highways and local roads within the study
area.
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Regional Highways

Regional highways operate as the highest classified roadways within the study area. These
highways typically provide higher travel speeds with greater volumes.

SR 104 (Pope Street) is the main east-west roadway through Port Gamble and provides
regional access to the community. This state highway travels along the west side of Port
Gamble Bay, curves at N Rainier Avenue, and heads west from the community over the
Hood Canal Bridge. It is a two-lane roadway with shoulders and sidewalks provided along
sections within Port Gamble. Shoulder widths range from 0-4 feet. The posted speed limit is
25 mph in the immediate vicinity of the Port Gamble community (Rural Historic Town
Residential (RHTR) and Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC)-zoned areas), but 50 mph
elsewhere in the study area.

SR 3 is a north-south state highway that connects the east terminus of the Hood Canal
Bridge to Poulsbo and Bremerton. In the vicinity of the site, SR 3 is a two-lane highway with
turn lanes at major intersections. Outside of the study area at the northern edge of Poulsbo it
changes to a divided highway with grade-separated interchanges. Shoulders are present
throughout the length of the highway with no sidewalks provided. The posted speed limit is 50
mph within the study area.

SR 307 (Bond Road NE) begins at the intersection with SR 104 near the southern end of Port
Gamble Bay and continues west to Poulsbo. 1t is a two-lane roadway with shoulders and no
sidewalks. The posted speed limit is 35 mph near Poulsbo, but 50 mph along most of the
highway.

Local Streels

Local Streets are defined as roadways that connect two or more neighborhoods or
commercial areas and provide a high degree of access to adjacent properties. These
roadways collect traffic and carry it to the higher capacity arterial/state highway system. Local
streets located off and on-site are described in the following sections.

Off-Site Local Streets

¢ Bridge Way NE is a two-lane roadway that provides access to homes on the north
side of SR 104, just southwest of the Hood Canal Bridge. Sidewalks are not provided
on either side of the street.

o Wheeler Street NE is a two-lane roadway that provides access to homes north of
SR 104, just northeast of the Hood Canal Bridge. Sidewalks are not provided on
either side of the street.

On-Site Local Streefs

The existing street system on the Port Gamble site is illustrated on Figure 2, and described
below.

¢ Gamble Way NE connects NE Carver Drive and N Power Drive to SR 104. ltis a
two-lane roadway with a posted speed limit of 25 mph.

+ Teekalet Avenue is a narrow two-way road that provides access to homes on the
north and south sides of SR 104. Sidewalks are not provided on either side of the
street.

e Puget Way connects SR 104 to Walker Street. It is a two-lane roadway with a posted
speed limit of 15 mph. Angled on-street parking stalls are provided on the west side
of the street, and parallel parking is available on the east side. A wide, non-motorized
pathway is provided on the east side of the street.

' 6
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» Olympian Avenue is a narrow two-way road that provides access to homes and a
coffee stand on the south side of SR 104. A sidewalk is available on the east side of
the street.

* N Rainier Avenue connects SR 104 to Walker Street and View Drive. It is a one-lane
northbound roadway with a posted speed limit of 10 mph. Parallel on-street parking
stalls are provided on the west side of the street, and angled parking is available on
the east side. Sidewalks are provided on both sides of the road.

* Keller Street is a narrow two-way road that provides access to homes and a parking
lot on the west side of SR 104. Sidewalks are not provided on either side of the
street.

e Foster Street is a narrow two-way road at the southern end of Port Gamble and
provides access to homes on the west side of SR 104. Sidewalks are not provided on
either side of the street.

Additionally, NE Carver Drive may be extended to/from Gamble Way NE turning north and
connecting with SR 104 at Puget Way. Given the uncertainty of the completion of this
roadway connection, Action Alternatives 1 and 2 were evaluated with and without the
connection.

With the exception of two signalized intersections, study area intersections are typically stop-
controlled on the minor street approaches with free-flow travel along the major roadways
such as SR 104. Figure 2 illustrates the existing lane configurations and traffic control
devices at each study area intersection.

Parking

On-street parking is provided for local business on Rainier Ave NE, NE View Drive, and
Puget Way NE. Parking is not allowed on SR 104. Individual residences also have informal
parking areas along roads and alleys, as well as off street within private garages.

Off street parking is provided for the church in a gravel lot located behind the building. Off
street parking is also available for restaurant, coffee shop, and service station parking located
south of SR 104 at the intersection of Puget Way NE. Off street parking is also provided near
the Rural Residential (RR) zone for the Hood Canal Nursery and maintenance facility. Other
informal parking occurs throughout the site in gravel lots or grassy fields, which are
sometimes used for overflow parking when events occur on site.

Non-Motorized Transportation Facilities

The non-motorized transportation network on the Port Gamble site and in the site vicinity
includes sidewalks and bicycle routes. Sidewalks are generally present within the Port
Gamble site, but typically only on one side of a roadway and are set back from the paved
roadway by 10 to 20 feet.

Designated bicycle routes! are present on all of the state highways in the vicinity of the site.

Bicycle lanes are not provided on any of the roadways, but most arterials include shoulders

for bicyclists. Shoulder widths along SR 104 range from 0-4 feet. Local streets typically have
low speeds (sometimes posted as low as 10 mph) that are generally safe for cycling and do

not include any dedicated bicycle facilities. Refer to Figure 4 for a graphic depicting the non-
motorized transportation network.

' Bicycle routes 35, 41, and 71 are identified along SR 307, 104, and 3 within the study area per the Kitsap County
Bike Route Numbering System (2005).

o 7
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Transit

There is currently no bus service to the Port Gamble site; the nearest bus stops, operated by
Jefferson Transit, are located on the east side of the Hood Canal Bridge. Route #7 -
Poulsho/Port Ludlow/Tri-Area Route serves the stops on either side of the Hood Canall
Bridge. This is a commuter route to/from Poulsbo which runs four times in each direction on
weekdays, twice in the morning and twice in the evening.

Kitsap Transit also operates bus routes in the area, but none of the routes are within walking
distance of the Port Gamble site. Kitsap Transit staff have also indicated that no transit
service has historically been provided to Port Gamble over the past several years nor is any
anticipated in the near future. Park and Ride facilities near Poulsbo (Nazarene Park & Ride)
and Kingston (Georges Corner Park& Ride) are the closest parking areas that connect to
Kitsap Transit routes. '

Safety

Collision records were reviewed for a six-year period (2011 to 2016) within the study area to
document existing traffic safety. A summary of the total number of reported collisions at each
study area intersection, by severity and collision type, is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Intersection Collision Summary (2011-2016)
Average
Year Total  Collisions Collisions
Intersection 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Collisions Per Year _ per MEV'
1. SR 104/SR 3 0 3 4 1 1 1 10 1.7 0.25
2. NW Wheeler Street/SR 104 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.2 0.08
3. Gamble Way/SR 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
4. Teekalet Avenue/SR 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
5. Kitsap Avenue/SR 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
6. Puget Way/SR 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
7. Olympian Avenue/SR 104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
8. N Ranier Avenue/SR 104 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0.5 0.24
9. SR 104/Keller Street 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.2 0.08
10. SR 104/Foster Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.00
11. SR 104/SR 307 3 3 2 5 3 2 18 3.0 0.45

Source: WSDOT July 2017.
1. Million Entering Vehlcles

As shown in Table 1, the two intersections with the highest number of collisions are the

SR 104/SR 307 intersection (18 collisions between 2011 and 2016, 3 collisions per year) and
the SR 3/SR 104 intersection (10 collisions between 2011 and 2016, 1.7 collisions per year).
At both intersections and the study intersections in general, rear-end collisions are the
predominant collision type and the collisions primarily resulted in property damage only. Of
the reported collisions at the study intersections, no collisions resulted in a fatality; however,
one collision did involve a bicycle. The collision with the bicyclist occurred at the SR 104/SR
307 intersection and was the result of a bicyclist not granting right of way to the vehicle.
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In general, collision rates above a rate of 1.0 collisions per million entering vehicles (MEV) at
intersections are identified for further analysis to identify safety concerns.? All study
intersections fall below this threshold and thus were not examined further.

Collisions on roadway segments were also reviewed and are summarized in Table 2. The
roadway segments were subdivided based on average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on SR 104
and exclude collisions that occurred at an intersection.

Table 2, Roadway Segment Collision Summary (2011- 2016)

Collisions/ Collisions/
SR 104 Roadway Segment Length' Total year ADT - MVMZ2
SR 3 to Wheeler St NE 0.44 mi 2 03 6,200 0.33
Wheeler St NE to Gamble Way NE 0.63 mi 6 1.0 5,800 0.89
Gamble Way NE to Foster St 0.48 mi 7 1.2 5,800 1.15
Foster St to Gamble Bay Rd NE 3.19mi 31 5.2 5,800 0.77
Gamble Bay Rd NE to SR 307 0.40 mi 2 0.3 7,500 0.30

Source: WSDOT July 2017.
1. Length calculated based on the WSDOT Olympic Region 2012 State Highway Log
2, Collisions/MVM — Average number of collisions per million vehicle miles of travel for each roadway section.

During the study period (2011-2016), no fatalities were reported along the roadway segments
Additionally, no pedestrian or bicyclist collisions were reported along the roadway segments.

Between study intersections, collisions were most frequently the result of collisions with fixed

objects and primarily resulted in property damage only.

Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes for this DEIS were collected in August 2016. Detailed turning movement
count sheets are provided in Appendix A. The highest traffic volumes are on the state
highways in the site vicinity, including SR 104 which passes through the Port Gamble site.
Volumes on SR 104 in the site vicinity range from 6,200 to 6,500 vehicles per day (vpd)
during the average mid-week day. The major highway intersections of SR 104 with SR 3 and
SR 307 have the highest traffic volumes. The 2016 traffic volumes were forecast to 2017
conditions by applying a background growth rate of 1.5 percent consistent with past studies
and verified based on historical traffic data. Figure 5 illustrates the PM peak hour volumes for
the existing conditions (2017) for the study area intersections.

2 |nstitute of Transportation Engineers’ Recommended Practice: Transportation Impact Analyses for Site
Development, 2005,

o 10
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Traffic Operations

Traffic operations were analyzed for the 11 study area intersections during the weekday PM
peak hour. The PM peak hour is the focus of analysis as this period typically experiences the

greatest traffic volumes and congestion through a typical weekday when commuters are
traveling home from work.?

The operational characteristics of an intersection are evaluated by determining the
intersection’s level of service (LOS). The intersection as a whole and its individual turning

movements, can be described alphabetically with a range of levels of service (LOSAtoF).
LOS A indicates free-flow traffic and LOS F indicates extreme congestion and long vehicle
delays. LOS and delay are reported for the intersections as a whole at signalized
intersections and for the worst movements at unsignalized intersections. A more detailed
explanation of LOS is provided in Appendix B.

Signalized and stop controlled intersection operations analyses at the study intersections
were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board
2010 methodology using the Synchro software version 9.1.

Table 3 summarizes the results of the LOS analysis conducted during the existing (2017)
weekday PM peak hour. Detailed LOS worksheets are provided in Appendix C.

Table 3. Existing Intersection LOS Summary

Existing Conditions (2017)
ID Intersection Traffic Control LOS! Delay? wm?
1 SR3/SR 104 Signalized B 18 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Side-Street Stop Controlled B 12 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE Side-Street Stop Controlled B 12 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Side-Street Stop Controlled B 13 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Side-Street Stop Controlled B 10 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Side-Street Stop Controlled B 14 SB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue Side-Street Stop Controlled B 13 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Side-Street Stop Controlled A 8 EB
9  Keller Street/SR 104 Side-Street Stop Controlled A 8 NB
10 Foster Street/SR 104 Side-Street Stop Controlled A 0 EB
11 SR 307/SR 104 Signalized C 21 -

1.
2,

3.

LOS Is the level-of-service based on the methodology outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2010).
Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle. At signalized intersections, it represents average delay for all movements in the
intersection. For two-way stop-controlled intersections, it represents average delay for the worst movement.
Worst Movement (WM} reported for side-street stop-controlled Intersections.

As shown in Table 3, all of the study area intersections operate at LOS C or better under
existing conditions.

Study intersections were evaluated for typical operating conditions. Although study area

intersections typically operate acceptably, the Hood Canal Bridge frequently closes for naval,
commercial, and private boat traffic and can cause backups from the bridge extending along
SR 3 and SR 104.

By law, WSDOT is required to open the Hood Canal Bridge to marine traffic within one hour
of notification. WSDOT does have an agreement with the US Coast Guard to reduce the

3 The weekday PM peak hour was typically found to occur between 4:00 and 5:00 p.m.
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drawspan openings. From May 22nd to September 30th every year, private vessels are
prohibited from requiring bridge openings between 3:00 p.m. and 6:15 p.m. daily during the
PM peak hour commute period. This agreement does not apply to commercial, U.S. Navy, or
other Department of Defense vessels.

The length of time a bridge opening lasts depends on the type of boat that has to pass but
typically openings take between 10 and 45 minutes. Drivers should expect up to 60-minute
delays with each opening.
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No Action Alternatives Impacts

The following sections summarize the transportation related impacts of the three no-action
scenarios.

Programmed and Planned Improvements

The Kitsap County 2017-2022 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and WSDOT
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) were reviewed to identify any
planned improvement projects within the study area. No specific transportation improvement
projects that would impact street system capacity, safety, or operations are planned by either
Kitsap County or WSDOT. As a result, no improvements to the street system within the study
area were included for the analysis of the EIS Alternatives.

Scenario A — Continuation of Existing Conditions

Under this scenario no development would occur and as such, this scenario was utilized for
comparative purposed for the following No Action scenarios and the Action Alternatives.

Construction

Under No Action Scenario A, no redevelopment would occur, and no transportation impacts
would occur from construction.

Street System

Under No Action Scenario A, no on-site redevelopment or changes to the existing street
system would occur.

Non-Motorized Transportation System

Under No Action Scenario A, no changes to the pedestrian and bicycle system would occur.

Parking

Under No Action Scenario A, no changes to existing parking conditions would occur.

Transit

Under No Action Scenario A, no increase in transit ridership would be anticipated as no
redevelopment would occur on the site.

Safety

With the forecasted increase in background traffic volumes of 1.5 percent per year, a
proportionate increase in the probability of collisions would likely occur. However, no safety
hazards or significantly increased collisions would be anticipated to result.

Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes for the No Action Alternative conditions were forecasted by increasing
existing traffic volumes at a rate of 1.5 percent per year to 2027. This growth rate is
consistent with studies previously completed for Port Gamble.
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Trip Generation

Because no redevelopment would occur under this scenario no new trips would be generated
within the Port Gamble site under No Action Scenario A.

Trip Distribution

Because no redevelopment would occur under this scenario no new trips would be generated
or assigned to the network.

Forecast Volume Summary

As previously described, future (2027) traffic volumes were forecasted by increasing existing
traffic volumes at a rate of 1.5 percent per year. The resulting No Action Scenario A traffic
volume forecast is summarized in Figure 6.
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Traffic Operations

The operational characteristics of an intersection are determined by calculating the
intersection level of service (LOS). For signalized locations, LOS is measured in average
delay per vehicle and is reported for the intersection as a whole. At side-street stop-controlled
intersections LOS is measured in average delay per vehicle during the peak hour of traffic
and is reported for the worst operating approach of the intersection. Traffic operations for an
intersection can be described alphabetically with a range of levels of service (LOS A through
F), with LOS A indicating free-flowing traffic and LOS F indicating extreme congestion and
long vehicle delays. Appendix B contains a detailed explanation of LOS criteria and
definitions.

Individual intersection LOS were calculated at the 11 study area intersections. Table 4
summarize the future (2027) weekday PM peak hour LOS results for No Action Scenario A.
Detailed LOS worksheets are provided in Appendix C. For future (2027) analysis, signal
timing splits were optimized, all other parameters such as channelization, traffic control, and
signal cycle length was held consistent with existing (2017) conditions.

Table 4. No Action Scenario A (2027) Intersection LOS Summary

Future (2027) Baseline

ID Intersection Traffic Control LOS! Delay? wm?
1 SR3/SR104 Signalized C 24 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE Unsignalized B 13 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignalized B 14 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Unsignalized Cc 16 SB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue Unsignalized B 14 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Unsignalized A EB
9 Keller Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 8 NB
10 Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB
11 SR 307/SR 104 Signalized C 34 -

1. Level of Service (A - F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless
otherwise noted.

Average delay per vehicle in seconds.

Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where WB = westbound approach, WB = eastbound approach, NB =
northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

SN

As shown in Table 4, all study area intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS C or
better under the No Action Scenario A forecasted (2027) conditions.

Scenario B — Redevelopment by Others Under Existing
Zoning

This alternative would develop approximately 200,000 sf of industrial park, 35,000 sf of retail
space, 5,000 sf of restaurant, 27 residential townhouses/condominium, and 138 detached
single-family homes.

Street System

Under No Action Scenario B, the on-site street system would be similar to existing conditions
and the No Action Scenario A.
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Parking

The parking supply for each separate redevelopment proposal would be subject to County
code requirements (Kitsap Municipal Code Title 17) to ensure that adequate parking supply is
provided to meet parking demands. With County parking code requirements incorporated into
any final site design, no adverse parking impacts are anticipated.

Non-Motorized Transportation System

Under No Action Scenario B, redevelopment throughout Port Gamble would be sponsored by
different developers and would occur on a case-by-case basis and changes or additions to
the non-motorized transportation system would occur in conjunction with each individual
redevelopment proposal. Pedestrian and bicycle paths would be provided as required by
reviewing authorities throughout the site.

Transit

No impact to Kitsap Transit's service or operations would be anticipated to result from
redevelopment of the site under No Action Scenario B.

Safety

With the forecasted increase in traffic volumes under the No Action Scenario B, a
proportionate increase in the probability of collisions would be likely to occur. However, it is
not anticipated that a safety hazard would be created, or that the number of reported
collisions would significantly increase.

Traffic Volumes

The following sections describe the anticipated trip generation for No Action Alternative
Scenario B, the trip distribution, and the anticipated future (2027) No Action Scenario B
weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes.

Trip Generation

Trip generation estimates for No Action Scenario B are based on rates identified in the ITE
Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition). The mixed-use nature of redevelopment is anticipated
to generate both pass-by and internal trips. Pass-by trips represent trips that are currently
passing by the site on SR 104 that would stop at the site before continuing on their way. As
such, these trips were accounted for within the site and at access points but do not represent
new trips to the street system outside of the Port Gamble site. Pass-by rates were based on
data from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3th Edition).

In addition, trips between retail, employment, and residential land uses within the site would
also occur but would not impact the street system outside the Port Gamble site since these
uses are located within close proximity to one another. These trips are referred to as internal
trips. The ITE Trip Generation Handbook provides a procedure for estimating the number of
internal trips. Using this procedure, internal trips may account for up to 13 percent of the
development trips considering the mix of land uses. To provide a conservative analysis,
internalization has been limited to no more than five percent.

The weekday PM peak hour trip generation estimates for No Action Scenario B are
summarized in Table 5 (see Appendix D for a detailed trip generation summary).

ar 18




Technical Appendix - Transportation
Port Gamble EIS May 2018

Table 5. No Action Alternative Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary
PM Peak Hour Trips

Land Use Assumptions Size Total In Out

Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR)

Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 127 units 121 76 45

Townhouse/Condominium (..U 230) 10 units 5 3 2

Rural Historic Town Commergial (RHTC)

Restaurant (LU 932) 5,000 sf 47 26 21
-less pass-by (43%) -20 -10 ~10

Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 17 units 9 6 3

General Commercial (LU 826) 34,490 sf 88 Y| 47
-less pass-by (34%) =30 =15 -15

Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW)

Industrial Park (LU 130) 200,000 sf 161 34 127

Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW)

Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 11 units 10 6 4

Total Net New Trips 391 167 224

As shown above, No Action Scenario B is estimated to generate approximately 391 weekday
PM peak hour trips. An estimated 50 weekday PM peak hour trips would be pass-by trips
attracted from background traffic volumes.

Trip Distribution

Trip distribution patterns were developed using existing traffic patterns in the vicinity of the
Port Gamble site and is consistent with distributions previously used in the area. The trip
distribution is shown on Figure 7.

Forecast Volume Summary

Future (2027) No Action Scenario B traffic volumes were forecast by adding development
generated trips following the previously described trip distribution to the No Action Scenario A
Baseline traffic volumes. The project trip assignment is shown on Figure 8 and the resulting
future (2027) No Action Scenario B volumes are shown on Figure 9.
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Traffic Operations

The traffic operations results for No Action Scenario B as compared to No Action Scenario A
(Baseline) are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6. No Action Scenario B (2027) Intersection LOS Summary

No Action Scenario A (2027)  No Action Scenario B (2027)

ID Intersection Traffic Control LOS! Delay? WM LOS' Delay? WM
18R 3/SR 104 Signalized 6] 24 - C 29 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB C 18 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE Unsignalized B 13 NB c 16 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignalized B 14 SB C 20 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB B 12 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Unsignalized Cc 16 SB. F 121 SB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue Unsignalized B 14 NB C 17 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Unsignalized A 8 EB A 9 EB
9 Keller Strest/SR 104 Unsignalized A 8 NB A . NB
10Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB C 16 EB
118R 307/SR 104 Signalized C 34 - E 66 -

1. Level of Service (A ~ F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless
otherwise noted.

2. Average delay per vehicle in seconds.

3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where WB = westbound approach, WB = eastbound approach, NB =
northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

As shown in Table 6, under future (2027) No Action Scenario B conditions, most study
intersections are anticipated fo continue to operate at LOS C with the exception of two
intersections. The SR 104/Puget Way intersection is anticipated to degrade from LOS C to
LOS F and the SR 307/SR 104 intersection is anticipated to degrade from LOS C to LOS E.
N Rainier Avenue is a one-way street northbound, as a result, Puget Way serves as the
primary outbound route for traffic leaving town center and waterfront.

The potential for backups from Hood Cahal Bridge closures for naval, commaercial, or private
boat traffic are anticipated to continue in the foreseeable future.

Scenario C — Redevelopment of Upland

Development under this scenario would be completed by others under existing
zoning/purchase of mill site by others for restoration.

Construction

Due to staggered development and possibly for several different property owners/developers,
this Scenario C could include a lack of coordination for residential construction. As a result,
construction related impacts to the transportation system are likely to be less concentrated
during any particular time period. As a result, construction related transportation impacts of
Scenario C would be less than those identified for Alternatives 1 or 2, described in a later
section.

Streef System

Under No Action Scenario C, the on-site street system would be similar to that under No
Action Scenarios A and B, with the exception of no new roadways on the Mill Site.
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Non-Moforized Transportation System

With the redevelopment of the Port Gamble site under No Action Scenario C, changes or
additions to the non-motorized system would occur similarly to those described for No Action
Scenario B. That is, pedestrian and bicycle paths would be provided as required by
reviewing authorities throughout the site.

Parking

The parking supply for each separate redevelopment proposal would be subject to County
code requirements (Kitsap Municipal Code Title 17) to ensure that adequate parking supply is
provided to meet parking demands. With County parking code requirements incorporated into
any final site design, no adverse parking impacts are anticipated.

Transit

Similar to No Action Scenario B, no impact to Kitsap Transit's service or operations are
anticipated.

Safely

With the forecasted increase in traffic volumes under the No Action Scenario C, a
propottionate increase in the probability of collisions would be likely to occur. However, it is
not anticipated that a safety hazard would be created, or that the number of reported
collisions would significantly increase.

Traffic Volumes

The following sections describe the anticipated trip generation for No Action Alternative
Scenario C, the trip distribution, and the anticipated future (2027) No Action Scenario C
weekday PM peak hour traffic volumes.

Trip Generation

The weekday PM peak hour trip generation estimates for No Action Scenario C are
summarized in Table 7 (see Appendix D for a detailed trip generation summary).

ar 24




Technical Appendix - Transportation

Port Gamble EIS May 2018
Table 7. No Action Alternative Scenario C PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary
PM Peak Hour Trips
Land Use Assumptions Size Total In Out
Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR)
Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 127 units 121 76 45
Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 10 units 5 3 2
Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC)
Restaurant (LU 932) 5,000 sf 47 26 21
-less pass-by (43%) -20 =10 -10
Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 21 units 10 7 3
General Commercial (LU 826) 34,490 sf 88 41 47
-less pass-by (34%) -30 -15 -15
Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW)
None - - - -
Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW)
Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 11 units 10 6 4
Total Net New Trips 231 134 97

As shown in Table 7, under No Action Scenario C conditions, redevelopment is estimated to
generate approximately 231 weekday PM peak hour trips. An estimated 50 weekday PM
peak hour trips would be pass-by trips attracted from background traffic volumes.

Trip Distribution

Trip distribution patterns were developed using existing traffic patterns in the vicinity of the
Port Gamble site, as described for No Action Scenario B (see Figure 7, page 20).

Forecast Volume Summary

Figure 10 shows the project trip assignment volumes at the study intersections for the No
Action Scenario C. These assignments were then added to the No Action Scenario A
(continuation of existing conditions) traffic volumes to provide the forecasted total traffic
volumes, which are shown in Figure 11.
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Traffic Operations

Individual LOS were calculated at the 11 study area intersections providing access to the Port
Gambile site during the weekday PM peak hour. Table 8 summarizes future (2027) weekday
PM peak hour LOS results for No Action Scenario C.

Table 8. No Action Scenario C (2027) Intersection LOS Summary

No Action Scenario A (2027)

No Action Scenario C (2027)

ID Intersection Traffic Control LOS! Delay? wive LOS! Delay? WNM*
1 SR 3/SR 104 Signalized c 24 - C 27 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB C 16 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE Unsignalized B 13 NB B 15 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignalized B 14 SB C 18 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB B 11 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Unsignalized c 16 SB D 29 SB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue Unsignalized B 14 NB C 16 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Unsignalized A 8 EB A 9 EB
9 Keller Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A NB A NB
10Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB B 14 EB
11SR 307/SR 104 Signalized o] 34 - D 49 -

1. Level of Service {A — F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless

otherwise noted.

2. Average delay per vehicle in seconds.
3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where WB = westbound approach, WB = sastbound approach, NB =

northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

As shown in Table 8, most study intersections are anticipated to operate acceptably at LOS C

with the exception of two intersections. The SR 104/Puget Way and SR 307/SR 104
intersections are anticipated to operate at LOS D.

The potential for backups from Hood Canal Bridge closures for naval, commercial, or private
boat traffic are anticipated to continue in the foreseeable future.
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Alternative 1 Impacts

This section describes future transportation conditions under Alternative 1 at the assumed
buildout year of 2027. It includes detailed trip generation and assesses how increased
vehicular traffic; transit ridership and pedestrian/bicycle traffic would affect the transportation
system on and in the site vicinity.

Alternative Description

The transportation assessment described in this section includes the redevelopment as
depicted in the “Alternative Plan” in the development permits submitted to Kitsap County in
January 2013. It would feature infill development on the entire site, including the Mill Site, as
proposed in the submitted application.

The proposed redevelopment will include a mix of residential and retail development in and
around Port Gambile. Itis not anticipated that parking would be constructed as part of the
proposed alternative. Parking areas indicated on the site plan is to allow for future
construction of parking lots by others. The Port Gamble redevelopment has been split into
four zones that include:

Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR) — Located north and south of SR 104.

Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC) — Located in the existing town center between
Puget Way and Rainier Avenue north of SR 104 and a small parcel located south of SR 104
and east of Olympian Avenue.

Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW) — Located in the former Mill site location along the
waterfront.

Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW) — Located South of the RHTR area and is
accessed via Gamble Way and Carver Drive.

As mentioned previously, it is anticipated that Alternative 1 could be completed in phases.
Land uses assumed by phase under Alternative 1 by zone are summarized in Table 9.

Table 9. Land Use Summary — Alternative 1

Land Use Size (Alt 1)
Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR)

Single-Family Detached Housing 104 dus
Townhouse/Condominium 40 dus
Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC)

Townhouse/Condominium 33 dus
General Commercial/Retail 36,000 sf
Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW)

Townhouse/Condominium 78 dus
Lodge/Hotel 100 rooms
General Commercial 121,000 sf
Restaurant 15,000 sf
Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW)

Single-Family Detached Housing 10 dus
Winery 3 establishments
Wildlife Shelter 14,300 sf

Note: sf = square feet, du = dwelling units

/s
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Programmed and Planned Improvements

The Kitsap County 2017-2022 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and WSDOT
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) were reviewed to identify any
planned improvement projects within the study area. No specific transportation improvement
projects that would impact street system capacity, safety, or operations are planned by either
Kitsap County or WSDOT. As a result, no improvements to the street system within the study
area were included for the analysis of the EIS Alternatives.

It should be noted that WSDOT has identified the need for future improvements at the SR
3/SR 104 intersection. The SR 3 Route Development Plan, SR 3 from SR 305 to SR 104,
Washington State Department of Transportation Olympic Region, April 2005 included the
widening of SR 3 from the SR 305 interchange to SR 104 and intersection improvements
including the SR 3/SR 104 intersection. The study identified that, between 2005 and 2020, a
single lane “jughandle” configuration would improve operations at the intersection. The
jughandle configuration would create a four-way at-grade intersection where the south leg
would be utilized by vehicles heading for the Hood Canal Bridge. By 2030 the SR 3/SR 104
signal would need to be replaced by an interchange/fly-over ramp for westbound traffic in
conjunction with a four-lane Hood Canal Bridge is needed to prevent LOS F operations.
Funding for the project has not been identified at this time and therefore was not assumed in
the analysis.

Construction

Under Alternative 1, approximately 175,000 cubic yards of fill would be provided on the Mill
Site and would likely occur during dryer periods (i.e. April to October) over a two-year period.
This would result in an increased number of truck trips to the area during construction. Truck
trips would occur throughout the day and would not have a significant impact on weekday
peak hour traffic operations at study intersections or roadways near the project site. In
addition to truck trips, construction employees would also travel to the site during the
construction period. However, overall construction traffic is anticipated to be less than traffic
generated by build-out of the planned uses.

Street System

Under Alternative 1, changes to street alignments and intersection control devices could
occur at certain intersections. Improvements include realignment of Puget Way and
construction of a roundabout at the Puget Way/SR 104. Figure 12 lllustrates the lane
configurations and traffic control devices assumed under Alternative 1 full build.

Intersection improvements at the SR 104/Puget Way intersection would be necessary to
accommodate additional traffic volumes generated under Alternative 1 full build, it is
anticipated some level of development could occur before construction of the roundabout is
required. This intersection would serve as the primary access to the redeveloped site, with
higher traffic volumes entering and exiting SR 104. A roundabout was determined to be the
most effective traffic control for the intersection to provide safe and efficient vehicular, bicycle,
and pedestrian traffic flow. In addition, it would calm traffic and provide a new gateway for the
site. The single-lane roundabout would accommodate truck traffic along SR 104 and facilitate
safe pedestrian crossings.

As mentioned previously, NE Carver Drive may be extended from Gamble Way NE turning
north and connecting with SR 104 at Puget Way. Alternative 1 was evaluated with and
without this potential connection.

Timing of when improvements would be constructed is summarized in the mitigation section
of this document.

qr 30




@ @ NW WHEELER ST @ GAMBLE WAY _
=
% \/ | 2 II

» z

/ ' A
| |l

N g/
%ﬁ' = | SR104 | SR 104 %,

N -

\-
E
%
(5

@ TEEKALET AVE @ KITSAP AVE

L R

+ 4 4|

@ OLYMPIAN AVE NRA’\II’ERAVE @ SR 104 ® Study Intersection
Traffic Signal

l SR 104

5 -
®

!
&

-  Stop Sign

-~
1 @1 Roundabout
% I -

SR 104

S
y
1
}-’ 55130
FOSTER ST %

ik

Alternative 1 & 2 Lane Configurations and Traffic Control Devices FIGURE
Port Gamble EIS N )

transpo dr 12




Technical Appendix - Transportation
Port Gamble EIS May 2018

The following locations would provide the primary vehicular access points to the Port Gamble
site:

e SR 104 runs northbound/southbound east of N Rainier Avenue and
eastbound/westbound west of N Rainier Avenue and serves as a major roadway
through Port Gamble.

e Puget Way would serve as the primary inbound/outbound access for traffic coming
from the west on SR 104 to the Port Gamble redevelopment.

¢ N Rainier Avenue would serve as the primary inbound access for traffic to and from
the east on SR 104,

e Gamble Way NE would serve as the primary access to the southern RR/RW area.

Non-Motorized Transportation System

Alternative 1 includes a network of sidewalks, trails, and shared use paths that would
accommodate pedestrian and bicycle activity. Pedestrian and bicycle paths would be
provided throughout the site, including a hiking trail and a multi-use trail extending north from
Foster Street on the east side of SR 104. Figure 13 shows the locations of existing and
proposed trails, sidewalks, and multi-use paths. In addition, shoulders along SR 104 would
bf increased by one foot west of Puget Way to provide adequate width for a bicycle lane (5
fth).

Parking

The parking supply within the redeveloped are would be subject to County code requirements
(Kitsap Municipal Code Title 17) to ensure that adequate parking supply is provided to meet
parking demands. With County parking code requirements incorporated into any final site
design, no adverse parking impacts are anticipated.

Transit

New resident and employment populations on the site would provide the potentiai for
increased transit ridership; however, given the relatively modest transit facilities in the site
vicinity Alternative 1 is not anticipated to noticeably impact transit operations or performance
within the study area. Future Kitsap Transit stops are envisioned as part of the proposal to
best facilitate future transit operations and use. To provide for a conservative operations
analysis, increased transit use was not assumed to reduce traffic volumes. Any increase in
transit ridership as a result of the redevelopment would likely reduce passenger car travel
demands providing some benefit to traffic operations. With proposed mitigation measures,
increased roadway and intersection delays resulting from the addition of project generated
traffic would not be anticipated to significantly decrease transit route performance.

4 Kitsap County Road Standards (2007) 3.7
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Safety

Traffic generated under Alternative 1 would be anticipated to result in a proportionate
increase in the probability of collisions. However, it is not anticipated that the additional traffic
generated under Alternative 1 would create a safety hazard or significantly increase the
number of reported collisions. The proposed roundabout would provide a safer form of traffic
control for the intersection of SR 104/ Puget Way.

Traffic Volumes

Traffic volumes under Alternative 1 were forecasted by adding traffic generated by the
redevelopment under Alternative 1, to future baseline 2027 volumes. The following section
describes the forecasting methodology for estimating the number of vehicular trips added to
the study area and how these trips were distributed and assigned to the roadway network,
followed by a summary of the resulting forecast traffic volumes.

Trip Generation

Trip generation estimates for Alternative 1 are based on rates identified in the ITE Trip
Generation Manual (9th Edition). The mixed-use nature of redevelopment is anticipated to
generate both pass-by and internal trips. Pass-by trips represent trips that are currently
passing by the site on SR 104 that would stop at the site before continuing on their way. As
such, these trips were accounted for within the site and at access points but do not represent
new trips to the street system outside of the Port Gamble site. Pass-by rates were based on
data from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3th Edition).

In addition, trips between retail, employment, and residential land uses within the site would
also occur but would not impact the street system outside the Port Gamble site since these
uses are located within close proximity to one another. These trips are referred to as internal
trips. The ITE Trip Generation Handbook provides a procedure for estimating the number of
internal trips. Using this procedure, internal trips may account for up to 13 percent of the
development trips considering the mix of land uses. To provide a conservative analysis,
internalization has been limited to no more than five percent.

The trip generation analysis focused on the PM peak hour conditions, as summarized in
Table 10 (see Appendix D for the detailed trip generation summary).
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Table 10.  Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Summary

PM Peak Hour Trips
Land Use Assumptions Size Total In Out
Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR)
Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 104 units 99 62 37
Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 40 units 20 13 7
Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC) v
Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 33 units 16 11 5
General Commercial (LU 826) 35,000 sf 90 41 49 -
-less pass-by (35%) =30 -15 -15
Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW)
Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 78 units 39 26 13
Lodge (LU 310) 100 rooms 66 32 34
General Commercial (LU 826) 121,000 sf 312 144 168
-less pass-by (356%) -106 -53 -53
Restaurant (LU 932) 15,000 sf 141 79 62
-less pass-by (43%) -60 -30 =30
Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW)
Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 10 units 9 6 3
West Sound Wildlife Shelter! 14,300 sf 22 7 15
Brewery/Winery? 3 Brewery/Winery 57 29 28
Total Net New Trips 675 352 323

1. Trip generation based on data collected at the existing West Sound Wildiife Shelter on Bainbridge Island
2. Trip Generation based on data collected at three Washington wineries as documented in Murr Winery Traffic Impact Analysis

As shown, Alternative 1 is anticipated to generate 675 trips during the weekday PM peak
hour with approximately 196 pass-by trips attracted from background fraffic volumes.

Proposed land uses are for planning purposes and may change as individual occupants are
identified. In the event that there is a difference between land uses identified under
Alternative 1 and the identified occupant, additional traffic analysis may be required.

Trip Distribution

Similar to the No Action Scenario B and C, the trip distribution patterns were developed using
existing traffic patterns in the vicinity of Port Gamble and consistent with studies previously
completed in the area. Based on existing traffic volume data, PM peak hour traffic distributes
nearly evenly along SR 104 with 45 percent traveling to/from the west and 55 percent
traveling to/from the south. The distribution of trips onto the street system was based on the
proposed site access points to the Port Gamble site and is depicted in Figure 7 (page 20).

Forecast Volume Summary

Traffic volume forecasts were based on the 2027 No Action Scenario A (continuation of
existing conditions) and adding the trip generation estimates shown in Table 10. As
discussed previously, future 2027 baseline volumes were forecast by applying an average
annual growth rate of 1.5 percent to existing volumes. Trips associated with Alternative 1
development were distributed throughout the roadway network based on the trip distribution
pattern and assigned to individual study intersections. Figure 14 shows the trip assignment
volumes at the study intersections with completion of the NE Carter Drive extension. This
assignment was then added to baseline volumes to provide the forecast total traffic volumes
under Alternative 1. The forecasted Alternative 1 traffic volumes are summarized in Figure
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15. Figure 16 shows the frip assignment volumes without completion of the NE Carter Drive
extension and the resulting future Alternative 1 traffic volumes are summarized on Figure 17.
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Traffic Operations

The operational characteristics of an intersection are determined by calculating the
intersection level of service (LOS). For signalized locations, LOS is measured in average
delay per vehicle and is reported for the intersection as a whole. At side-street stop-controlled
intersections LOS is measured in average delay per vehicle during the peak hour of traffic
and is reported for the worst operating approach of the intersection. Traffic operations for an
intersection can be described alphabetically with a range of levels of service (LOS A through
F), with LOS A indicating free-flowing traffic and LOS F indicating extreme congestion and
long vehicle delays. Appendix B contains a detailed explanation of LOS criteria and
definitions.

Individual intersection LOS was calculated at the 11 study intersections providing access to
the Port Gamble site during the weekday PM peak hour. Table 11 shows the results of the
LOS analysis conducted during the weekday PM peak hour under full development of
Alternative 1 in 2027 with completion of the NE Carter Drive extension. See Appendix C for
detailed LOS worksheets. Table 12 shows the results of the LOS analysis for the weekday
PM peak hour under full development of Alternative 1 in 2027 without the NE Carter Drive
extension.

As mentioned previously, for future (2027) analysis, signal timing splits were optimized but all
other parameters such as channelization, traffic control, and signal cycle length was held
consistent with existing (2017) conditions with the exception of the roundabout assumed at
SR 104/Puget Way.

Table 11.  Alternative 1 (2027) Intersection LOS Summary — With NE Carver Drive Extension

Traffic No Action Scenario A (2027) Alternative 1 (2027)

ID Intersection Control LOS! Delay? wM? Los! Delay? wwm?
1 SR3/SR 104 Signalized C 24 - D 36 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB C 22 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE  Unsignalized B 13 NB C 22 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignalized B 14 SB C 18 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB B 12 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Roundabout* o] 16 sB A 10 NB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue  Unsignalized B 14 NB C 18 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Unsignalized A 8 EB A EB
9 Keller Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 8 NB A NB
10 Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB ] 18 EB
11 SR 307/SR 104 Signalized o] 34 - F 88 -

1. Level of Service (A — F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless
otherwise noted.

2. Average delay per vehicle in seconds.

3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where WB = westbound approach, WB = eastbound approach, NB =
northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

4. Roundabout under Alternative 1 full bulld, unsignalized under the No Action Scenario A.

As shown in Table 11, all of the study area intersections would operate at LOS C or better
with trips generated under Alternative 1, with the exceptions of the signalized SR 3/SR 104
and SR 307/SR 104 intersections. Under Alternative 1 conditions the SR 3/SR 104
intersection is anticipate to operate at LOS D and the SR 307/SR 104 intersection is
anticipated to operate at LOS F.
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Table 12.  Alternative 1 (2027) Intersection LOS Summary — No NE Carver Drive Connection

Traffic No Action Scenario A (2027) Alternative 1 (2027)

ID Intersection Control Los’ Delay? wm? Los! Delay? wn?
1 SR 3/SR 104 Signalized C 24 - D 36 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB C 22 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE  Unsignalized B 13 NB C 23 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignhalized B 14 SB C 18 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB B 12 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Roundabout* C 16 SB A 10 NB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue  Unsignalized B 14 NB C 18 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue  Unsignalized A 8 EB A 9 EB
9 Keller Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 8 NB A 9 NB
10 Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB C 18 EB
11 SR 307/SR 104 Signalized c 34 - F 88 -

1. Level of Service (A — F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless
otherwise noted.

2. Average delay per vehicle in seconds.

3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where WB = westbound approach, WB = eastbound approach, NB =
northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

4. Roundabout under Alternative 1 full build, unsignalized under the No Action Scenario A.

As shown in Table 12, all of the study area intersections would operate at LOS C or better
with trips generated under Alternative 1 without the NE Carver Drive connection, with the
exceptions of the signalized SR 3/SR 104 and SR 307/SR 104 intersections. Under
Alternative 1 conditions the SR 3/SR 104 intersection is anticipate to operate at LOS D and
the SR 307/SR 104 intersection is anticipated to operate at LOS F.

The potential for backups from Hood Canal Bridge closures for naval, commerC|aI or private
boat traffic are anticipated to continue in the foreseeable future.
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Alternative 2 Impacts

This section describes future transportation conditions under Alternative 2 at the assumed
buildout year of 2027. It includes detailed trip generation and assesses how increased
vehicular traffic; transit ridership and pedestrian/bicycle traffic would affect the transportation
system on and in the site vicinity.

Alternative Description

Similar to Alternative 1, it is anticipated that Alternative 2 would be completed in phases.
Land uses assumed for the full build under Alternative 2 by zone are summarized in Table 13
and includes a comparison to Alternative 1. It is not anticipated that parking would be
constructed as part of the proposed alternative. Parking areas indicated on the site plan is to
allow for future construction of parking lots by others.

Table 13,  Land Use Summary ~ Alternative 2

Land Use Size (Alt 2) Size (Alt 1)
Rural Historic Town Residential

(RHTR)

Single-Family Detached Housing 104 dus 104 dus
Townhouse/Condominium 40 dus 40 dus
Rural Historic Town Commercial

(RHTC) -

- Townhouse/Condominium 33 dus 33 dus
General Commercial/Retail 35,000 sf 35,000 sf
Rural Historic Town Waterfront
(RHTW)

Townhouse/Condominium 39 dus 78 dus
Lodge/Hotel 100 rooms 100 rooms
General Commercial/Retail 0sf 121,000 sf
Restaurant 16,000 sf 15,000 sf
Rural Residential/Rural Wooded

(RR/RW)

Single-Family Detached Housing 10 dus 10 dus
Winery 3 establishments : 3 establishments
Wildlife Shelter 14,300 sf 14,300 sf

Note: sf = square feet, du = dwelling units

As shown in Table 13, development in the RHTR, RHTC, and RR/RW areas are anticipated
to be similar to Alternative 1 and development of residential is anticipated to be lower in the
RHTW area with no development of general commercial or educational/industrial under
Alternative 2.

Programmed and Planned Improvements

The Kitsap County 2017-2022 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and WSDOT
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) were reviewed to identify any
planned improvement projects within the study area. No specific transportation improvement
projects that would impact street system capacity, safety, or operations are planned by either
Kitsap County or WSDOT. As a result, no improvements to the street system within the study
area were included for the analysis of the EIS Alternatives.
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it should be noted that WSDOT has identified the need for future improvements at the SR
3/SR 104 intersection. The SR 3 Route Development Plan, SR 3 from SR 305 to SR 104,
Washington State Department of Transportation Olympic Region, April 2005 included the
widening of SR 3 from the SR 305 interchange to SR 104 and intersection improvements
including the SR 3/SR 104 intersection. The study identified that, between 2005 and 2020, a
single lane “jughandle” configuration would improve operations at the intersection. The
jughandle configuration would create a four-way at-grade intersection where the south leg
would be utilized by vehicles heading for the Hood Canal Bridge. By 2030 the SR 3/SR 104
signal would need to be replaced by an interchange/fly-over ramp for westbound fraffic in
conjunction with a four-lane Hood Canal Bridge is needed to prevent LOS F operations.
Funding for the project has not been identified at this time and therefore was not assumed in
the analysis. :

Construction

Under Alternative 2, on-site grading and fill would be similar to Aiternative 1. This would result
in an increased number of truck trips to the area during construction. Truck trips would occur
throughout the day and would not have a significant impact on weekday peak hour traffic
operations at study intersections or roadways near the project site. In addition to truck trips,
construction employees would also travel to the site during the construction period. However,
overall construction traffic is anticipated to be less than traffic generated by build-out of the
planned uses.

Street System

Similar to Alternative 1, changes to street alignments and intersection control devices could
occur at certain intersections. Improvements could include realignment of Puget Way and
construction of a roundabout at the Puget Way/SR 104. Figure 12 (Page 31) illustrates the
lane configurations and traffic control devices assumed under Alternative 2.

Intersection improvements at the SR 104/Puget Way intersection would be necessary to
accommodate additional traffic volumes generated under Alternative 2 full build, itis
anticipated that some level of development could occur before the improvement is required.
This intersection would serve as the primary access to the redeveloped site, with higher
traffic volumes entering and exiting SR 104. A roundabout was determined to be the most
effective traffic control for the intersection to provide safe and efficient vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian traffic flow. In addition, it would calm traffic and provide a new gateway for the site.
The roundabout would accommodate pedestrian crosswalks at all four legs of the
intersection. The single-lane roundabout would accommodate truck traffic along SR 104 and
facilitate safe pedestrian crossings.

As mentioned previously, NE Carver Drive may be extended from Gamble Way NE turning
north and connecting with SR 104 at Puget Way. Alternative 2 was evaluated with and
without this potential connection.

Timing of when improvements would be constructed is summarized in the mitigation section
of this document.

Non-Motorizéd Transportation System

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 includes a network of sidewalks, trails, and shared use
paths that would accommodate pedestrian and bicycle activity. Pedestrian and bicycle paths
would be provided throughout the site, including a hiking trail and a multi-use trail extending
north from Foster Street on the east side of SR 104, as shown on Figure 18. In addition,
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shoulders along SR 104 would be increased by one foot west of Puget Way to prowde
adequate width for a bicycle lane (5 ft?).

Parking

The parking supply within the redeveloped are would be subject to County code requirements
(Kitsap Municipal Code Title 17) to ensure that adequate parking supply is provided to meet
parking demands. With County parking code requirements incorporated into any final site
design, no adverse parking impacts are anticipated.

5 Kitsap County Road Standards (2007) 3.7
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Transit

As described for Alternative 1, Alternative 2 is not anticipated to noticeably impact transit
operations or performance within the study area. Any increase in transit ridership as a result
of the redevelopment would likely reduce passenger car travel demands providing nominal
benefit to traffic operations. Any increased roadway and intersection delays resulting from the
addition of project generated traffic would cause a similar decrease in transit operational
performance.

Safety

Traffic generated under Alternative 2 would be anticipated to result in a proportionate
increase in the probability of collisions. As noted for Alternative 1, it is not anticipated that the
addition of traffic under Alternative 2 would create a safety hazard or significantly increase
the number of reported collisions.

Traffic Volumes

Similar to Alternative 1, traffic volumes under Alternative 2 were forecasted by adding traffic
generated by the redevelopment to future No Action Scenario A volumes. The forecasting
methodology for estimating the number of vehicular trips added to the study area and
distribution/assignment of these trips to the roadway network was performed utilizing the
methodology described for Alternative 1.

Trip Generation

The trip generation analysis focused on the daily and weekday PM peak hour conditions and
is consistent with those summarized for Alternative 1. The daily and weekday PM peak hour
trip generation estimates for Alternative 2 are summarized below in Table 14 (see

Appendix D for the detailed trip generation summary).
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Table 14.  Alternative 2 Trip Generation Summary

PM Peak Hour

Land Use Assumptions Size Total In Out

Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR)

Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 104 units 99 62 37

Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 40 units 20 13 7

Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC)

Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 33 units 16 11 5

General Commercial (LU 826) 35,000 sf 90 4 49
-less pass-by (35%) -30 -15 -18

Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW)

Townhouse/Condominium (LU 230) 39 units 19 13 6

Lodge (LU 310) 100 rooms 66 32 34

Restaurant (LU 932) 15,000 sf 141 79 62
-less pass-by (43%) -60 -30 -30

Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW)

Single-Family Detached Housing (LU 210) 10 units 9 6 3

West Sound Wildlife Shelter’ 14,300 sf 22 7 15

Brewery/Winery? 3 Brewery/Winery 57 29 28

Total Net New Trips 449 248 201

1. Trip generation based on data collected at the existing West Sound Wildlife Shelter on Bainbridge lsland
2. Trip Generation based on data collected at three Washington winerles as documented in Murr Winery Traffic Impact Analysis
(2001).

As shown in Table 14, redevelopment under Alternative 2 is anticipated to generate
approximately 449 weekday PM peak hour trips. An additional 90 weekday PM peak hour
trips would be pass-by trips attracted from background traffic volumes.

Proposed land uses are for planning purposes and may change as individual occupants are
identified. In the event that there is a difference between land uses identified under
Alternative 2 and the identified occupant, additional traffic analysis may be required.

Trip Distribution

Trip distribution patterns were developed using existing traffic patterns in the vicinity of Port
Gamble and assumed the same distribution as under Alternative 1, with 45 percent traveling
toffrom the west and 55 percent traveling to/from the south. The distribution of trips within the
Port Gamble site was based on internal connections and development intensity. The trip
distribution is shown in Figure 7 (page 20).

Forecast Volume Summary

Traffic volume forecasts were based on the 2027 No Action Scenario A (continuation of
existing conditions) and adding the trip generation estimates shown in Table 14. Trips
associated with Alternative 2 were distributed on the roadway network based on the trip
distribution pattern and assigned to individual study intersections. Figure 19 shows the trip
assignment volumes at the study intersections with completion of the NE Carter Drive
extension. This assignment was then added to baseline volumes to provide the forecast total
traffic volumes under Alternative 2. The forecast Alternative 2 traffic volumes are summarized
on Figure 20. Figure 21 shows the trip assignment volumes without completion of the NE
Carter Drive extension and the resulting future Alternative 2 traffic volumes are summarized
on Figure 22,
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Traffic Operations

Table 15 shows the results of the level of service analysis conducted during the weekday PM
peak hour 2027 under full development of Alternative 2. As mentioned previously, the
WSDOT LOS standard for this section of road is LOS C because it is a Highway of Statewide
Significance (HSS) under Rural classification (see Appendix C for Detailed LOS worksheets).
Intersections operating below the WSDOT LOS standard are identified by an asterisk.

Table 15.  Alternative 2 (2027) Intersection LOS Summary — With NE Garver Drive Extension

Trafflc No Action Scenario A (2027) Alternative 2 (2027)
ID Intersection C;ﬁtrol LOS? Delay? wm? LOS' Delay? wwm4
1 SR 3/SR 104 Signalized C 24 - c 31 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB C 18 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE Unsignalized B 13 NB C 19 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignalized B 14 SB o] 16 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB B 12 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Roundabout! Cc 16 SB A 9 SB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue Unsignalized B 14 NB C 16 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Unsignalized A 8 EB A 9 EB
9 Keller Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A NB A NB
10 Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB C 16 EB
11 SR 307/SR 104* Signalized C 34 - E 67 -

1. Level of Service (A — F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless
otherwise noted.

2. Average delay per vehicle in seconds.

3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where WB = westbound approach, EB = eastbound approach, NB =
northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

4. Roundabout under Alternative 2 full build, unsignalized under the No Action Scenario A.

As shown in Table 15, all of the study area intersections would operate at LOS C or better
with trips generated under Alternative 2, with the exception of the SR 307/SR 104
intersection. The signalized SR 307/SR 104 intersection is anticipated to operate at LOS E.

Table 16.  Alternative 2 (2027) Intersection LOS Summary —~ No NE Carver Drive Extension

Traffi No Action Scenario A (2027) Alternative 2 (2027)
ID Intersection Ccl;?ntrlgl Los! Delay? wm? LOS'  Delay* wm?
1 SR3/SR 104 Signalized C 24 - o] 31 -
2 SR 104/Wheeler Street NE Unsignalized B 13 SB C 18 SB
3 SR 104/Gamble Way NE Unsignalized B 13 NB Cc 19 NB
4 SR 104/S Teekalet Avenue Unsignalized B 14 SB C 16 SB
5 SR 104/Kitsap Avenue Unsignalized B 11 SB B 12 SB
6 SR 104/Puget Way Roundabout? C 16 SB A 9 NB
7 SR 104/Olympia Avenue Unsignalized B 14 NB C 16 NB
8 SR 104/N Rainier Avenue Unsignalized A 8 EB A 9 EB
9 Keller Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 8 NB A NB
10 Foster Street/SR 104 Unsignalized A 0 EB C 16 EB
11 SR 307/SR 104* Signalized C 34 - E 67 -

1. Level of Service (A — F) as defined by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), Transportation Research Board unless
otherwise noted.

2. Average delay per vehicle in seconds.

3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized Intersections where WB = westbound approach, EB = eastbound approach, NB =
northbound approach, SB = southbound approach.

4. Roundabout under Alternative 2 full build, unsignalized under the No Action Scenario A.
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As shown in Table 18, all of the study area intersections would operate at LOS C or better
with trips generated under Alternative 2 without the NE Carver Drive extension, with the
exception of the SR 307/SR 104 intersection. The signalized SR 307/SR 104 intersection is
anticipated to operate at LOS E.

The potential for backups from Hood Canal Bridge closures for naval, commercial, or private
boat traffic are anticipated to continue in the foreseeable future.
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Mitigation Measures

Transportation improvements are proposed to mitigate impacts at two intersections under full
build out of Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. Given the alternatives would be constricted in
phases, an evaluation was completed to identify at what point mitigation measures would be
triggered. The following section describes the anticipated phasing for developing Alternative 1
and 2 and mitigation for the proposed impacted intersections.

Proposed Development Phasing

The anticipated development phasing for Alternative 1 and 2 are provided in Table 17. This
provides context for evaluating what improvements are triggered in each phase.

Table 17. Phasing Summary

Area Land Use Alternative 1 SizeAlternative 2 Size
Phase 1

Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR) Single-Family Detached Housing 63 dus 63 dus
Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR) Townhouse/Condominium 16 dus 16 dus
Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW) Wildlife Shelter 14,300 sf 14,300 sf
Phase 2

Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC) General Commercial/Retail 35,000 sf 35,000 sf
Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR) Single-Family Detached Housing 41 dus 41 dus
Rural Historic Town Residential (RHTR) Townhouse/Condominium 24 dus 24 dus
Rural Historic Town Commercial (RHTC) Townhouse/Condominium 33 dus 33 dus
Phase 3

Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW) Lodge/Hotel 100 rooms 100 rooms
Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW) Restaurant 15,000 sf 15,000 sf
Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW) General Commercial/Retalil 121,000 sf -

Rural Historic Town Waterfront (RHTW) Townhouse/Condominium 78 dus 39 dus
Phase 4

Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW)  Single-Family Detached Housing 10 dus 10 dus
Rural Residential/Rural Wooded (RR/RW) Winery 3 establishments 3 establishments

Note: sf = square feet, du = dwelling units

Intersection Improvements

Further analysis was completed for the two locations where mitigation was identified under
full build out conditions to quantify the level of development that would trigger the need for
mitigation. The specific mitigation and trigger is described below under each location.

Puget Way/SR 104

A roundabout is proposed to provide traffic control at this intersection given operations are
projected to degrade to LOS F under full build out conditions for both Alternative 1 and 2. A
roundabout would improve operations to LOS A and provide safe and efficient vehicular,
bicycle, and pedestrian traffic flow. In addition, it would calm traffic and provide a new
gateway for the site.

The intersection degrades to LOS F after approximately 195-200 project trips are generated.
The range is due to slight differences in traffic distribution between the with and without the
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Carver Drive extension conditions. The impact would be triggered mid-way through the
development of Phase 2 as summarized in Table 18 below.

Table 18.  Puget Way/SR 104 Mitigation Trigger

Development Size Before  Net New PM Peak
Intersection/Phase Land Use Mitigation is Required Hour Trips

Puget Way/SR 104
With Carver Drive

Extension

Phase 1 Single-Family Detached Housing 63 dus 60

Townhouse/Condominium 16 dus 8

Wildlife Shelter 14,300 sf 22

Phase 2 General Commercial/Retail 23,000 sf 39

Single-Family Detached Housing 41 dus 39

Townhouse/Condominium 24 dus 11

Townhouse/Condominium 33 dus 16
Total Trips ¢ 195

Puget Way/SR 104
Without Carver Drive

Extension

Phase 1 Single-Family Detached Housing 63 dus 60

Townhouse/Condominium 16 dus 8

Wildlife Shelter 14,300 sf 22

Phase 2 General Commercial/Retail 27,000 sf 45
Single-Family Detached Housing 41 dus 39

Townhouse/Condominium 24 dus 11

Townhouse/Condominium 33 dus 16
Total Trips 201

Note: sf = square feet, du = dwelling units

SR 104/SR 307

At this intersection, the installation of a westbound right-turn lane with an overlap signal
phase is proposed to improve operations from LOS F under Alternative 1 and LOS E under
Alternative 2 to LOS C under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 conditions. These improvements
would provide additional capacity for the more heavily used westbound right turn movement.

The intersection degrades to LOS E early in Phase 1 under both Alternatives after
approximately 8 trips are generated. This would occur after 16 townhouses/condominiums
are developed as summarized in Table 19.

Table 19. SR 104/SR 307 Mitigation Trigger

Development Size Before Net New PM Peak

Intersection/Phase Land Use Mitigation is Required Hour Trips
SR 104/SR 107
Phase 1 Townhouse/Condominium 16 dus 8

<

Total Trips

Note; sf = square feet, du = dwelling units
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Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

With the implementation of the required/proposed mitigation measures listed above, no
significant unavoidable adverse transportation-related impacts are anticipated with
redevelopment of the Port Gamble site.
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01

SR 104 ma)
SR 3 \
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
N )
~ )
§
| - 0%
3:) n +~ o o
L il{ﬁ SR 104 l
E.,: 223 /\J <’DD|](|):|D|:}>
T 1D e =1 = = - 0%
— PHF: 0.89 0 _ ! = ﬂ °5
702 == 264 G = =
80 == 00 == \/
SR 3
HV %: PHF
EB 2.7% 0.89
WB 1.7% 0.78
NB - -
SB 38%  0.91
TOTAL 3.0% 0.89
Two-Hour Count Summaries
Interval i S0t g Ll 15-min | Rolling
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total |One Hour
Ur LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 175 23 0 0 0 25 72 0 0 0 0 0 59 0 143 497 0
4:15 PM 0 160 11 0 0 0 21 41 0 0 0 0 0 44 0 140 417 0
4:30 PM 0 139 15 0 0 0 1.5 9E=3 1 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 138 374 0
4:45 PM 0 148 31 0 0 0 18 79 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 167 488 1,776
5:00 PM 0 137 21 0 0 0 15 37 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 109 369 1,648
5:15 PM 0 137 21 0 0 0 17 51 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 122 393 1,624
5:30 PM 0 126 22 0 0 0 16 51 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 109 364 1,614
5:45 PM 0 116 19 0 0 0 19 28 0 0 0 0 0 39 0 111 332 1,458
Count Total 0 1,138 163 0 0 0 146 390 | O 0 0 0 0 358 0 1,039 3,234 0
Peak Hour 0 622 80 0 0 0 79 223 0 0 0 0 0 184 0 588 | 1,776 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB WB NB SB Total| EB WB NB SB Total] East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 6 2 0 8 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 4 1 0 8 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 4 0 0 6 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 5 2 0 7 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 4 0 0 6 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 5 1 0 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 5 1 0 8 14 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 3 2 0 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 36 9 0 52 97 1 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
Peak Hr 19 5 0 29 53 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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02

NW WHEELER ST i.d.a)
SR 104 %
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
<t o~
or = ol
18]
-
w
(]
I
=
%Ui—) [} n (=]
E L M SR 104
::Tls /\ .
299 295 -0
S—— o= TEV 511 =290 < =7 = s = 090
f — |
_ 7,____j PHF: 0.79 - 0 SN N =° ﬂ ==
262 - 260 oeo - =
255 == 0= \/
SR 104
HV %: PHF
EB  31% 077
WB 2.0% 078
NB - 2
SB  74% 070
TOTAL 26% 0.79
Two-Hour Count Summaries
SR 104 SR 104 0 NW WHEELER ST . .
Interval Eastbound Westbound N Southbourd 15-min Rolling
Start astboun estboun orthbound outhboun Total |One Hour
UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 1 84 0 0 0 91 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 181 0
4:15 PM 0 2 52 0 ()} 0 61 2 0 0 0 (] 0 1 0 1 119 0
4:30 PM 0 2 58 (i} (] 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 109 0
4:45 PM 0 2 61 0 0 0 94 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 162 571
5:00 PM 0 3 63 0 0 0 49 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 122 512
5115 PM 0 9 56 0 0 0 62 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 134 527
5:30 PM 0 8 53 0 0 0 68 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 136 554
5:45 PM 0 1 60 0 0 0 39 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 105 497
Count Total | © 28 487 O 0 0 508 13 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 20 | 1,068 0
Peak Hour 0 7 255 0 0 0 200 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 9 571 0

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wWB NB SB Tota!l] EB WB NB SB Total] East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 4 1 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 3 i 0 0 4 0 0 0 (1] (1] 1} 6 [ o 0
4:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1} 0 0 0
5:00 PM 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 12 10 0 1 23 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Peak Hr 8 6 0 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [4

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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GAMBLE WAY wa)
SR 104 ‘
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period:  4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
SR 104
=== 286 v
294 288
< 1 has TEV: 549 | o 2 <— %
—> PHF: 0.78 0 —> N =°
251 248 == e 251 GO =
2 0 0=
! na r < (I
SR 104
>
o ~ o™ <§( HV %: PHF
u EB  2.4% 0.80
g WB  21% 077
5 NB  0.0% 042
< =) SB . .
TOTAL 22% 0.78
Two-Hour Count Summaries
Interval SR 104 SR 104 GAMBLE WAY 0 g Rolil
nterva -min oliing
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total | One Hour
uT LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT uT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 1 [} 76 1 0 2 91 0 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 177 0
4:15 PM 0 0 59 0 0 0 52 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 114 0
4:30 PM 0 0 54 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ()} 104 0
4:45 PM 0 (] 59 1 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 154 549
5:00 PM 0 0 67 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0 119 491
5:15 PM 0 0 60 1 0 0 62 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 126 503
5:30 PM 0 0 55 0 0 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 124 523
5:45 PM 0 0 61 0 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0 100 469
Count Total 1 0 491 3 0 2 508 0 0 9 0 4 0 0 0 0 1,018 0
Peak Hour 1 0 248 2 0 2. 286 0 0 7 0 8 0 0 0 0 549 0

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB WB NB SB Total] EB WB NB SB Total East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 4 1 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5.30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 11 10 0 0 21 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Peak Hr 6 6 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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TEEKALET AVE .Lda)
SR 104 \
N Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
n -
'_
w
<
1w
E <>( q- o - (=}
J1 LU
0
288
L‘ 0 —j TEV: 540
_ , PHF: 0.1
0 ﬂ
SR 104 ﬂ ﬁ E {
- W
(=] o o o w >
i
$ HY %:
wl
E EB 3.2%
w WB 21%
o o NB - -
SB 0.0% 0.42
TOTAL 2.6% 0.81
Two-Hour Count Summaries
SR 104 SR 104 S TEEKALET AVE TEEKALET AVE . .
Interval W 15-min Rolling
Start Eastbound estbound Northbound Southbound Total |One Hour
uT LT TH RT uT LT TH RT uT LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 0 73 0 0 0 90 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 167 0
4:15 PM 0 0 64 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 117 0
4:30 PM 0 0 56 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 106
4:45 PM 0 0 57 (i} 0 0 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150 540
5:00 PM 0 0 68 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120 493
5:15 PM 0 0 62 0 0 0 61 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 126 502
5:30 PM 0 0 54 0 0 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 124 520
5:45 PM 0 1 61 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100 470
Count Total 0 1 495 0 0 0 503 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 7 1,010 0
Peak Hour 0 0 250 0 0 0 284 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 540 0

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians {Crossing Leg}

Start EB WB NB SB Total| EB wB NB SB Total| East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 3 4 0 ] 4 0 0 0 1} [} 0 0 0 0 0]
4:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
5:30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total | 13 10 0 0 23 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1
Peak Hour 8 6 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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KITSAP AVE wa)
SR 104 ’
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
< -
w
<>(
o
&
2 A3 o o
J L U SR 104
-, W —k unuunu-~>
A )
D v s —m 2 = =k :
_ 0 n=i PHF: 0.80 @ 0 _— é % e ﬂ =
&b 26 0 o= T 3
256 === Vi A4
SR 104
HV %: PHF
EB 3.5% 0.78
WB 1.4% 0.76
NB - -
SB 0.0%  0.50
TOTAL 24%  0.80
Two-Hour Count Summaries
r— SR 104 SR 104 0 KITSAP AVE 15-min | Rolling
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total | One Hour
uTt LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 0 82 0 0 0 86 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 168 0
4:15 PM 0 0 56 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 107 0
4:30 PM 0 0 57 0 0 0 52 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 111 0
4:45 PM 0 0 61 0 0 0 92 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 154 540
5:00 PM 0 0 66 0 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 114 486
5:15 PM 0 1 58 0 0 0 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 127 506
5:30 PM 0 0 56 0 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 125 520
5:45 PM 0 0 61 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 461
Count Total 0 1 497 0 0 0 496 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1,001 0
Peak Hour 0 0 256 0 0 0 279 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 540 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wWB NB SB Total] EB wB NB SB Total] East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15PM 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 [t} 0 0 0
4:30 PM 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0
545 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 14 8 0 0 22 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0
Peak Hr 9 4 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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PUGET WAY l.da')
SR 104 X
N Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
e| feo
>
<
P
'_
&
E 8 o 5 o
L e
0 =3>
280
F 5 uj TEV: 590
—_—— PHF: 0.8
(3] ﬁ
SR 104 @ E ﬁ
w
o [1-] - 2] >
<
Q HV %:
L
o EB  3.9%
& wB  16%
- = NB  0.0%
SB 5.3%
TOTAL 3.1%
Two-Hour Count Summaries
SR 104 SR 104 PACIFIC AVE PUGET WAY . .
Interval E Westbound Northbound 3 1 15-min | Rolling
Start astbound estboun orthboun: outhboun Total | One Hour
UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 1 81 0 1] 2 71 3 0 1 0 0 0 13 0 13 185 0
4:15 PM 0 1 53 2 0 1 40 2 0 2 1 1 0 9 0 7 119 0
4:30 PM 0 1 53 Z) 0 2 45 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 ) 120 0
4:45 PM 0 2 59 1 0 0 79 2 0 3 0 1 0 9 o 10 166 590
5:00 PM 0 2 62 0 0 1 38 0 0 1 0 0 0 19 0 8 131 536
5:15 PM 0 0 57 1 0 1 61 0] 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 6 136 553
5:30 PM 0 0 56 2 0 0 60 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 1 7 134 567
5:45 PM 0 2 57 2 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 1 8 106 507
Count Total 0 9 478 11 0 7 420 7 0 8 1 5 0 81 2 68 1,097 0
Peak Hour 0 8 246 6 0 5 235 (] 0 6 1 3 0 37 0 39 590 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians {Crossing Leg)

Start EB WB NB SB Total| EB WB NB SB Total East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 5 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 24
4:15 PM 1 2 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 3 1 0 2 8 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 15 8 0 5 28 0 1 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 2
Peak Hour 10 4 0 4 18 0 0 0 1] 0 2 0 0 0 2

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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OLYMPIAN AVE i.da)
SR 104 \
ﬁ Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
SR 104
a7 == 240 - Te—
< 2D v sw — =t = s = 0'?0
> mpems PHE 0T8> : = ﬂ =
288 i 286 OGO o ‘6’
6 =-% " 14 v
~ SIiE
SR 104 ﬂ ‘1 gd ¥
o ~ < B HV %: _PHF 1
= EB  35% 075 =i
= WB  12% 077
= NB  0.0% 069 090
- 5 SB : e
™~ - TOTAL 2.4% 0.78
Two-Hour Count Summaries
Interval SR 104 SR 104 OLYMPIAN AVE 0 15-min | Rolling
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total | One Hour
uTt LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 0 94 2 0] 0 75 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 174 0
4:15 PM 0 0 61 3 0 1 40 0 0 4 (1] 0 0 0 0 0 109
4:30 PM 0 0 58 1 0 0 47 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 109
4:45 PM 0 0 69 0 0 0 78 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 148 540
5:00 PM 0 0 80 1 0 2 39 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 123 489
515 PM 0 0 66 2 0 1 60 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 131 511
5:30 PM 0 0 61 0 0 0 58 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 122 524
5:45 PM 0 0 64 3 0 4 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 476
Count Total 0 0 553 12 0 8 426 0 0 10 0 7 0 0 0 0 1,016 0
Peak Hour 0 0 282 6 0 1 240 0 0 7 [1} 4 0 0 0 0 540 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB WB NB SB Total] EB WB NB SB Total East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 9 11
4:15 PM 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 5
4:30 PM 3 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
4:45 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
5:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 5
5:15 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 6
5:30 PM 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
5:45 PM 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

Count Total 16 8 0 0 24 0 1 0 0 1 6 5 0 22 33
Peak Hr 10 3 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 14 19

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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N RAINIER AVE

SR 104
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
°| s
% [
z OQO
é U>J o ©o o o
zZ< ) =
J1 U !
& w
----- qo000g->
2L S v osm = y
— >,y PHR 079 ! = ﬂ
284 ”o1 06‘0 0 — r:,-_-| .
g nA 1 <{n0oo-
SR 104 | o i
°© 3 ] e HV %: PHF &
N o
n EB 2.8% 0.75 !
WB - - é
— [=) NB 1.1% 0.79 0 0
8 N sB . .
TOTAL 20% 0.79
Two-Hour Count Summaries
SR 104 0 SR 104 N RAINIER AVE ) i
Apteroal Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 3%.min § Rolllng
Start Total |One Hour
UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT|UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 11 0 84 0 0 0 0 0 75 6 0 0 0 0 0 176
4:15PM 0 2 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 41 9 0 0 0 0 0 110 0
4:30 PM 0 4 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 47 7 0 0 0 0 0 113 0
4:45 PM 0 6 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 78 o 0 0 0 0 0 155 554
5:00 PM 0 6 0 75 0 0 0 0 0 40 4 0 0 0 0 0 125 503
5:15 PM 0 4 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 60 4 0 0 0 0 0 130 523
5:30 PM 0 1 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 59 7 0 0 0 0 0 130 540
5:45 PM 0 2 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 32 6 0 0 0 0 0 102 487
Count Total 0 36 0 5231 O 0 0 0 0 432 50 0 0 0 0 0 1,041 0
Peak Hour 0 23 0 261 0 0 0 0 0 241 29 0 0 0 0 0 554 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wWB NB SB Total] EB wB NB SB Total East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 5
4:15 PM 1 0 1 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 4 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 0 7
5:00 PM 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3
5:15 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1
5:30 PM 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total | 13 0 7 0 20 0 0 1 0 1 0 7 9 0 16
Peak Hr 8 0 3 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 12

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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LLER. W
KELLER ST \
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
(=] ©w
(%= ©w
N ™~
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3 . 060
% N N o o
J1 U y
-{00000->
0
3 i A
<—— o= TEV: 527 = y
0 _gﬁ PHF: 0.80 N = 2 ﬂ
i f =
00— S
0 ﬁ 0
: < {00000+
KELLER ST
3 1
=) - © =4
£ o HV %: PHF 2
@ EB . ; é
we o .o o
7 o NB  1.9% 082
o~ o~
SB 3.5% 0.77
TOTAL 27%  0.80
Two-Hour Count Summaries
KELLER ST 0 SR 104 SR 104 . i
Interval Westbound Northb 15-min | Rolling
Start Eastbound estboun orthbound Southbound Total | One Hour
UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT | UT LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 0 83 1 165 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 46 0 0 0 57 1 105 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 59 0 0 0 55 0 114 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 80 0 0 0 63 0 143 527
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 0 0 75 0 120 482
5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 0 0 63 0 129 506
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 0 0 0 62 1 126 518
5:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 0 61 0 103 478
Count Total 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 481 0 0 0 519 3 1,005 0
Peak Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 266 0 0 0 258 2 527 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wWB NB SB Total| EB WB NB SB Total East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 1] 0 1 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 ki
4:15PM 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 2 4 6 0 1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM Q 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 0 0 10 15 25 0 0 2 0 2 0 3 0 0 3
Peak Hr 0 0 5 9 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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Ay o
FOSTER ST \
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
[=2] o
0 ~
N (3]
¢
3 ; 00
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J 1 U !
----- Qnoong->
2 0
0 . A
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o © o 2
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12 EB - - é
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i = 00
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N (3]
SB 4.2% 0.79
TOTAL 2.8% 0.81
Two-Hour Count Summaries
FOSTER ST 0 SR 104 SR 104 . .
Interval Eastbound Northbound South " 15-min | Rolling
Start astboun Westbound orthboun outhboun Total | One Hour
uT LT TH RT ut LT TH RT uT LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 0 0 0 82 i} 164 0
4:15 PM 0 0 (0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 64 0 (5 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 0 0 0 51 0 105 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85 0 0 0 62 0 147 531
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 0 0 77 0 120 487
5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 0 0 0 62 0 127 499
5:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 63 0 0 0 63 1 130 524
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 54 0 92 469
Count Total 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 481 0 0 0 515 1 1,000 0
Peak Hour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 272 0 0 0 259 0 531 0

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wWB NB SB Total| EB wB NB SB Total|] East West North South  Total
4:00 PM 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM a 0 2 3 5 0 0 {h 0 [} 0 0 [t} 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 0 0 9 16 26 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Peak Hr 0 0 4 11 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com




www.idaxdata.com 11
SR 104 'Lda)
SR 307 4
Q Date: Wed, Aug 10, 2016
N Peak Hour Count Period: 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM
)
. B, o
‘C}f) 2 8 o o
J L U SR 307 1
| S <{J00000->
582 739 A 0 P oe=0 )
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HV %: PHF
EB 1.8%  0.94
WB 2.0% 0.88
NB - -
SB 32% 093
TOTAL 2.1% 0.97
Two-Hour Count Summaries
Interval SR307 LD ] SR 104 15-min | Rolling
Start Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound Total | One Hour
uT LT TH RT ut LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT uTt LT TH RT
4:00 PM 0 31 158 1] 0 0 141 68 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 16 465 0
4:15 PM 0 21 186 0 0 0 109 33 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 18 425 0
4:30 PM 0 27 164 0 0 0 124 69 0 0 0 0 0 51 0 19 454 0
4:45 PM 0 28 162 0 0 0 135 60 0 0 0 0 0 49 0 20 454 1,798
5:00 PM 0 28 159 0 0 0 120 38 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 13 424 1,757
515 PM 0 33 151 0 0 0 120 68 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 14 444 1,776
5:30 PM 0 17 152 0 0 0 117 45 0 0 0 0 0 44 0 8 383 1,705
5:45 PM 0 29 150 0 0 0 72 26 0 0 0 0 0 55 0 13 345 1,596
Count Total 0 214 1,282 0 0 0 938 407 0 0 0 0 0 432 0 121 3,394 0
Peak Hour 0 107 670 0 0 0 509 230 0 1] 0 0 0 209 0 73 1,798 0
Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
Interval Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

Start EB wB NB SB Total§] EB WB NB SB Total East West North South  Total
4:00 PM D 3 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 4 6 0 2 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 2 5 0 D 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 3 1 0 1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 2 5 0 2 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
5:15 PM 2 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total 18 25 0 14 57 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1
Peak Hr 14 15 0 9 38 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1] 0 0

Mark Skaggs: (425) 250-0777

mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com
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Highway Capacity Manual, 2000

Signalized intersection level of service (LOS) is defined in terms of the average total vehicle
delay of all movements through an intersection. Vehicle delay is a method of quantifying several
intangible factors, including driver discomfort, frustration, and lost travel time. Specifically, LOS
criteria are stated in terms of average delay per vehicle during a specified time period (for
example, the PM peak hour). Vehicle delay is a complex measure based on many variables,
including signal phasing (i.e., progression of movements through the intersection), signal cycle
length, and traffic volumes with respect to intersection capacity. Table 1 shows LOS criteria for
sighalized intersections, as described in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research
Board, Special Report 209, 2000).

Table 1. Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections
Average Control Delay General Description
Level of Service (seclveh) (Signalized Intersections)
A <10 Free Flow
B >10 - 20 Stable Flow (slight delays)
Cc >20-35 Stable flow (acceptable delays)
D 535 - 55 Approaching unstable flow (tolerable delay, occasionally wait through
more than one signal cycle before proceeding)
E >55 - 80 Unstable flow (intolerable detay)
F >80 Forced flow (jammed)

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, 2000.

Unsignalized intersection LOS criteria can be further reduced into two intersection types: all-
way stop-controlled and two-way stop-controlied. All-way, stop-controlled intersection LOS is
expressed in terms of the average vehicle delay of all of the movements, much like that of a
signalized intersection. Two-way, stop-controlled intersection LOS is defined in terms of the
average vehicle delay of an individual movement(s). This is because the performance of a two-
way, stop-controlled intersection is more closely reflected in terms of its individual movements,
rather than its performance overall. For this reason, LOS for a two-way, stop-controlled
intersection is defined in terms of its individual movements. With this in mind, total average
vehicle delay (i.e., average delay of all movements) for a two-way, stop-controlled intersection
should be viewed with discretion. Table 2 shows LOS criteria for unsignalized intersections (both
all-way and two-way, stop-controlled).

Table 2. Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
Level of Service Average Control Delay (sec/veh)

A 0-10

B >10-15

C >16-26

D >26 - 35

E >35 - 50

F >50

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Speclal Report 209, 2000.




Highway Capacity Manual 2010

Signalized intersection level of service (LOS) is defined in terms of a weighted average control delay for
the entire intersection. Control delay quantifies the increase in travel time that a vehicle experiences due
to the traffic signal control as well as provides a surrogate measure for driver discomfort and fuel
consumption. Signalized intersection LOS is stated in terms of average control delay per vehicle (in
seconds) during a specified time period (e.g., weekday PM peak hour). Control delay is a complex
measure based on many variables, including signal phasing and coordination (i.e., progression of
movements through the intersection and along the corridor), signal cycle length, and traffic volumes with
respect to intersection capacity and resulting queues. Table 1 summarizes the LOS criteria for signalized
intersections, as described in the Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (Transportation Research Board,
2010).

Table 1. Level of Service Criteria for Si@alized Intersections

Average Control Delay

Level of Service (seconds/vehicle) General Description
A <10 Free Flow
B >10-20 Stable Flow (slight delays)
C >20 - 35 Stable flow (acceptable delays)
D >35—55 Approachir)g unstable flow (tolerable Idelay, occasionally wait through more
than one signal cycle before proceeding)
E >55 — 80 Unstable flow (intolerable delay)
F! >80 Forced flow (congested and queues fall to clear)

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Transportation Research Board, 2010,
1. If the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for a lane group exceeds 1.0 LOS F is assigned to the individual lane group. LOS for overall approach or
Intersection Is determined solely by the control delay.

7

Unsignalized intersection LOS criteria can be further reduced into two intersection types: all-way stop
and two-way stop control. All-way stop control intersection LOS is expressed in terms of the weighted
average control delay of the overall intersection or by approach. Two-way stop-controlled intersection
LOS is defined in terms of the average control delay for each minor-street movement (or shared
movement) as well as major-street left-turns. This approach is because major-street through vehicles are
assumed to experience zero delay, a weighted average of all movements results in very low overall
average delay, and this calculated low delay could mask deficiencies of minor movements. Table 2 shows
LOS criteria for unsignalized intersections.

Table 2. Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections

Level of Service Average Control Delay (seconds/vehicle)
A 0-10
B >10-15
c >15-25
D >25 - 35
E >356-50
F' >50

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Transportation Research Board, 2010.

1. If the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio exceeds 1.0, LOS F is assigned an individual lane group for all unsignalized
intersections, or minor strest approach at two-way stop-controlled intersections. Overall intersection LOS Is
determined solely by control delay.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge

Port Gamble EIS

Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

NN N

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT  SBR

Lane Configurations % i % 4 4 i

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 185 595 630 80 80 225

Future Volume (veh/h) 185 595 630 80 80 225

Number 3 18 1 6 2 12

[nitial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 100  1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 208 0 708 a0 90 0

Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1

Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 083 089 089

Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4

Cap, veh/h 278 248 842 1266 200 170

Arrive On Green 046 0.00 047 067 041 0.00

Sat Flow, veh/h 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 208 0 708 90 90 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553

Q Serve(g_s), s 6.2 00 188 0.8 25 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 6.2 0.0 188 0.9 25 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 278 248 842 1266 200 170

VIC Ratio(X) 075 000 084 007 045 0.00

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 816 728 1655 1390 682 579

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 100 100 100 000

Uniform Delay (d), siveh 22,0 00 128 32 228 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.7 0.0 3.3 0.0 1.4 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/in 3.3 00 100 0.5 1.4 0.0

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.6 00 16.2 32 242 0.0

LnGrp LOS C B A C

Approach Vol, veh/h 208 798 90

Approach Delay, siveh 25,6 147 242

Approach LOS C B C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 304 110 414 13.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 *5 5.0 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 50.0 *20 40,0 25.4
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 20.8 45 29 8.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.6 0.9 1.2 0.5
Intersection Summary

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.6

HCM 2010 LOS B

Notes

Synchro 9 Report

Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC
2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St

Port Gamble EIS
Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 04

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4 P ¥

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 260 295 5 5 10

Future Vol, veh/h 5 260 295 5 5 10

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 79 79 79 79 79 79

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7

Mvmt Flow 6 329 373 6 6 13

Major/Minor Majord Major2: Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 380 0 - 0 719 377
Stage 1 - - - 377 -
Stage 2 - 342 -

Critical Hdwy 413 6.47 6.27

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 547 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - 547 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - 3.563 3.363

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1173 - - 388 659
Stage 1 - - 683 .
Stage 2 - - . 708 X

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1173 - - - 386 659

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 386 -
Stage 1 - 683 -
Stage 2 - - 704 -

Approach EB WB. SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 0 12

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn{

Capacity (veh/h) 1173 = - 533

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - - 0.036

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 12

HCM Lane LOS A A - B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.1

Synchro 9 Report

Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3: Gamble Way & SR 104 Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.3

Movement EBU EBT EBR \WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations T & W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 250 5 5 290 5 5

Future Val, veh/h 5 250 5 5 290 5 5

Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - . 0 .

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 78 8 78 ® 78 78 78

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0

Mvmt Flow 6 321 6 6 372 6 6

Major/Minor Majord Major2 Minor]

Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 327 0 709 324
Stage 1 - - - - - 324 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 385 -

Critical Hdwy - - - 4.12 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - 35 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1233 - 404 722
Stage 1 - - - - - 738 -
Stage 2 : - - - - 692 =

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1233 - 402 722

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - = - - - 402 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 738 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 688 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 12.2

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 516 - - 1233 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.025 - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 12.2 - - 18 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -

Synchro 9 Report Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104 Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s & & &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 2865 0 0 290 5 0 0 0 5 0 §

Future Vol, veh/h 0 285 0 0 290 5 0 0 0 5 0 5

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 - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - . 0

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - . 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81 Sl =B A3 81 81 81

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0

Mvmt Flow 0 315 0 0 358 6 0 0 0 6 0 6

Major/Minor Meajort Major2 Minor{ Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 364 0 0 315 0 0 679 679 315 676 676 361
Stage 1 - - - - - - 315315 - 361 361 .
Stage 2 - - - - - - 364 364 - 315 315 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - 412 - - 71 65 62 T 65 162

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 61 &5 -

Criticat Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 61 55 - 6.1 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - 2.218 - - 3.5 4 33 3.5 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1189 - - 1245 - - 368 376 730 370 378 688
Stage 1 - - - - - - 700 659 - 662 629 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 659 627 - 700 659 -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1189 - - 1245 - - 365 376 730 370 378 688

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 365 376 - 370 378 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 700 659 . 662 629 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 653 627 - 700 659 -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0 12.7

HCM LOS A B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLnf

Capacity (veh/h) - 1189 - - 1245 - - 481
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - - - 0.026
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 0 - - 0 - =iy
HCM Lane LOS A A A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0 - 0 - 104

Synchro 9 Report Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave

Port Gamble EIS
Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations 4 B W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 260 285 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 260 285 5 0 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 0

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 0 325 356 G 0 6

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minar2

Conflicting Flow All 363 0 - 0 684 359
Stage 1 - - - 359 -
Stage 2 - - 325 -

Critical Hdwy 4.14 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - = - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - . - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1185 - - £ 417 690
Stage 1 - . 711 -
Stage 2 - - 737 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1185 - - - 417 690

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 417 -
Stage 1 - - 711 -
Stage 2 - 737

Approach EB WB: SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 103

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mymt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLnf

Capacity (veh/h) 1185 - - - 690

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.009

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 103

HCM Lane LOS A - - B

HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

6: Pacific Ave & SR 104 Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, sfveh 24

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL 'NBT NBR SBL S8BT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & Fice

Traffic Vol, vehth 5 250 5 5 240 5 5 5 5 40 0 40

Future Vol, veh/h 5 250 5 5 240 5 5 5 5 40 0 40

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 1 4 4 2 2 2 0 0 0 5 5 5

Mvmt Flow 6 313 6 6 300 6 6 6 6 50 0 580

Major/Miner Major! Major2 Minord Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 308 0 0 32 0 0 671 651 320 654 651 305
Stage 1 - - - - - - 330 330 - 318 318 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 341 3 - 336 333 -

Critical Hdwy 4.14 - - 412 - - T 65 162 7.15 655 625

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - . - - 6.1 55 - 6.15 555 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6100555 - 6.15" 5.65 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - 2.218 - - 35 4 33 3.545 4,045 3.345

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1241 - - 1239 - - 373 390 725 376 384 728
Stage 1 - - - - - - 687 649 - 687 648 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 678 655 - 672 638

Platoon blocked, % - = - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1241 - - 1237 - - 344 384 723 364 378 727

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 344 384 - 364 378 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 682 644 - 682 643 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 628 650 - 655 633 .

Approach EB W8 NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 0.2 13.6 143

HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 435 1241 - - 1237 - - 485
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.043 0.005 - - 0.005 - - 0.206
HCM Control Delay (s) 136° 7.9 0 = 9 0 - 143
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 08
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HCM 2010 TWSC

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS
Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations T 4 W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 285 5 5 245 5 5

Future Vol, veh/h 285 5 5 245 5 5

Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 17 16 0 17 16

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 78 718 78 78 78 78

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 365 6 6 314 6 6

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 389 0 730 402
Stage 1 - 5 - - 386 -
Stage 2 - - - 344 -

Critical Hdwy - - 411 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy - 2.209 - 35 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - 1175 - 392 653
Stage 1 - - 691 -
Stage 2 - - - 722 -

Platoon blocked, % £ -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1159 - 379 635

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 379 -
Stage 1 - e - - 681 -
Stage 2 - 708

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.2 12.8

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 475 - - 1159

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 - - 0.006 -

HCM Control Delay (s) 12.8 - 8.1 0

HCM Lane LOS B - - A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d P W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 25 265 245 30 0 0

Future Vol, veh/h 25 265 245 30 0 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 12 0 0 6 6 12

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 719 79 79 79 79

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 32154835 310 38 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conlflicting Flow All 360 0 - 0 746 353
Stage 1 - - - - 341 =
Stage 2 - - - - 405 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - . - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 3.5 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1193 - . : 384 695
Stage 1 - - - - 725 -
Stage 2 - - - - 678 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1181 - - - 364 681

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 364 -
Stage 1 - - - - 718 -
Stage 2 - - - - 649 -

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Controf Delay, s 0.7 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1181 - - - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 - - - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 . - 0

HCM Lane LOS A A - - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

9: SR 104 & Keller St

Port Gamble EIS
Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations W 4 s

Traffic Vo, veh/h 0 0 5 270 260 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 270 260 5

Confiicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4

Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 338 325 6

Major/Minor Minor2 Major Major2

Conflicting Flow All 684 334 334 0 - 0
Stage 1 3 - - - - -
Stage 2 353 - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 412 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 33 2.218 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 417 712 1225 - - -
Stage 1 732 - - - -
Stage 2 716 - - - -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 412 708 1222 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 412 - - -

Stage 1 730 - = . -
Stage 2 710 -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 0

HCMLOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1222 - - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8 0 0 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: SR 104 & Foster St

Port Gamble EIS
Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh

Movemenit EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT _SBR
Lane Configurations W 4 P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 275 265 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 275 265 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 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 340 327 0
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Confiicting Flow Al 667 327 327 0 - 0
Stage 1 327 - - - - -
Stage 2 340 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 412 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2218 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 427 719 1233 -
Stage 735 - - -
Stage 2 725 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 427 719 1233 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 427 - - -
Stage 1 735 - - - -
Stage 2 725
Approach EB NB: SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1233 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - > : -
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Existing (2017) Weekday PM Peak Hour

A e e 4
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations % ) s W
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 110 680 515 235 210 75
Future Volume (veh/h) 110 680 515 235 210 75
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1900 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 113 701 531 242 216 77
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 168 1234 631 287 252 90
Arrive On Green 0.09 066, 052 052 020 020
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1213 553 1251 446
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 113 701 0 773 294 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 0 765 1703 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 525 ST 00 313 1490 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 52 171 00 313 140 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.31 073 026
Lane Grp Cap(c), vehth 158 1234 0 918 343 0
V/C Ratio(X) 072 057 000 084 08 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 540 1234 0 1144 901 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100
Upstream Filter(1) 100 100 000 100 100 000
Uniform Delay (d), siveh 371 7.6 00 172 323 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 6.0 0.6 0.0 4.8 6.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 28 8.8 0.0 163 7.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 431 8.3 00 220 385 0.0
LnGrp LOS D A C D
Approach Vol, veh/h 814 773 294
Approach Delay, s/veh 131 220 38.5
Approach LOS B c D
Timar 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 119 493 61.2 22.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 45 5.7 57 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 255  54.3 54.3 44.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+H),s 72 333 19.1 16.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 02 103 14.7 0.9
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 20.7
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

NN
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % if ki $ £ 'l
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 215 690 730 95 95 260
Future Volume (veh/h) 215 690 730 95 95 260
Number 3 18 1 6 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/in 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 242 0 820 107 107 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 083 089 089 089
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4
Cap, veh/h 299 267 917 1304 192 163
Arrive On Green 047 000 051 069 010 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1767 1668 1810 1900 1827 1553
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 242 0 820 107 107 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.9 0.0 27.3 1.3 37 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.9 00 273 1.3 3.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), vehth 299 267 917 1304 192 163
V/C Ratio(X) 081 000 089 008 05 000
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 633 565 1190 2167 756 643
HCM Platoon Ratio .00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 1.00 000 100 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.7 0.0 149 35 285 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 48 0.0 8.1 0.0 2.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 47 00 155 0.7 2.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 315 00 230 35 308 0.0
LnGrp LOS C C A C
Approach Vol, veh/h 242 927 107
Approach Delay, siveh 31.5 207 308
Approach LOS C C C
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 389 120 50.9 16.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 g5 5.0 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s  44.0 * 28 76.3 24.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s  29.3 5.7 3.3 10.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.6 1.3 1.6 0.5
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 23.6
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations ¥y P W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 300 340 5 5 10

Future Vol, veh/h 5 300 340 5 5 10

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 79 79 79 79 79 79

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7

Mvrmt Flow 6 380 430 6 6 13

Major/Minor Major1 \Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 437 0 - 0 826 434
Stage 1 - - - - 434 -
Stage 2 - - - - 392 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 6.47 6.27

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.47 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.47 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2227 - - - 3.563 3.363

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1117 - - - 335 611
Stage 1 - - - - 643 -
Stage 2 - - - - 672 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 117 - - - 333 611

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 333 -
Stage 1 - - - - 643
Stage 2 - - - - 667

Approach. EB WB! SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 12.8

HCMLOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLnf

Capacity {veh/h) 1117 - - - 478

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - 0.04

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 0 - - 128

HCM Lane LOS A A - - B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 01

Synchro 9 Report Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3. Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.3

Movement EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations y8 & L'

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 290 5 5 335 5 5

Future Vol, veh/h 5 290 5 5 33 5 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 7% 78 78 78

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0

Mvmt Flow 6 372 6 6 429 6 6

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor

Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 378 0 817 375
Stage 1 - - - - - 375 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 442 -

Critical Hdwy - - - 412 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - 3.5 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1180 - 349 676
Stage 1 - - - - - 699 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 652 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 4 SR A 1180 . 347 676

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 347 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 699 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 647

Approach EB WEB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 13.1

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 459 - - 1180 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.028 - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 131 - - 84 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0.1 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 295 0 0 335 5 0 0 0 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 295 0 0 335 5 0 0 0 5 0 5

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 - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 81 81 8 81 81 81 81 81 81 g1 81 81

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mymt Flow 0 364 0 0 414 6 0 0 0 6 0 6

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 420 0 0 364 0 0 784 784 364 781 781 417
Stage 1 - - - - - - 364 364 - 47 47 -
Stage 2 - - = - . 420 420 - 364 364 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - 4,12 - - 74 65 62 71 65 B2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 6.1 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - P - 61 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2227 - 2218 - 3.5 4 33 35 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1134 - 1195 - 313 327 685 315 329 640
Stage 1 - - - 659 627 - 617 595 -
Stage 2 - - - 615 593 - 659 627

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1134 - - 1195 - 310 327 685 3156 329 640

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - . - - 310 327 - 315 329 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 659 627 - 617 595 -
Stage 2 - - - - 609 593 - 659 627 -

Approach EB WB NB. SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0 13.8

HCM LOS A B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLn

Capacity (veh/h) - 1134 - 1195 - - 422

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - - 0.029

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 0 0 - - 138

HCM Lane LOS A A A B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0 - 0 - 04
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL 'SBR

Lane Configurations & s b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 300 330 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 300 330 5 0 5

Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 0 375 413 0 6

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 419 0 - 0 791 416
Stage 1 - - - - 416 -
Stage 2 - - - - 375 -

Critical Hdwy 4.14 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - - 35 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1129 - - - 361 641
Stage 1 - - - - 670 -
Stage 2 - - - - 699 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1129 - - - 361 641

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - . - - 361 -
Stage 1 - - - = 670 -
Stage 2 - - - - 699

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 10.7

HCMLOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLnt

Capacity (veh/h) 1129 - - - 641

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.0

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 107

HCM Lane LOS A - - - B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

6: Pacific Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 2.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL. S8BT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 290 5 5 280 5 5 5 5 45 0 45

Future Vol, veh/h 5 290 5 5 280 5 5 5 5 45 0 45

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 8 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 4 2 2 2 0 0 0 5 5 5

Mvmt Flow 6 363 6 6 350 6 6 6 6 56 0 56

Major/Minor Majorf Major2: Minord Minor2:

Conflicting Flow Al 358 0 0 an 0 0 774 751 370 764 751 355
Stage 1 - - - - - - 380 380 - 368 368 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 394 371 - 386 383 -

Critical Hdwy 414 - - 412 - - T e e 7156 6565 6.25

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 s - - - - - 61 55 - 6.15 555 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 6.15 6.55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - 2.218 - - 3.5 4 33 3.545 4.045 3.345

Pot Cap-1 Marieuver 1190 - - 1188 - - 318 342 680 322 336 682
Stage 1 - - - - - - 646 617 - 646 616 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 635 623 - 631 607

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1190 - - 1186 - - 289 337 678 311 331 681

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 289 337 - M 3N -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 641 612 - 641 611 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 579 618 - 614 602 -

Appreach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0.1 15 16.4

HCM LOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBLni EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLni

Capacity (veh/h) 380 1190 - - 1186 - - 427
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.049 0.005 - - 0.005 - - 0.263
HCM Control Delay (s) 15 8 0 - B84 0 - 164
HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tite Q(veh) 0.2 0 - - 0 - - 1
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.3

Movenent EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations B 4 W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 330 5 5 285 5 5

Future Vol, veh/h 330 5 5 285 5 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 17 16 0 17 16

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0

Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 78 78 78

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 423 6 6 365 6 6

Major{Minor Major? Major2 Minor

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 446 0 838 459
Stage 1 - - - - 443 -
Stage 2 - - - - 395 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.11 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.209 - 35 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1120 - 339 608
Stage 1 . - - - 651 -
Stage 2 - - - - 685 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1105 - 327 589

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 327 -
Stage 1 - - - - 642 -
Stage 2 - - - - 671 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0:1 13.8

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 421 - - 1105

HCM Lane VIC Ratio 0.03 - - 0.006 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.8 - - 83 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations ) T W

Traffic Vol, veh/h 30 310 285 36 0 0

Future Vol, veh/h 30 310 285 35 0 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 12 0 0 6 6 12

Sign Controf Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 79 79 7979 79 79

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 38 392 361 44 0 0

Major/Minar: Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All a7 0 - 0 869 407
Stage 1 - - - - 395 -
Stage 2 - - 474 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 35 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1137 - - - 325 648
Stage 1 - - 685 -
Stage 2 - - - - 630

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1126 - - - 305 635

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 305 -
Stage 1 - - - - 678 -
Stage 2 - - 597

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.7 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLnd
Capacity (veh/h) 1126 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.034 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 0
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

9: SR 104 & Keller St

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Ld ) (s

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5315 300 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 315 300 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4

Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 394 375 ]

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Malor2

Conflicting Flow Al 790 384 384 0 - 0
Stage 1 381 - - - -
Stage 2 409 - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 412 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 . -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.218 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 362 668 1174 - -

Stage 1 695 - - -
Stage 2 675 - - -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 358 665 1171 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 358 - - - -
Stage 1 693 -
Stage 2 669 - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 01 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 171 - - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 0

HCM Lane LOS A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: SR 104 & Foster St

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT 'SBT"_ SBR

Lane Configurations W g s

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 320 310 0

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 320 310 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 - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 39 383 0

Major/Minar Minor2. Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 778 383 383 0 - 0
Stage 1 383 - - - - -
Stage 2 395 - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.12 - :

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2218 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 368 669 1175 - -
Stage 1 694 - - - -
Stage 2 685 - - - -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 368 669 1175 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 368 - - - -
Stage 1 694 - - - - -
Stage 2 685 - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity {veh/h) 1175 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario A Weekday PM Peak Hour

Ao v AN S

Movement EBL  EBT WBT WBR SBL S8BR
Lane Configurations % 4 T b
Traffic Volume (veh/h} 130 790 600 275 245 85
Future Volume (veh/h) 130 790 600 275 245 85
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 100  1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1900 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 134 814 619 284 253 88
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 087 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 162 1292 686 315 272 95
Arrive On Green 0.09 069 057 057 022 022
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 210 555 1261 439
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 134 814 0 903 342 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 0 1765 1704 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 94 300 00 572 2438 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 94 300 00 5§72 248 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.31 074  0.26
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 162 1292 0 1001 368 0
V/C Ratio(X) 083 063 000 090 093 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 232 1452 0 1082 409 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00  1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(1) 1.00 100 000 100 1.00 0.0
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 56.3 105 00 242 485 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 15.2 0.7 00 100 263 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/in 53 154 00 304 144 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 715 1.2 00 343 748 0.0

Grp LOS E B C E
Approach Vol, veh/h 948 903 342
Approach Delay, s/veh 198 343 74.8
Approach LOS B C E
Timer 1 2 3 4 ] 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 160 77.2 93.2 32.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 5.7 57 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 165  77.3 98.3 30.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 114  59.2 32.0 26.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 01 123 24.3 0.4
Intersection' Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 34.3
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

A s~ i 4
Movement EBL EBR _NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 5 i % 4 # if
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 265 690 730 112 119 327
Future Volume (veh/h) 265 690 730 112 119 327
Number 3 18 1 6 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 298 0 820 126 134 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 083 089 089 089 089
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4
Cap, veh/h 347 310 894 1285 213 181
Arrive On Green 020 000 049 068 042 000
Sat Flow, veh/h 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 298 0 820 126 134 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Q Serve(g_s), s 125 00 320 1.8 5.3 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 12.5 0.0 320 1.8 53 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 100  1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 347 310 894 1285 213 181
VIC Ratio(X) 086 000 092 010 063 000
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 556 496 1045 1902 664 564
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100
Upstream Filter{l) 100 000 100 100 100 000
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 29.5 00 178 43 321 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 7.2 00 119 0.0 2.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 6.7 00 187 0.9 2.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 36.7 00 297 43 348 0.0
LnGrp LOS D C A C
Approach Vol, veh/h 298 946 134
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.7 263 348
Approach LOS D C C
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 427 139 56.6 19.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 “5 5.0 46
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 440  *28 76.3 241
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 34.0 7.3 3.8 145
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.7 1.6 1.9 0.6
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 294
HCM 2010 LOS G
Notes

Synchro 9 Report

Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC
2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.5

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations (-T B L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 367 431 15 14 10

Future Vol, veh/h 5 367 431 15 14 10

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 9 79 9 79 79 79

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7

Mvmt Flow 6 465 546 19 18 13

Major/Minor Majord Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 565 0 - 0 1032 555
Stage 1 - - - - 556 -
Stage 2 - 477 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - 6.47 6.27

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 5.47 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 547 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - 3.563 3.363

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1002 - - - 252 522
Stage 1 - - - 565 -
Stage 2 - - 614

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1002 - 250 522

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 250 -
Stage 1 - - - 565 -
Stage 2 - - 609

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 17.6

HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1002 - - - 319

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - 0.095

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 0 - =l A

HCM Lane LOS A A - - C

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 03

Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3: Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Infersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.4

Movement EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations T 4 *

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 363 8 8 434 7 7

Future Vol, vehth 5 363 8 8 434 7 7

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 .

Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 78 78 78 78

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0

Mvmt Flow 6 465 10 10 556 9 9

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 476 0 1048 471
Stage 1 - - - - - 471 -
Stage 2 - - . - - 577 -

Critical Hdwy - - - 412 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - : - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1086 - 255 897
Stage 1 - - : - - 632 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 566 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1086 - 252 087

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 252 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 632
Stage 2 - - - - - 559

Approach EB wB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 15.7

HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBLni EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 354 - - 1086 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.051 - - 0.009 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.7 - - 83 0
HCM Lane LOS c - - A A
HCM 95th %file Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL 'WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 345 7 8 422 26 4 0 5 18 0 16

Future Vol, veh/h 18 345 7 8 422 26 4 0 5 18 0 16

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 - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 - - 0 0

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 81 81 8 81 81 81 81 81 8 81 81 &

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 22 426 9 10 521 32 5 0 6 22 0 20

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 553 0 0 435 0 0 1042 1048 430 1035 1036 537
Stage 1 - - - - - - 475 475 - 557 657 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 567 573 - 478 479 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - 412 - - 71 65 62 il (8 e

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - E - 6.1 55 - 6.1 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 55 - 6.1 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - 2.218 35 4 33 3.5 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1012 - 1125 - 210 230 629 212 233 548
Stage 1 - - 574 561 - 518 515 -
Stage 2 - - - - 512 507 572 558 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1012 - - 1125 - 196 220 629 203 223 548

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 196 220 - 203 223 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 557 545 - 503 508 -
Stage 2 - - 487 500 550 542 -

Approach EB WB' NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.4 0.1 16.8 19.6

HCM LOS C &

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 317 1012 - 1125 - - 288

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 0.022 - - 0.009 - - 0.146

HCM Control Delay (s) 16.8 86 0 =82 0 = 19,8

HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - C

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 041 - - 0 - 0.5
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations oy B W

Traffic Vol, vehth 0 368 446 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 368 448 5 0 5

Conlflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 0 460 5h8 6 0 B

Major/Minor Maijort Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 564 0 - 0 1021 561
Stage 1 - - - - 561 -
Stage 2 - - - - 460 -

Critical Hdwy 4,14 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - . - 54 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - . . 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 998 - - - 264 531
Stage 1 - - - - 575 -
Stage 2 - - - - 640 -

Platoon blocked, % - - =

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 998 - 5 - 264 531

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 264 -
Stage 1 - - - - 575 -
Stage 2 - - - - 640 -

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11.9

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLnf

Capacity (veh/h) 998 - - = 531

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.012

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 119

HCM Lane LOS A - - - B

HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - : : 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
6: Pacific Ave & SR

104

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 354
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NEL NBT NBR SBL S8BT SBR
Lane Configurations & & > &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 40 319 9 10 302 20 7 5 8 151 0 137
Future Vol, veh/h 40 319 9 10 302 20 7 5 8 151 0 137
Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 - - 0 - 0
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 4 2 2 2 0 0 0 5 5 5
Mvmt Flow 500 399 11 1333781325 9 BIEND 189 0 1M
Majer/Minor Major1 Major2 Minord Minor2
Conflicting Flow Al 405 0 0 412 0 0 1007 936 408 932 929 392
Stage 1 - - - - - - 506 506 - a7 M7 -
Stage 2 - - 501 430 515 512 -
Critical Hdwy 414 - - 4.12 - 7.1 85 62 7.15 655 6.25
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 6.1 55 6.15 555 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 61 55 - 6.15 5.55 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - 2.218 3.5 4 33 3.545 4.045 3.345
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1143 - - 1147 - - 221 267 648 244 265 650
Stage 1 - - - 552 543 - 607 586 -
Stage 2 - - - = - 556 587 - 537 1532
Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1143 1145 - - 154 247 646 222 245 649
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 154 247 - 222 245 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 520 511 - 571 576
Stage 2 - - 403 577 492 501

Approach EB We NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.9 0.2 206 121
HCM LOS C F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLni
Capacity (veh/h) 256 1143 - - 1145 - - 823
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.098 0.044 - - 0.011 - - 1.115
HCM Control Delay (s) 206 83 0 - 82 0 121
HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 03 0.1 - - 0 - 14.2
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Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

HCM 2010 TWSC
7: Olympian Ave & SR 104

Intersection.

Int Delay, siveh 04

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NER

Lane Configurations B & L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 464 9 10 325 7 8

Future Vol, veh/h 464 9 10 325 7 8

Conflicting Peds, #/hr RN 16 0 17 16

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - 0 -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 78 78 78

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 595 12 13 417 9 10

Maijor/Minor Major1 Major2. Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 623 0 1077 634
Stage 1 - - - - 618 -
Stage 2 - - - 459 -

Critical Hdwy - 4.11 - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.209 - 35 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 963 - 245 483
Stage 1 - - - - 542 -
Stage 2 - - - 641 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 950 - 234 470

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 234 -
Stage 1 - - - 534 -
Stage 2 - - 621

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.3 17

HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 320 - 950

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.06 - 0.013 -

HCM Controf Delay (s) 17 - 8.8 0

HCM Lane LOS C A A

HCM 95th %tite Q(veh) 0.2 - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

intersection

Int Delay, s/veh

Movement EBL EBT WBT WER SBL SBR

Lane Configurations & B L

Traffic Vol, veh/h 43 434 330 79 0 0

Future Vol, veh/h 43 434 330 79 0 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 12 0 0 6 6 12

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor w79 79Ty 79 79

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 54 549 418 100 0 0

MajariMinor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 530 0 - 0 1144 492
Stage 1 - - - 480 -
Stage 2 - 664 -

Critical Hdwy 413 7.1 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 6.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - 6.1 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1032 - . - 179 581
Stage 1 - 571 -
Stage 2 - - - - 453 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1022 - - - 166 569

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 166 -
Stage 1 - - - 522 -
Stage 2 - 416 -

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.8 0 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBlLn{

Capacity (veh/h) 1022 - - s

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.053 - .

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.7 0 - - 0

HCM Lane LOS A A - - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

9: SR 104 & Keller St Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations W 4 $

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 404 424 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 404 424 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4

Mvmt Flow 0 0 ‘6 505 530 6

Major/Minor Minor2 Majord Major2

Conflicting Flow All 1067 539 539 0 - 0
Stage 1 536 - - - - -
Stage 2 521 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4,12 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - = = .

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - - E -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 33 2.218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 251 546 1029 - - -
Stage 1 591 - - - - -
Stage 2 600 - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 248 543 1026 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 248 - - - - .
Stage 1 590 - - - - -
Stage 2 594 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 0

HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnt SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1026 - - - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 . 0 . -

HCM Lane LOS A - A - .

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: SR 104 & Foster St

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 2 4 407 431 3
Future Vol, veh/h 2 2 4 407 431 3
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4
Mvmt Flow 2 2 5 502 532 4
Major/Minor Minor2 Majord Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1046 534 536 0 - 0
Stage 1 534 - - - - -
Stage 2 512 - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 255 550 1032
Stage 1 592 - -
Stage 2 606 = = - - -
Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 253 550 1032 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 253 - = T =
Stage 1 592 - - - -
Stage 2 602
Approagh EB NB 3B
HCM Control Delay, s 15,5 0.1 0
HCM LOS C
Minor. Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1032 - M7 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.014 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 155 -
HCM Lane LOS A A C -
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - 0 -
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future {2027) No Action Scenario B Weekday PM Peak Hour

Ao N Y
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations ¥ 4 B L
Traffic Volume {veh/h) 155 790 600 333 325 118
Future Volume (veh/h) 155 790 600 333 325 118
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
fnitial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1900 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 160 814 619 343 335 122
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 097 087 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 185 1310 639 354 266 97
Arrive On Green 010 070 057, 1057 0.21 0.21
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1128 625 1245 453
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 160 814 0 962 458 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/in 1774 1863 0 1752 1702 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 122 316 00 724 293 0.0
Cycle Q Clear({g_c), s 122 316 00 724 293 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 03 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 185 1310 0 993 363 0
V/C Ratio(X) 087 062 000 097 126 000
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 213 1348 0 1000 363 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100
Upstream Filter(f) 1.00 100 000 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), siveh 60.5 107 00 286 540 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 26.7 0.8 00 211 1375 0.0
initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 74 164 00 406 276 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),siveh 873 116 00 497 1915 0.0
LnGrp LOS F B D F
Approach Val, veh/h 974 962 458
Approach Delay, siveh 240 497 191.5
Approach LOS C D F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 188 835 102.2 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 5.7 5.7 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 16.5  78.3 99.3 29.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 142 744 33.6 313
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 3.4 26.4 0.0
Intersection Summary.
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 66.4
HCM 2010 LOS E
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1. SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour

N R

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

ane Configurations % Fd X $ 4 i
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 256 690 730 109 106 289
Future Volume {veh/h) 256 690 730 109 106 289
Number 3 18 1 6 2 12

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 100 100 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 288 0 820 122 119 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1

Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 089 089 089

Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4
Cap, veh/h 339 303 901 1284 200 170
Arrive On Green 019 000 050 068 0.11 0.00

Sat Flow, veh/h 1757 568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 288 0 820 122 119 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Q Serve(g_s), s 11.6 0.0 305 1.6 45 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 11.6 0.0 305 1.6 4.5 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00  1.00 1,00 1.00

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 339 303 901 1284 200 170
VIC Ratio(X) 085 0,00 091 010 060  0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 578 516 1087 1978 691 587

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 000 100 100 100 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 28.5 0.0 169 41 3141 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 5.4 0.0 108 0.0 2.6 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 6.1 00 177 0.9 24 0.0

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 33.9 0.0 274 42 336 0.0

LnGrp LOS C C A C
Approach Val, veh/h 288 942 119
Approach Delay, s/veh 33.9 244 336
Approach LOS C C C
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 415 130 54.5 18.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 *5 5.0 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 44.0  *28 76.3 24.1
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 32,5 6.5 3.6 13.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.0 1.5 1.8 0.6
[ntersection Summary

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 27.3

HCM 2010 LOS C

Notes:
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
int Delay, s/veh 05
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations g P w
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 355 380 9 12 10
Future Vol, veh/h 5 355 380 9 12 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 79 .79 79179 79, 19
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7
Mvmt Flow 6 449 481 11 15 13
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 492 0 - 0 949 487
Stage 1 - - - - 487 -
Stage 2 - - - - 462 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 647 6.27
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 547 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - bd47 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 3563 3.363
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1066 - - - 283 571
Stage 1 - - - - 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - 624 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1066 - - - 281 871
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 28 -
Stage 1 - - - - 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - 619 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 0.1 0 16.7
HCM LOS C
Minor Lape/Majer Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLni1
Capacity (vehih) 1066 - - - 365
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - 0.076
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.4 0 - = o)
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - - - 02
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3. Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, sfveh 04
Movement EBU EBFT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations B d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 348 8 8 377 7 7
Future Vol, veh/h 5 348 8 8 317 7 7
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Controf Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0
Peak Hour Factor O N7, C 7. MRS ST s 7 B M 6
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 6 446 10 10 483 9 9
Major/Minor Major{ Major2 Minor
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 456 0 955 451
Stage 1 - - - - - 451 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 504 -
Critical Hdwy - - - 442 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2218 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1105 - 289 613
Stage 1 - - - - - 646 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 611 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1105 - 286 613
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 286 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 646 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 604 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 14.7
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 390 - - 1105 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.048 - - 0.008 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.7 - - 83 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, sfveh 1.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL S8BT SBR

Lane Configurations & &b & &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 330 7 8§ 366 26 4 0 5 18 0 16

Future Vol, veh/h 18 330 7 8§ 365 26 4 0 5 18 0 16

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 - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 81 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 81 81 81 &1

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 22 407 9 10 451 32 5 0 6 22 0 2

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 483 0 0 416 0 0 952 958 412 945 946 467
Stage 1 - - - - - - 456 456 - 486 486 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 496 502 459 460 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - 412 - 71 65 62 741 65 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 6.1 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 61 55 - 6155 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - 2.218 35 4 33 35 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1074 - - 1143 - - 241 259 644 244 264 600
Stage 1 - - - - 588 572 - 566 554 -
Stage 2 - - 559 545 - 586 569 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1074 - - 1143 - 226 249 644 235 254 600

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 226 249 - 235 254 -
Stage 1 - - - - - s el 2essehT - 551 547 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 534 538 - 565 554

Approach EB WB NB SB!

HCM Control Delay,s 0.4 0.2 168 17.5

HCM LOS C G

Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLni

Capacity (vehth) 353 1074 - - 1143 - - 329

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.031 0.021 - 0.009 - - 0.128

HCM Contro! Delay (s) 165 84 0 - 82 0 17.5

HCM Lane LOS C A A A A - C

HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0.1 01 - - 0 - - 04
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour
Infersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d P W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 353 389 5 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 383 389 5 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Contro! Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 = 0
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 441 486 6 0 8
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 493 0 - 0 930 489
Stage 1 - - - - 489 -
Stage 2 - - - - 44 -
Critical Hdwy 4.14 - - - 64 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 . - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1060 - - - 299 583
Stage 1 - - - - 621 -
Stage 2 - - - - 653 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1060 - - - 299 583
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 299 -
Stage 1 - - - - 621 -
Stage 2 - - - - 653 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 1.2
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mymt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLnf
Capacity (veh/h) 1060 - - - 583
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.011
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 112
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
6: Pacific Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 6.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & s &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 29 315 9 10 302 16 7 5 8 81 0 80

Future Vol, veh/h 29 315 9 10 302 16 7 5 g 81 0 80

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 8 80 80 8 80 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 4 2 2 2 0 0 0 5 5 5

Mvmt Flow T T o7 S S TR RIS 0T ISR RS o [0 RS [

Major/Minor Major Iviajor2 Minor1 Minor2:

Conflicting Flow All 400 0 0 407 0 0 937 899 403 897 895 390
Stage 1 - - - - - - 474 474 - 416 415 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 463 425 482 480 -

Critical Hdwy 4.14 - 412 - =S A S )

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 6.15 5.55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - E - - 61 55 - 615 555 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - 2218 - - 35 4 33 3545 4.045 3.345

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver. 1148 - 1152 - = 247 281 652 257 277 652
Stage 1 - - - - 575 581 - 609 587 -
Stage 2 - - - 583 590 - 560 549

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1148 - 1150 - - 200 265 650 237 261 651
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 200 265 - 237 261 -
Stage 1 . = - - 551 537 583 577
Stage 2 - - - 486 580 522 526

Approach EB \WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.7 0.2 18 289

HCM LOS C D

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 302 1148 - - 1150 - - 346

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.083 0.032 - 0.011 - - 0.582

HCM Control Delay (s) 18 8.2 0 - 82 0 289

HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A D

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 03 01 - 0 - 35

Synchro 9 Report

Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.4
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations 8 4 W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 390 O L0 2] 7 8
Future Vol, veh/h 390 9 10 321 7 8
Conflicting Peds, #hr [ A ) ) S
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor % 78 78 78 78 78
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 500 12 13 412 9 10
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minord
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 529 0 977 539
Stage 1 - - - - 523 -
Stage 2 - - - - 454 -
Critical Hdwy - - 41 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.209 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1043 - 281 546
Stage 1 - - - - 599 -
Stage 2 - - - - 644 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1029 - 269 631
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 269 -
Stage 1 - - - - 591
Stage 2 - - - - 625
Approach: EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.3 154
HCM LOS G

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 365 - - 1029
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.053 - - 0.012 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.4 - - 85 0
HCM Lane LOS [ - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 4d % W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 39 364 326 65 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 39 364 326 65 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #hr 12 0 0 6 B U2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 E 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0
Peak Hour Factor 9 79 79 - 79r r9 19
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 49 461 413 82 0 0
Major/Minor: Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 507 0 - 0 1031 478
Stage 1 - - - - 466 -
Stage 2 - - - - 585 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 64 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1053 - - - 261 59
Stage 1 - - - - 636 -
Stage 2 - - - =573
Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1042 - - - 240 579
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 240 -
Stage 1 - - - - B30
Stage 2 - - - - 532

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 0.8 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn{
Capacity (veh/h) 1042 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.047 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 0 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

9: SR 104 & Keller St Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L + %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 386 354 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 386 354 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Contral Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 z - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor g0 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 483 443 6
Major/Minor Minor2 Maijor1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 947 452 452 0 - 0
Stage 1 449 - - - : -
Stage 2 498 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 292 612 1109 - - -
Stage 1 647 - = z - -
Stage 2 615 - - - . -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 289 609 1106 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 289 - - - -

Stage 1 645 - - - - -

Stage 2 609 - - - - -
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnt SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1106 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: SR 104 & Foster St

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L d P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 2 4 389 361 3
Future Vol, veh/h 2 2 4 389 361 3
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 2 2 5 480 446 4
Major/Minor Minor2 Major Majpr2
Conflicting Flow Al 938 448 449 0 - 0
Stage 1 448 - - - -
Stage 2 490 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 332218 - -
Pot Cap-t Maneuver 296 615 1111 - -
Stage 1 648 - - -
Stage 2 620 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 294 615 1111 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 294 - - - - -
Stage 1 648 - - - - -
Stage 2 616 - -
Approach EB NB 8B
HCM Control Delay, s 14.2 0.1 0
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1111 - 398 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - 0.012 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 142 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0 - -
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Port Gamble EIS
11: SR 307 & SR 104 Future (2027) No Action Scenario C Weekday PM Peak Hour

A oo N S

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations ¥ A B W

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 150 790 600 321 280 99

Future Volume (veh/h) 1580 790 600 3N 280 99

Number 1 B 2 12 3 18

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100  1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1900 1845 1900

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 155 814 619 331 289 102

Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0

Peak Hour Factor 097 097 087 097 097 097

Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0

Cap, veh/h 179 1285 635 340 286 101

Arrive On Green 010 069 056 056 023 023

Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1143 611 1256 443

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 155 814 0 950 392 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/in 1774 1863 0 1755 1704 0

Q Serve(g_s), s 118 331 00 721 31:3 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 11.8 331 00 721 31.3 00

Prop In Lane 1.00 035 074 0.26

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 179 1285 0 975 388 0

VIC Ratio(X) 086 063 000 097 101 0.00

Avail Cap{c_a), veh/h 206 1317 0 880 388 0

HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter{1) 1.00 100 000 1.00 100 0.00

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 60.9 118 00 296 531 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 26.9 1.0 00 225 486 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 72 173 00 409 199 0.0

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 87.8 127 00 521 1018 0.0

LnGrp LOS F B D F

Approach Vol, veh/h 969 950 392

Approach Delay, s/veh 247 521 101.8

Approach LOS C D F

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 184 822 100.6 37.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 5.7 5.7 o
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 16.0  76.8 97.3 3.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 13.8  74.1 35.1 33.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 2.3 255 0.0
Intersection Summary

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 49.1

HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes

Synchro 9 Report Transpo Group



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Port Gamble EIS
1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour

A T N I

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT  SBT  SBR

Lane Configurations % i % 4 4 '

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 321 690 730 130 129 356

Future Volume (veh/h) 321 690 730 130 129 356

Number 3 18 1 6 2 12

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/in 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 361 0 820 146 145 0

Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1

Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 089 089 089

Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4

Cap, veh/h 400 357 889 1260 211 179

Arrive On Green 023 000 049 086 0420 0.00

Sat Flow, veh/h 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 361 0 820 146 145 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/hiin 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553

Q Serve(g_s), s 17.6 0.0 371 2.5 6.7 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.6 00 37.1 25 6.7 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 400 357 889 1260 211 179

V/C Ratio(X) 080 000 082 012 069 000

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 474 423 1050 1658 439 373

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 100 100 100 000

Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 33.0 00 208 54 374 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 18.3 00 124 0.1 3.6 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3},s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/in 10.6 00 215 1.3 36 0.0

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 51.3 00 332 55 410 0.0

LnGrp LOS D C A D

Approach Vol, veh/h 361 966 145

Approach Delay, s/veh 51.3 290 409

Approach LOS D C D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 i 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 482 151 63.3 24.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 *5 5.0 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 51.0  * 21 76.7 23.7
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 39.1 8.7 4.5 19.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 41 14 2.2 04
Intersection Summary.

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 35.7

HCM 2010 LOS D

Notes
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d P ¥
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 441 470 21 21 10
Future Vol, veh/h 5 441 470 29 A 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor Thei o TAYN AN SRS AR T
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7
Mvmt Flow 6558 h95 2727 13
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 622 0 - 0 1179 608
Stage 1 - - - - 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - 571 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 647 6.27
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 547 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 547 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 3.563 3.363
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 954 - - - 206 487
Stage 1 - - - - 534
Stage 2 - - - - 5b5 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 954 - - - 204 487
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 204 -
Stage 1 - - - - 534
Stage 2 - . - - 550

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 0.1 0 22
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity {veh/h) 954 - - - 251
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - - 0.156
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 0 - - 2
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 05
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3: Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour
‘ntersection
Int Delay, siveh 1.3
Movement EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations B g %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 426 26 23 458 28 23
Future Vol, veh/h 5 426 26 23 458 28 23
Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 78 78 78 78
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 6 546 33 29 587 36 29
Major/Minor Majori Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 579 0 1209 563
Stage 1 - - - - - 563 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 646 -
Critical Hdwy : - - 412 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2218 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 995 - 204 530
Stage 1 - - - - - 574 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 526 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 995 - 195 530
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 185 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 574 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 508 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 04 223
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 273 - - 995 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.24 - - 0.03 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 223 - = B 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.9 - - 041 -
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Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour

HCM 2010 TWSC
4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.5
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & s &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 434 4 3 469 13 1 0 2 6 DRl
Future Vol, veh/h 11 434 4 3 469 13 1 0 2 6 0 M
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Controt Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - -
Vehin Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 8 81 81 8 81 81 81 B1 B8
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 14 536 5 4 579 16 1 0 2 7 0 14
MajoriMinor Major] Major2 Minord Minor2
Conflicting Flow Al 585 0 0 541 0 0 1166 1167 538 1161 1162 587
Stage 1 - - - - - - 565 565 - 594 594 -
Stage 2 - - - - 601 602 - b67 568 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - 412 S SRR e Y
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 61 55 - 61 55 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - == (I 53 - 61 55 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - 2.218 - 35 4 33 35 4 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 976 - - 1028 - - 172 195 547 174 197 5613
Stage 1 - - - 513 11 - 495 496 -
Stage 2 - - - - 491 492 - 512 510
Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 976 - - 1028 - - 164 190 547 170 192 513
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 164 190 - 170 192 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 502 500 485 493
Stage 2 - - 475 489 499 499

Approach EB WB. NB! 8B
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 0.1 16.8 17.9
HCM LOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBin1
Capacity (veh/h) 308 976 - - 1028 - - 300
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 0.014 - - 0.004 0.07
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.8 8.7 0 - 85 0 - 179
HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - c
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 0 - - 0 - R
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 4 P ¥
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 442 475 5 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 442 475 5 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0
Grade, % - 0 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor g0 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 553 594 6 0 6
Major/Minor Major1 Major? Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 600 0 - 0 1150 597
Stage 1 - - - - b9y -
Stage 2 - - h53 -
Critical Hdwy 414 - - - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 967 - 221 507
Stage 1 - 554 -
Stage 2 - - - 580
Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 967 s - 221 507
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 227 -
Stage 1 - - 554 -
Stage 2 - 580
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.2
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLnf
Capacity (veh/h) 967 - - 507
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.012
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 122
HCM Lane LOS A B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

W Site: Puget Way & SR 104 - Int 6 Alt 1 2027

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Moy oD Dermand Flows Average Level of 95% Back of Queue Prop. Effective  Average
1D Maov Total HV Delay Service Vehicles Distance Queued  Stop Rate  Speed
ve % s6C veh ft veh ph
South: Pacific Avenue
3 L2 13 0.0 0.042 131 LOS B 0.2 6.1 0.66 0.66 35.6
8 T1 5 0.0 0.042 7.0 LOSA 0.2 6.1 0.66 0.66 35.4
18 R2 20 0.0 0.042 6.9 LOS A 0.2 6.1 0.66 0.66 34.3
Approach 38 0.0 0.042 9.0 LOS A 0.2 6.1 0.66 0.66 349
East: SR 104
1 L2 26 2.0 0.266 10.6 LOS B 1.5 38.7 0.34 0.45 37.2
6 T1 282 2.0 0.266 4.5 LOS A 1.5 38.7 0.34 0.45 37.0
16 R2 50 2.0 0.266 44 LOS A 15 38.7 0.34 0.45 35.7
Approach 358 2.0 0.266 4.9 LOS A 1.5 387 0.34 0.45 36.8
North: Puget Way
7 L2 243 5.0 0.399 11.6 LOS B 2.5 65.0 0.54 0.67 35.4
4 m 1 5.0 0.399 5.5 LOS A 2.5 65.0 0.54 0.67 353
14 R2 222 5.0 0.399 5.4 LOS A 25 65.0 0.54 067 34.1
Approach 466 5.0 0.399 8.7 LOS A 2.5 65.0 0.54 0.87 348
West: SR 104
5 L2 128 4.0 0.400 11.4 LOS B 2.6 67.2 0.52 0.56 36.0
2 ™ 339 4.0 0.400 5.3 LOS A 2.6 67.2 0.52 0.56 35.8
12 R2 13 4.0 0.400 5.2 LOS A 2.6 67.2 0.52 056 346
Approach 480 4.0 0.400 6.9 LOS A 2.6 67.2 0.52 0.56 358
All Vehicles 1342 3.7 0.400 71 LOS A 2.6 67.2 0.48 0.57 35.7

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay (HCM 2000).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay per movement

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 6.1 | Copyright © 2000-2015 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, sfveh 0.3
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NEBR
Lane Configurations P d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 542 7 5 324 5 8
Future Vol, veh/h 542 7 5 324 5 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 17 16 (RSN s i 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 78IS 8T = RTS8 SR8 SR8
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 695 9 6 415 6 10
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 7 0 1161 732
Stage 1 - - - - 716 -
Stage 2 - - - - 445 -
Critical Hdwy - - 41N - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - b4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.209 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver : - 885 - 218 44
Stage 1 - - - - 488 -
Stage 2 - - - - 650 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - . 873 - 210 412
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 210 -
Stage 1 - - - - 481 -
Stage 2 - - - - 635 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 17.7
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity {veh/h) 301 - - 873 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.055 - - 0.007 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 17.7 - - 02 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d b ¥
Traffic Vol, veh/h 67 488 324 182 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 67 488 324 182 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 12 0 0 6 C2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor yie R A ST RS RS e e
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 85 618 410 230 0 0
Major/Minor Major! Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow Al 653 0 - 0 1330 549
Stage 1 - - - - 537 -
Stage 2 - - - - 793 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 929 - - - 172 539
Stage 1 . - - - 590 -
Stage 2 - - - - 449 :
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 920 - - - 145 528
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 145 -
Stage 1 - - - - 584 -
Stage 2 - - - - 382 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.1 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mymt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 920 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.092 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 93 0 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC
9: SR 104 & Keller St

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 041
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % b 4
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 501 478 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 501 478 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None None
Storage Length 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 8 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 626 598 6
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 1246 607 607 0 - 0
Stage 1 604 - - - -
Stage 2 642 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - - : -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 194 500 971 - -
Stage 1 550 - - - -
Stage 2 528 - - - -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 191 488 969 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 191 - -
Stage 1 549 - - - - -
Stage 2 5§22 - -
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 01 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLni SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 969 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.7 - 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - : -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: SR 104 & Foster St

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.3
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT 8BT SBR
Lane Configurations L J B
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 502 482 6
Future Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 502 482 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 811 g a 8 =8 ARG g
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 5 6 16 620 595 7
Major/Minor Minor2 Majort Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1251 599 602 0 - 0
Stage 1 599 - - - - -
Stage 2 652 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 192 505 975 - -
Stage 1 553 - - - -
Stage 2 522 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 187 505 975 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 187 - - - -
Stage 1 553 - - - - -
Stage 2 509
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 18 0.2 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnt SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 975 - 288 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.016 - 0.039
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 0 18
HCM Lane LOS A A C
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0.1 - 01
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour

A AN
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations % $ T W
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Future Volume (veh/h) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 100 100
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1800 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 190 814 619 410 369 138
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 087 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 203 1241 544 361 312 117
Arrive On Green DAL 1067 1062 205200 110:251 11025
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1047 693 1236 462
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 190 814 0 1029 508 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 0 1740 1701 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 14.9 36.2 0.0 72.8 353 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 149  36.2 00 728 353 0.0
Prop In Lane 1,00 040 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 203 1241 0 905 429 0
V/C Ratio(X) 094 066 000 114 118  0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 203 1241 0 905 429 0
HCM Piatoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 1.00 100
Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 0.00 1.00 1.00 000
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 615 138 00 336 524 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 456 1.3 00 752 1043 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 99 190 00 536 290 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 1071 15.1 0.0 1088 156.7 0.0
LnGrp LOS F B F F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1004 1029 508
Approach Delay, s/veh 325 1088 156.7
Approach LOS C F F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 205 785 99.0 41.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 5.7 5.7 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 16.0  72.8 93.3 35.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 16.9 748 38.2 37.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 27.1 0.0
Intersection Stmmary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 88.2
HCM 2010 LOS F
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Port Gamble EIS
1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge  Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Ay 8 LS

Moyement EBL EBR NBL NBT  SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 5 ol % 3 4 il
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 32 690 730 130 129 356
Future Volume (veh/h) 32 690 730 130 129 356
Number 3 18 1 6 2 12
Initial Q (Qb}, veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 100 1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj .00 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 361 0 820 146 145 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 089 089 089
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4
Cap, veh/h 400 357 889 1260 211 179
Arrive On Green 023 0.00 049 066 012 0.0
Sat Flow, veh/h 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 361 0 820 146 145 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Q Serve(g_s), s 17.6 00 374 2.5 6.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.6 00 371 25 6.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 100 100 100 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c}, veh/h 400 357 889 1260 211 179
VIC Ratio(X) 090 000 092 012 069 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 474 423 1050 1658 439 373
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 100 1.00 100 0.0
Uniform Delay (d), siveh 33.0 00 208 54 374 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 18.3 00 124 0.1 3.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 10.6 00 215 1.3 3.6 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 51.3 00 332 55 41.0 0.0
Grp LOS D C A D
Approach Vol, veh/h 361 966 145
Approach Delay, s/veh 51.3 290 409
Approach LOS D C D
[limer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 48.2 151 63.3 24.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 *5 5.0 4.6
Max Green Sefting (Gmax),s  51.0 2 76,7 23.7
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s  39.1 8.7 4.5 19.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 41 14 2.2 0.4
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 357
HCM 2010 LOS D
Notes
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St Future (2027) Altemative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 08
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d B *¥
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 441 470 21 21 10
Future Vol, veh/h 5 441 470 2 21 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - Naone
Storage Length = - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 79 79 79 78 79 79
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7
Mvmt Flow 65658 595 = 27 203
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minar2
Conflicting Flow All 622 0 - 0 1179 608
Stage 1 - - - - 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - 57 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 647 627
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 547 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 547 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 3.563 3.363
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver = 954 - - - 206 487
Stage 1 - - - - 534 -
Stage 2 - - - - bbb -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 954 - - = 204 487
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 204 -
Stage 1 - - - - 534 -
Stage 2 - - - - 550 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 22
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 954 - - - 251
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - - 0.156
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 0 - - 22
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 05
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3: Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 17
Movement EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations S d %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 4260 26 34 458 28 33
Future Vol, veh/h 5 426 26 34 458 28 33
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor B 78 78 718 78 78 78
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 6 546 33 44 587 36 42
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 579 0 1237 563
Stage 1 - - - - - 563 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 674 -
Critical Hdwy - - - 442 - 64 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 995 - 196 530
Stage 1 - - - - - 574 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 510 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 995 - 183 530
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 183 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 574 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 476 -
Approach EB W8 NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.6 22.5
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 283 - - 995 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.276 - - 0.044 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 22,5 - - 88 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1.1 - - 04 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 444 4 3 480 13 1 0 2 6 0 1

Future Vol, veh/h 11 444 4 3 480 13 1 0 2 6 0 1"

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 - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 14 548 5 4 533 16 1 0 2 7 0 14

Major/Minor Majord Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow Al 609 0 0 553 0 0 1193 1194 551 1187 1183 601
Stage 1 - - - - - - 578 578 - 608 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 615 616 - 579 580 -

Critical Hdwy 4.13 - 412 - =7 B AN G R SRR 562

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 61 b5 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - = - - =64 B5 - 61 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - 2.218 - 3.5 4 33 35 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 965 - - 1017 - - 165 183 538 167 190 604
Stage 1 - - - 505 504 - 486 489 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 482 485 - B04 503 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 965 - - 1017 - - 157 183 538 163 185 504

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 157 183 - 163 185 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 494 493 - 476 486 -
Stage 2 - - - 466 482 - 491 492 -

Approach EB WB NB: SB

HCM Control Delay,s 0.2 0.1 17.3 184

HCM LOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLnt

Capacity (veh/h) 297 965 - - 1017 - - 290

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 0.014 - - 0.004 - - 0.072

HCM Controf Delay (s) 17.3 88 0 - 86 0 - 184

HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - C

HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 02
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

int Delay, s/veh 01

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations d P b

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 452 486 5 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 0 452 486 5 0 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length - - - - 0

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0

Peak Hour Factor 80 80 8 80 80 80

Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 0 565 608 6 0 6

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 614 0 - 0 1176 611
Stage 1 - - - - 611 -
Stage 2 - - - - 565 -

Critical Hdwy 414 - - - 64 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - b4 -

Critical Hawy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - - 35 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 956 - - - 213 497
Stage 1 - - - - 546 -
Stage 2 - - - - 573 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 956 - - - 213 497

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 213 -
Stage 1 - - - - 546 -
Stage 2 - - - - 573 -

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.3

HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 956 - - - 497

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.013

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - = e

HCM Lane LOS A - - - B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

7 site: Puget Way & SR 104 - Int 6 Alt 1 - Road Closure 2027

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

‘Mov 0]0] Demand Flows Average Level of 95% Baeck of Queue Prop. Effective  Average
iD Mov Total HV Delay Service Vehicles  Distance  Queued  Stop Rate
veh/h % SEC veh it per veh
South: Pacific Avenue
3 L2 13 0.0 0.030 13.1 LOSB 0.2 4.4 0.66 0.65 35.1
8 T 5 0.0 0.030 7.0 LOSA 0.2 4.4 0.66 0.65 34.9
18 R2 9 0.0 0.030 6.9 LOSA 0.2 44 0.66 0.65 33.8
Approach 27 0.0 0.030 2.9 LOSA 0.2 4.4 0.66 0.85 34.7
East: SR 104
1 L2 14 2.0 0.266 10.6 LOSB 1.5 38.6 0.34 0.44 373
6 T1 293 2.0 0.266 4.5 LOS A 1.5 386 0.34 0.44 371
16 R2 50 2.0 0.266 4.4 LOS A 15 38.6 0.34 0.44 35.8
Approach 358 2.0 0.266 4.7 LOS A 1.5 38.6 0.34 0.44 36.9
North: Puget Way
7 L2 243 5.0 0.399 1.6 LOS B 25 65.0 0.54 0.67 354
4 T 1 5.0 0.399 5.5 LOS A 25 65.0 0.54 0.67 35.3
14 R2 222 5.0 0.399 5.4 LOSA 25 65.0 0.54 0.67 34.1
Approach 466 5.0 0.399 8.7 LOSA 25 65.0 0.54 0.67 34.8
West: SR 104
5 L2 128 4.0 0.406 1.3 LOSB 27 69.1 0.52 0.56 36.0
2 T 350 4.0 0.406 5.2 LOS A 2.7 69.1 0.52 0.56 35.8
12 R2 13 4.0 0.406 5.1 LOSA 27 69.1 0.52 0.56 34.7
Approach 491 4.0 0.406 6.8 LOS A 27 69.1 0.52 0.56 358
All Vehicles 1342 3T 0.406 7.0 LOS A 2.7 69.1 0.48 0.57 35.7

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay (HCM 2000).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay per movement

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.
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Organisation: THE TRANSPO GROUP | Processed: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:41:02 AM

Project: \\srv-dfs-wa\Projects\12112085.02 - Port Gamble EIS 201342017 UPDATE - Port Gamble EIS\Traffic Analysis\Traffic Operations\Alternate Plan - Alt 1
\Sidra\Puget Way & SR104 Alt1 - 2018-02-05.sip6



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T 4 %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 542 7 5 324 5 8
Future Vol, veh/h 542 7 5 324 5 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 17 16 0 17 16
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length : - = - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 s
Peak Hour Factor RIS T O BT S TN £
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 695 9 6 415 6 10
Major/Minor Majort Major2 Minor]
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 ™ 0 1161 732
Stage 1 - - - - 716 -
Stage 2 - - - - 445 -
Critical Hdwy - - 41 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 = - - - b4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.209 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 885 - 218 424
Stage 1 - - - - 488 -
Stage 2 - - - - 650 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 873 - 210 M2
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 210 -
Stage 1 - - - - 481 -
Stage 2 - - - - 635 -
Approach EB W8 NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 17£7)
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WRBT

Capacity (veh/h) 301 - - 873

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.055 - - 0.007 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7 - - 92 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d P W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 67 488 324 182 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 67 488 324 182 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 12 0 0 6 6 12
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 79 79 79 79 719 719
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 85 618 410 230 0 0
Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 653 0 - 0 1330 549
Stage 1 - - - - B37 -
Stage 2 - - - - 793 -
Critical Hdwy 4.13 - - 64 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 929 - - - 1712 539
Stage 1 - - - - 590 -
Stage 2 - - - - 449
Platoon blocked, % . - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 920 - - - 145 528
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 145 -
Stage 1 - - - 584 -
Stage 2 - - - 382
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.1 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 920 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.092 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.3 0 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

9: SR 104 & Keller St Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, sfveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations W 4 4
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 501 478 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 501 478 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Controt Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 626 598 6
Major/Minor Minor2 Major Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1246 607 607 0 - 0
Stage 1 604 - - - - -
Stage 2 642 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 194 500 971 - - -
Stage 1 550 - - - - -
Stage 2 528 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % " - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 191 498 969 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 191 . . - - -

Stage 1 549 - - - - -
Stage 2 522 - - - - -
Approach EB NE SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 969 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.7 - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - -

Synchro 9 Report Transpo Group



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

10: SR 104 & Foster St Future (2027) Altemative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations W 4d b
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 502 482 B
Future Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 502 482 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 5 6 16 620 595 7
Major/Minor. Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1251 599 602 0 - 0
Stage 1 599 = - - - -
Stage 2 652 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 192 505 975 - - -
Stage 1 553 - - - = -
Stage 2 522 - - - s =

Platoon blocked, % s - a
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 187 505 975 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 187 - - = s =

Stage 1 553 - - - - =
Stage 2 509 - - - - -
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18 0.2 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 975 - 288 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.016 - 0.039 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 0 18 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 =04 - -
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Ao N S
Movement EBL.  EBT WBT WBR SBL 8BR
Lane Configurations % $ s hd
Traffic Volume {(veh/h) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Future Volume {veh/h) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 100  1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1900 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 190 814 619 410 369 138
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 087 087 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 203 1241 544 361 312 117
Arrive On Green 011 067 052 052 025 0.25
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1047 693 1236 462
Grp Volume(v), vehth 190 814 0 1029 508 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 0 1740 1701 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 149 362 0.0 728 353 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 149 362 00 728 353 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 040 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 203 1241 0 905 429 0
V/C Ratio(X) 094 066 000 114 118  0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 203 1241 0 905 429 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 @ 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 000 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), sfveh 615 138 00 336  H24 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 45.6 1.3 00 752 1043 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 99 190 00 536 29.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 107.1 151 0.0 1088 156.7 0.0
LnGrp LOS F B F F
Approach Vol, veh/h 1004 1029 508
Approach Delay, s/veh 325 108.8 156.7
Approach LOS C F F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 2056 785 99.0 41.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 by 5.7 5.7
Max Green Sefting (Gmax),s 16.0 728 93.3 35.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 169 748 38.2 37.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 271 0.0
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 88.2
HCM 2010 LOS F
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour

N B R

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % i N 4 4 i
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 290 690 730 120 116 320
Future Volume (veh/h) 290 690 730 120 116 320
Number 3 18 1 ] 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj{A_pbT) 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1,00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 326 0 820 135 130 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 089 08 089 089
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4
Cap, veh/h 370 330 902 1274 202 172
Arrive On Green 021 000 050 067 011 0.0
Sat Flow, veh/h 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 326 0 820 135 130 0
Grp Sat Flow(s}),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Q Serve(g_s), s 145 0.0 336 240 55 0.0
Cycle Q Clear{g_c), s 14.5 00 336 2.0 55 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 370 330 902 1274 202 172
VIC Ratio(X) 088 000 091 011 064 0.0
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 487 435 1142 1834 506 430
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 100 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 30.9 0.0 186 47 344 0.0

cr Delay (d2), siveh 13.5 0.0 9.8 0.1 3.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 8.5 0.0 191 1.1 3.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay{d),s/veh 444 0,0 284 48 375 0.0
LnGrp LOS D C A D
Approach Vol, veh/h 326 855 130
Approach Delay, s/veh 44.4 251 375
Approach LOS D C D
Timer 1 2 3 4 ) 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 453 139 59.2 216
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 ) 5.0 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 510  *22 78.0 224
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+1),s 356 7.5 4,0 16.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 47 14 2.0 0.5
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.7
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes
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HCM 2010 TWSC

2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 06
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 4d P L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5004000 424 (nsu 5T [0
Future Vol, veh/h 5 400 421 15 15 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor b R Sl T S e
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7
Mvmt Flow 67,0506/ 533 9t e 19 13
Major{Miner Major! Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 552 0 - 0 1061 542
Stage 1 - - - 542 -
Stage 2 - 519 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - 647 6.27
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.47 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - b47 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - 3.563 3.363
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1013 - - - 242 531
Stage 1 - - 573 -
Stage 2 - - 587 -
Platoon blocked, % -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1013 - - 240 531
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 240 -
Stage 1 - - - 573 -
Stage 2 582 -
Approach EB WB! SB
HCM Control Delay,s 0.1 0 181
HCM LOS c
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1013 - - 307
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - 0.103
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 0 - - 184
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - - - 03
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3: Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 13
Movement EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations B 4 %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 379 26 23 403 28 23
Future Vol, veh/h 5 379 26 23 403 28 23
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 78 78 78 78
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 6 486 33 29 517 36 29
Major/Minor Majord Major2 Minord
Conflicting Flow Al - 0 0 519 0 1079 503
Stage 1 - - - - - 503 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 576 -
Critical Hdwy - - - 412 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2218 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1047 - 244 4573
Stage 1 - - - - - 612 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 566 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1047 - 234 573
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 234 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 612 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 544 -
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.5 19.2
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 319 - - 1047 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.205 - - 0.028 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 19.2 - =185 0
HCM Lane LOS c - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.8 - - 04 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 05

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations s & & &

Traffic Vel, veh/h 11 387 4 3 414 13 1 0 2 6 0 M

Future Vol, veh/h 11 387 4 3 414 13 1 0 2 6 0 11

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 - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor IR R S e P (LR S e

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 14 478 5 4 511 16 1 0 2 7 0 14

Major/Minar Majord Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 527 0 0 483 0 0 1040 1042 480 1036 1037 519
Stage 1 - - - - - 507 507 ~ b7 BRT -
Stage 2 - - - 533 535 509 510 -

Critical Hdwy 413 4.12 - SR e S O A S

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 6.1 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - SO D0 =6 hin -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - 2218 - 35 4 33 35 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1035 - - 1080 - - 210 232 590 212 233 561
Stage 1 - - - - - 552 543 - 538 532 -
Stage 2 - - - - - b34 627 - 550 541 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1035 - 1080 - - 2001 227 590 207 228 561

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 200 227 - 207 228 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 542 533 - 528 529 -
Stage 2 - - - - 518 524 - 538 53

Approach EB W8 NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 0.1 15.1 15.9

HCM LOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLnf

Capacity (veh/h) 359 1035 - - 1080 = 350

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 0.013 - 0.003 - 0.06

HCM Control Delay (s) 1o 85 0 - 83 0 - 159

HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - C

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 02
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

5. SR 104 & Kitsap Ave Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 4 B wr
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 395 420 &) 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 395 420 5 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mymt Flow 0 494 525 6 0 6
Major/Minor Majord Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 531 0 - 0 1022 528
Stage 1 - - - - 528 -
Stage 2 - - - - 494 -
Critical Hdwy 4.14 - - - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - . - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1026 - - - 264 554
Stage 1 - - - - b96 -
Stage 2 - - - - 617 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1026 - - - 264 554
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 264 -
Stage 1 - - - - 596 -
Stage 2 - - - - 817 -
Approach EB W8 SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11.6
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1026 - - = 1534
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.011
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 1186
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - - - 0
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

Y site: Puget Way & SR 104 - Int 6 Alt 2 2027

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

Mov QD Demand Flows Jeg. Average Level of 95% Back of Queue
D Mov Total HV Delay Service Vehicles Distance
veh/h % SEeC veh ft

South: Pacific Avenue

3 L2 13 0.0 0.036 12.1 LOSB 0.2 4.8
8 T 5 0.0 0.036 6.0 LOS A 0.2 4.8
18 R2 20 0.0 0.036 5.9 LOS A 0.2 4.8
Approach 38 0.0 0.036 8.0 LOS A 0.2 4.8
East: SR 104

1 L2 26 2.0 0.263 10.3 LOS B 1.4 36.7
6 T 313 2.0 0.263 4.2 LOSA 1.4 36.7
16 R2 32 2.0 0.263 4.1 LOSA 1.4 36.7
Approach 371 2.0 0.263 4.7 LOS A 1.4 36.7
North: Puget Way

7 L2 145 5.0 0.239 1.5 LOSB 1.3 335
4 AN 1 5.0 0.239 54 LOSA 1.3 335
14 R2 130 5.0 0.239 &3 LOS A 1.3 335
Approach 276 5.0 0.239 8.6 LOSA 1.3 335
West: SR 104

5 L2 71 4.0 0.332 10.8 LOSB 2.0 514
2 T 346 4.0 0.332 4.7 LOS A 2.0 514
12 R2 13 4.0 0.332 4.6 LOS A 2.0 51.4
Approach 429 4.0 0.332 5.7 LOS A 2.0 51.4
All Vehicles 1114 34 0.332 6.1 LOSA 2.0 51.4

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay (HCM 2000).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay per movement

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 6.1 | Copyright © 2000-2015 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com
Organisation: THE TRANSPO GROUP | Processed: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:42:26 AM

Prop.
Queued

0.56
0.56
056
0.56

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

0.48
0.48
0.48
0.48

0.39
0.39
0.39
0.39

0.37

Effective
Stop Rate

er vehy

0.61
0.61
0.61
0.61

0.42
0.42
0.42
0.42

0.66
0.66
0.68
0.66

0.49
0.49
0.49
0.49

0.51

Average

36.0
35.8
34.8
353

375
37.3
36.1
37.2

355
354
343
349

36.7
36.5
35.3
36.5

36.3

Project: \\srv-dfs-wa\Projects\12112085.02 - Port Gamble EIS 201312017 UPDATE - Port Gamble EIS\Traffic Analysis\Traffic Operations\Preferred Plan - Alt 2

\Sidra\Puget Way & SR104 Alt2 2018-02-05.sip6



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
int Delay, s/veh 0.3
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations T 4 %
Traffic Vo, veh/h 457 7 5 336 5 8
Future Vol, veh/h 457 7 5 336 5 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 ara 22416 OIS TSRS
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 78 78 78 78 78 78
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 586 9 6 431 p e (]
Major/Minor Major Major2 Minort
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 612 0 1068 623
Stage 1 - - - - 607 -
Stage 2 - - - - 461 -
Critical Hdwy - - 41 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2208 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 972 - 248 490
Stage 1 - - - - b4s -
Stage 2 < - - - 639
Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 959 - 239 477
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 239 -
Stage 1 - - - - 540
Stage 2 - - - - 625
Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 16
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major: Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity {veh/h) 345 - - 959

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.048 - - 0.007 .
HCM Control Delay (s) 16 - - 88 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0 =
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 05
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d b L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 49 421 33 113 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 49 421 336 113 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 12 0 0 6 6 12
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 7SN QN NESTOIFR S0 =g
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 62 533 425 143 0 0
Major/Minor Majort Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow Al 580 0 - 0 1172 521
Stage 1 - - - - 509 -
Stage 2 - - - - 663 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 989 - - - 215 559
Stage 1 - - - - 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - 516
Platoon blocked, % . - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 979 - - - 192 548
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 192 -
Stage 1 - - - - 602 -
Stage 2 - - - - 465 -
Approach EB WE SB
HCM Controi Delay, s 0.9 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBin1
Capacity (veh/h) g79 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.063 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 0 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

9: SR 104 & Keller St

Port Gamble EIS
Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersecticn
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L + 4
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 444 41 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 444 411 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 555 514 6
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 1091 523 523 0 - 0
Stage 1 520 - - - -
Stage 2 571 - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 412 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 240 558 1043 - - -
Stage 1 601 - - - -
Stage 2 569 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 237 555 1040 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 237 - - - -
Stage 1 599 - - - - -
Stage 2 563
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 0
HCM LOS A
Minor LLane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1040 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 -
HCM Contro! Delay (s) 8.5 - 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

10: SR 104 & Foster St Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
int Delay, s/veh 0.3
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT S8BT SBR
Lane Configurations L d b
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 445 415 6
Future Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 445 415 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4
Mvmt Flow 5 6 16 BH49 512 7
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1097 516 520 0 - 0
Stage 1 516 - - - - -
Stage 2 581 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - - -

Critical Hawy Stg 1 54 - - - : -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - = g 2 2

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 238 563 1046 - - -
Stage 1 603 - - - - -
Stage 2 563 - - - -

Platoon blocked, % = : .
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 233 563 1046 - = 5
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 233 - - E -

Stage 1 603 - - - - -
Stage 2 551 - - - - -
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.8 0.2 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1046 - 346 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - 0.032 - -
HCM Controf Delay (s) 8.5 0 158 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C . :
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 = 04 - C
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour

Ao AN S
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 5 4 S w
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Future Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100  1.000  1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1900 ' 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 173 814 619 373 325 120
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 087 097 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 197 1262 582 351 298 110
Arrive On Green 011 068 053 053 024 024
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1090 657 1240 458
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 173 314 0 992 446 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 0 1747 1702 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 13.3 347 00 741 333 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 133 347 0.0 741 333 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 038 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 197 1262 0 933 409 0
VIC Ratio(X) 08 064 000 1.06 109 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 214 1280 0 933 409 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 000 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 60,7 128 00 323 527 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 30.1 1.1 00 476 714 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),vehIn 82 180 00 479 237 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 90.8 139 0.0 789 1241 0.0
LnGrp LOS F B F F
Approach Val, veh/h 987 992 446
Approach Delay, s/veh 274 799 1241
Approach LOS C E F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 i 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 199 798 99.7 39.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 5.7 5.7 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 167  74.1 95.3 33.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ct+!1),s 153  76.1 36.7 35.3
Green Ext Time {p_c), s 0.1 0.0 26,5 0.0
Intersection Summary.
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 66.7
HCM 2010 LOS E
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
1: SR 3/SR 104 & Hood Canal Floating Bridge

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

2N Nt 4 Y
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % i b + 4 d
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 290 690 730 120 116 320
Future Volume (veh/h) 290 690 730 120 116 320
Number 3 18 1 6 2 12
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1,00 100 100 100 100 100
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/in 1845 1845 1900 1900 1827 1827
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 326 0 820 135 130 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 089 089 082 089 089 089
Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 4 4
Cap, veh/h 370 330 902 1274 202 172
Arrive On Green 021 000 050 067 041 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 17567 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 326 0 820 135 130 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1757 1568 1810 1900 1827 1553
Q Serve(g_s), s 145 0.0 3386 20 55 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 14.5 0.0 338 20 8.5 0.0
Prop in Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 370 330 902 1274 202 172
V/C Ratio(X) 088 000 091 041 064 000
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 487 435 1142 1834 506 430
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 000 100 100 100 0.0
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 30.9 0.0 166 47 344 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 13.5 0.0 9.8 0.1 3.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 8.5 00 191 1.1 3.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 44.4 00 284 48 375 0.0
LnGrp LOS D C A D
Approach Vol, veh/h 326 955 130
Approach Delay, s/veh 444 25.1 37.5
Approach LOS D C D
Timer 1 2 3 4 B 8 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 453 139 59.2 21.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 *5 5,0 4.6
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 51.0  *22 78.0 22.4
Max Q Clear Time (g_ct!1),s 35.6 7.5 4.0 16.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.7 1.4 2.0 0.5
Intersection Stmmary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 307
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

2: SR 104 & NW Wheeler St Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.6
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 4d b W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 400 4219 15 b 10
Future Vol, veh/h 5 400 421 15 15 10
Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor R S AU ISR
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 2 2 7 7
Mvmt Flow B 15061 =538 - BN A9 Sid
MajoriMinor Major1 Major2 Minar2
Conflicting Flow All 552 0 - 0 1061 542
Stage 1 - - - - 542 -
Stage 2 - - - - 519 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 647 6.27
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 547 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 547 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - 3.563 3.363
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1013 - - - 242 531
Stage 1 - - - - 573 -
Stage 2 - - - - 587 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1013 - - - 240 53
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 240 -
Stage 1 - - - - /673 -
Stage 2 - - - - 582 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 0.1 0 18.1
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1013 - - =307
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - 0.103
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 0 . - 181
HCM Lane LOS A A . - 0
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 03
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

3: Gamble Way & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 1.6
Movement EBU EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations B 4 %
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 G790 1260 =34 403 128 33
Future Vol, veh/h 5 319 26 34 403 28 33
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor O O T O VT O BT Ol Tl S T
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
Myvmt Flow 6 486 33 44 517 36 42
Major/Minor Major. Major?' Minord
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 519 0 1107 503
Stage 1 - - - - - 503 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 604 -
Critical Hdwy - - - 412 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 64 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2218 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1047 = 23857 573
Stage 1 - - - - - 612 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 550 -
Platoon blocked, % - - . _
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1047 - 221 573
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - -2 -
Stage 1 - - - - - 612 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 518 -
Approach EB WB! NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.7 19.2
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBEn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 331 - - 1047
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.236 - - 0.042 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 19.2 - - 86 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.9 - - 041
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Teekalet Ave & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 0.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &>

Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 397 4 354257 13 1 0 2 6 0o N

Future Vol, veh/h 11 397 4 3 425 13 1 0 2 6 0 11

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 - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - -

Peak Hour Factor 81 8 81 8 8 81 81 81 81 81 81 81

Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 14 490 5 4 525 16 1 0 2 7 0 14

Major/Minor Majort Major2 Minort Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 541 0 0 495 0 0 1067 1068 493 1061 1062 533
Stage 1 - - - - - - 520 520 540 540 -
Stage 2 - - - 547 548 521 522 -

Critical Hdwy 413 - - 412 - - 74 65 62 71 65 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 61 55 - 61 55 .

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 = - - - 61 55 ZNE=i 0| IEER515 .

Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - 2218 35 4 33 35 4 33

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1023 - - 1069 - 202 223 580 203 225 551
Stage 1 - - 543 535 - 530 524 -
Stage 2 - - - b25 520 542 534

Platoon blocked, %

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1023 - - 1069 - 11193 1218 1580 198+ 220" 551

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 193 218 - 198 220 -
Stage 1 - - - 533 525 520 521 -
Stage 2 510 517 529 524 -

Approach EB W8 NB SB

HCM Controf Delay,s 0.2 0.1 15.5 16.4

HCMLOS C C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLni EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 348 1023 - - 1069 - - 338

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 0.013 - 0.003 - - 0.062

HCM Control Delay (s) 155 86 0 - B4 0 - 164

HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A C

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 02

Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

5: SR 104 & Kitsap Ave Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Infersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d P W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 405 43 5 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 405 43 5 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 506 539 6 0 6
Major/Minor Major Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 545 0 - 0 1048 542
Stage 1 - - - - 542 -
Stage 2 - - - - 506 -
Critical Hdwy 414 - - - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - .54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.236 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1014 - - - 255 h44
Stage 1 - - - - 587 -
Stage 2 - - - - 610 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1014 - - - 255 544
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 255 -
Stage 1 - - - - 587 -
Stage 2 - - - - 610 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11.7
HCM LOS B
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBRSBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1014 - - - b44
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.011
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - - 17
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - - - 0
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MOVEMENT SUMMARY

¥ site: Puget Way & SR 104 - Int 6 Alt 2 - Road Closure 2027

New Site
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles

‘Mov o} Demand Flows ; Level of 95% Back of Quete Prop. Effective.  Average
D Mov Total HV Service Vehicles Distance  (Queued Stop Rate Speed
vehih % vl _ veh ft per veh

South: Pacific Avenue
3 L2 13 0.0 0.026 12.1 LOSB 0.1 35 (.56 0.62 35.6
8 T 5 0.0 0.026 6.0 LOSA 0.1 35 0.56 0.62 35.3
18 R2 9 0.0 0.026 5.9 LOSA 0.1 35 0.56 ~ 0.82 342
Approach 27 0.0 0.026 8.9 LOS A 01 35 0.56 0.62 35.1
East: SR 104
1 L2 14 2.0 0.263 10.3 LOSB 1.4 36.7 0.25 0.41 37.6
6 &) 325 2.0 0.263 4.2 LOS A 1.4 36.7 0.25 0.41 37.4
16 R2 az 2.0 0.263 4.1 LOS A 1.4 36.7 0.25 0.41 36.1
Approach KT 2.0 0.263 4.5 LOS A 1.4 36.7 0.25 0.41 37.3
North: Puget Way
7 L2 145 5.0 0.239 11.5 LOSB 1.3 335 0.48 0.66 355
4 T 1 5.0 0.239 54 LOS A 1.3 33.5 0.48 0.66 354
14 R2 130 5.0 0.239 5.3 LOS A 1.3 335 0.48 0.66 34.3
Approach 276 5.0 0.239 8.6 LOS A 1.3 335 0.48 0.66 349
West: SR 104
5 L2 71 4.0 0.338 10.8 LOS B 21 531 0.38 0.48 36.7
2 T1 357 4.0 0.338 4.6 LOS A 2.1 53.1 0.38 0.48 36.5
12 R2 13 4.0 0.338 4.6 LOSA 21 53.1 0.38 0.48 35.3
Approach 440 4.0 0.338 5.8 LOS A 21 53.1 0.38 0.48 36.5
All Vehicles 1114 335 0.338 6.0 LOS A 2.1 533t 0.37 0.50 36.3

Level of Service (LOS) Method: Delay (HCM 2000).

Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.

Vehicle movement LOS values are based on average delay per movement

Intersection and Approach LOS values are based on average delay for all vehicle movements.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

SIDRA Standard Delay Model is used. Control Delay includes Geometric Delay.
Gap-Acceptance Capacity: SIDRA Standard (Akgelik M3D).

HV (%) values are calculated for All Movement Classes of All Heavy Vehicle Model Designation.

SIDRA INTERSECTION 6.1 | Copyright © 2000-2015 Akcelik and Associates Pty Ltd | sidrasolutions.com

Organisation: THE TRANSPO GROUP | Processed: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:43:09 AM

Project: \\srv-dfs-wa\Projects\12112085.02 - Port Gamble EIS 201312017 UPDATE - Port Gamble EIS\Traffic Analysis\Traffic Operations\Preferred Plan - Alt 2
\Sidra\Puget Way & SR104 Alt2 2018-02-05.sip6



HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

7: Olympian Ave & SR 104 Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.3
Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations B q W
Traffic Vol, veh/h 457 7 5 336 5 8
Future Val, veh/h 457 7 5 336 5 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 17 16 g T
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 78 TS ST 88 T
Heavy Vehicles, % 4 4 1 1 0 0
Mvmt Flow 586 9 6 431 6 10
Major/Minor Majord, Major2 Minor
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 612 0 1068 623
Stage 1 - - - - 607 -
Stage 2 - - - - 461 -
Critical Hdwy - - 41 - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - b4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 . - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy E - 2209 - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - =3 972 - 248 490
Stage 1 - - - - b48 -
Stage 2 - - - - B39
Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 959 - 239 477
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 239 -
Stage 1 - - - - 540
Stage 2 - - - - 625
Approach EB W8 NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 16
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 345 - - 959 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.048 - - 0.007 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 16 - - 88 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0.2 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

8: SR 104 & N Rainier Ave Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 05
Movement EBL. EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations d B ¥
Traffic Vol, veh/h 49 421 336 113 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 49 421 336 113 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #hr 12 0 0 6 6 12
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 79 079 790 79 9 e
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 62 533 425 143 0 0
Major/Minor Majord Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 580 0 - 0 1172 521
Stage 1 - - - - 509 -
Stage 2 - - - - 663 -
Critical Hdwy 413 - - - 64 62
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2227 - - - 35 33
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 989 - - = 215 |i559
Stage 1 - - - - 608 -
Stage 2 - - - - 516 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 979 - - - 192 548
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 182 -
Stage 1 - - - - 602 -
Stage 2 - - - - 465 -
Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 0.9 0 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn
Capacity (veh/h) 979 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.063 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 0 - - 0
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

9: SR 104 & Keller St Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 0.1
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT S8BT SBR
Lane Configurations % L
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 444 411 5
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 5 444 411 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 80 80 80 80 80 80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4 4
Mvmt Flow 0 0 6 555 514 6
Major/Minar Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1091 523 523 0 - 0
Stage 1 520 - - - = 8
Stage 2 571 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 412 - - =

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - £
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver ~ 240 558 1043 - - -
Stage 1 601 - - - . -
Stage 2 569 - - = - -

Platoon blocked, % 5 . “
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 237 555 1040 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 237 - - -

Stage 1 599 - - - -

Stage 2 563 : )
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1040 - - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 - 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC Port Gamble EIS

10: SR 104 & Foster St Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersegtion
Int Delay, siveh 0.3
Movenient EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % d b
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 445 415 6
Future Vol, veh/h 4 5 13 445 415 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 8 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 4
Mvmt Flow 5 6 16 549 512 7
Majar/Minar Minor2 Majorl Major2
Conflicting Flow Al 1097 516 520 0 - 0
Stage 1 516 - - - - -
Stage 2 581 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 8.4 62 412 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - - . -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 2218 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 238 563 1046 - - -
Stage 1 603 - - - - -
Stage 2 563 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 233 563 1046 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 233 - - - - -

Stage 1 603 - - - - -

Stage 2 551 - - - - -
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s  15.8 0.2 0
HCM LOS C
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLnt SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1046 - 346 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - 0.032 - -
HCM Contro! Delay (s) 8.5 0 158 - 3
HCM Lane LOS A A & - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 01 : Z
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour

Ao AN Y
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR 8BL SBR
Lane Configurations % $ B ®
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Future Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Number 1 B 2 12 3 18
fnitial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1000 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1900 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 173 814 619 373 325 120
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 0 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 0987 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 197 1262 582 351 298 110
Arrive On Green 011 068 053 053 024 024
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1090 657 1240 458
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 173 814 0 992 446 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/in 1774 1863 0 1747 1702 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 13.3 347 0.0 741 333 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 13.3 347 0.0 741 33.3 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 038 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 197 1262 0 933 409 0
VIC Ratio(X) 088 064 000 106 1.09  0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 214 1280 0 933 409 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100  1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 60.7 128 00 323 527 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 30.1 1.1 00 476 714 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 82 180 00 479 237 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 90.8 139 0.0 799 12441 0.0
LnGrp LOS F B F F
Approach Vol, veh/h 987 992 446
Approach Delay, s/veh 274 799 124.1
Approach LOS C E F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 199 798 99.7 39.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 57 5.7 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.7  74.1 95.3 33.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 153  76.1 36.7 35.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.1 0.0 26.5 0.0
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 66.7
HCM 2010 LOS E
Notes

Synchro 9 Report

Transpo Group



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future {2027} Alternative 1 Weekday PM Peak Hour_Mitigation

Ao NS
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations 5 # 4 ol b
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Future Volume (veh/h} 184 790 600 398 358 134
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj{(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00  1.000  1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/in 1863 1863 1863 1863 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 190 814 619 410 369 138
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 087 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 221 1083 779 662 395 148
Arrive On Green 012 058 042 042 032 032
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1863 1583 1236 462
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 190 814 619 410 508 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 1863 1583 1701 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 121, 374 334 234 334 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 121 374 334 234 334 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 100 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 221 1083 779 662 544 0
VIC Ratio(X) 086 075 079 062 093 000
Avail Cap(c_a}, veh/h 300 1314 926 787 698 0
HCM Platocn Ratio 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 100 100 100 100 0.0
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 495 179 292 263 380 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 16.9 2.0 41 1.1 17.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/in 69 198 179 105 182 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 66.4 199 333 214 552 0.0
LnGrp LOS E B C C E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1004 1029 508
Approach Delay, siveh 287 310 55.2
Approach LOS G c E
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 18.8  53.9 72.7 425
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 5.7 5.7 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 195  57.3 81.3 47.3
Max Q Clear Time {g_ctl1),s 141 354 39.4 354
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 02 128 17.7 1.4
Intersection Summary.
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 349
HCM 2010 LOS G
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 1 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour_Mitigation

Ao AN/
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations % 4 4 i w
Traffic Volume (vehth) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Future Volume (veh/h) 184 790 600 398 358 134
Number 1 B 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 100  1.00
Parking Bus, Ad] 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/in 1863 1863 1863 1863 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 190 814 619 410 369 138
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 087 097 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 221 1083 779 662 395 148
Arrive On Green 012 0:58 042 042 032 0832
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1863 1583 1236 462
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 190 814 619 410 508 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 1863 1583 1701 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 121 374 334 234 334 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 121 374 334 234 334 0.0
Prop [n Lane 1.00 1.00 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 221 1083 779 662 544 0
VIC Ratio(X) 086 075 079 062 083 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 300 1314 926 787 698 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 100 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 495 179 292 263  38.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 16.9 2.0 4.1 1.1 1741 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 69 198 179 105 182 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 66.4 199 333 274  bb2 0.0
LnGrp LOS E B C C E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1004 1029 508
Approach Delay, s/veh 287 310 85.2
Approach LOS C C E
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 18.8  53.9 727 42,5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 45 5.7 57 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 19.5  57.3 81.3 47.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ctl1),s 141 354 394 35.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 02 128 17.7 14
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 34.9
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Weekday PM Peak Hour_Mitigation

Ao N S
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations % 4 4 Fd L
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Future Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 100 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1863 1863 1863 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 173 814 619 373 325 120
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 087 097 097 097 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 208 1124 824 700 355 131
Arrive On Green 042 060 044 044 029 029
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1863 1583 1240 458
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 173 814 619 373 446 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1774 1863 1863 1583 1702 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 81650 3 28 Bl TR 26 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 98 N7 286 177 261 0.0
Prop In Lane 1,00 100 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh’h 208 1124 824 700 487 0
VIC Ratio(X) 083 072 075 053 092 0.0
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 336 1524 1080 926 732 0
HCM Platoon Ratio .00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(f) 1.00 100 100 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 445 144 240 210 356 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 9.1 1.1 2.1 06 11.9 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 53 164 151 7.8 139 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 536 155 261 216 475 0.0
LnGrp LOS D B C C D
Approach Val, veh/h 987 992 446
Approach Delay, siveh 222 244 47.5
Approach LOS C C D
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.6 513 67.9 35.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 45 5.7 8.7 5.7
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 19.56  60.3 84.3 44.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_ct!1),s 11.8 30,6 337 28.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.3 150 18.5 1.4
Intersection Summary.
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 27.8
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes

Transpo Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
11: SR 307 & SR 104

Port Gamble EIS

Future (2027) Alternative 2 Road Closure Weekday PM Peak Hour_Mitigation

Ao AN S
Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations % 4 4 f %
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Future Volume (veh/h) 168 790 600 362 315 116
Number 1 6 2 12 3 18
[nitial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1845 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 173 814 619 373 325 120
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 097 097 097 087 087 097
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 0 0
Cap, veh/h 208 1124 824 700 355 131
Arrive On Green 012 060 044 044 029 0.29
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1863 1583 1240 458
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 173 814 619 373 446 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/n 1774 1863 1863 1583 1702 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 880 3N 2B BN T 26 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 98 317 286 177  26.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 073 027
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 208 1124 824 700 487 0
V/C Ratio(X) 083 072 075 053 092 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 336 524 1090 926 732 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 100 100 100 100 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 445 144 240 210 3586 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 9.1 1.1 2.1 06 119 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 53 164 151 78 139 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 536 155 2641 216 475 0.0
LnGrp LOS D B C C D
Approach Val, veh/h 987 992 446
Approach Delay, siveh 222 244 47.5
Approach LOS C C D
Timer. 1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 166 513 67.9 35.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 45 5.7 o 5.7
Max Green Sefting (Gmax),s 19.5  60.3 84.3 44.3
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+/1),s 11.8 306 33.7 281
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 03 150 18.5 1.4
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 27.8
HCM 2010 LOS C
Notes

Synchro 9 Report
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