COORDINATION AND COMMENTS

COORDINATION

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is an
essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation,
the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures, and related environmental
requirements. Agency consultation and public participation for this project have been accomplished
through a variety of formal and informal methods, including project development team meetings
and interagency coordination meetings. Below is a list and summary of consultation with
government agencies that Caltrans will continue to coordinate with in an effort to fully identify,
address and resolve project-related issues.

Mendocino County Board of Supervisors

Fort Bragg City Council Members

Mendocino County Planning Department

CA Department of Fish and Game

US Army Corp of Engineers

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

e Mendocino Council of Governments (MCOG) Coordination

Caltrans continues to coordinate with the Mendocino Council of Governments (MCOG).
On January 5, 2009, Steven Blair, Project Manager, received correspondence from Phil
Dow, MCOG who requested that Caltrans address the below subject matters due to public
concern and interest. Appendix C contains the responses to these subject matters. In
addition, Appendix C serves as a reference source for responses to public comments.

Cost of the roundabout versus a signal system

Concern over large trucks negotiating the roundabout
Perception that a signal system is a safer alternative
Roundabouts do not belong on main highways

Concern about general driver confusion; especially seniors
Pedestrian and bicycle safety

o Biological Agency Coordination
The Caltrans Biologist coordinated with resource agencies regarding sensitive species and
habitats under their jurisdiction.

September 25, 2007. Rick Miller, Mendocino County Planning was consulted. Rick will
issue the Coastal Development Permit (CDP).

e For the roundabout, a CDP will be obtained with continued coordination

October 1, 2007. Consulted with Rick Macedo of CDFG —phone conversation. He
recommends a work window of June 15" to October 15" in the creek area. Discussion
included avoidance measures, and potential impacts to birds and aquatic animals under the

signal alternative.
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November 28, 2007. Consultation with Teresa (Beddoe) Spade, Biologist for Mendocino
County, in Fort Bragg office. CDP documentation requirements were discussed.

March 18, 2008. Phone call to Hal Durio of USACE regarding a jurisdictional
determination for wetland delineation for project. He requested a description of the
resources in the area, and regarded the ditch through the blackberry area between the gas
station and creek to be non-jurisdictional, since it only carries water from roadside runoff.
The only jurisdictional area is the creek.

April 15, 2008. Rick Macedo of the CDFG was consulted during a multi-agency field
review regarding potential DFG jurisdiction. Mr. Puget of the NCRWQCB agreed that
DFG would take jurisdiction over the creek and riparian area at PM 59.18 if Caltrans
constructs the signal alternative. He recommended selection of the roundabout alternative
to avoid any impacts to water resources. Regarding mitigation for impacted resources, he
stated that 2:1 replacement of riparian plantings on site would be required.

April 16, 2008. Jeremiah Puget of the NCRWQCB was consulted during a field review
regarding potential jurisdiction. Mr. Puget stated that his agency would also take
jurisdiction over the creek and riparian area at PM 59.18 if we constructed the signal
alternative (i.e. both CDFG and NCWQCB would be taking jurisdiction). He
recommended that Caltrans construct the roundabout alternative to avoid impacts to
water resources. Regarding mitigation for impacted resources, he stated that 3:1
replacement of riparian plantings on site or up to 5:1 replacement offsite would be
required.

Coordination
This IS/Proposed ND was provided to the public for review during a 30-day comment period from
September 24th to October 31%. The 1S/Proposed ND was distributed and publicly noticed as

described below.

On September 19, 2008, fifteen copies of the 1S/Proposed ND along with the Notice of Completion
were provided to the State Clearinghouse (SCH). The SCH sent copies to the below agencies for
review and comment:

CA Parks and Recreation

Public Utilities Commission

CA Regional Water Quality Control Board North Coast

CA Department of Water Resources

US Army Corp of Engineers, SF, CA

CA Highway Patrol

CA Coastal Commission

CA Dept of Fish and Game (Mendocino County)

Office of Emergency Services

Office of Historic Preservation

Caltrans received a letter from the SCH confirming that these agencies were notified of the public
review and comment period.
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On September 23, 2008, two copies of the 1S/Proposed ND were sent to the Fort Bragg Library for
public review.

On September 25, 2008, the "Public Notice/Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative
Declaration/Notice of Availability of an Initial Study & Notice of Public Open House" was
advertised in two newspapers, the Fort Bragg Advocate and the Mendocino Beacon.

On September 29, 2008, the County Clerk received the "Public Notice/Notice of Intent to Adopt a
Negative Declaration/Notice of Availability of an Initial Study”, which was posted in the clerk’s
lobby. The posting period ended on October 31, 2008.

On September 29, 2008, Rick Miller, Mendocino County Planning Department, received the 1S/
Proposed ND for public review and comment.

Public Meetings

On March 26, 2008, a public forum was noticed in the Mendocino Beacon newspaper. On March
31, 2008 a forum was held at Fort Bragg Town Hall. At this forum, Caltrans, MCOG, Mendocino
Planning Department, and City Council member, Kendall Smith, partnered to present the
roundabout and signal alternatives. For both alternatives, Caltrans provided displays, providing
comparisons between project design, cost, environmental impacts, permit requirements, and right-
of-way encroachments.

On October 17, 2008, Caltrans held an open house at the Fort Bragg Town Hall. One hundred and
twenty-two local citizens attended. Both alternatives were presented. For the roundabout displays,
a large model (using an oversized table top, aerial map along with model size cars and trucks) was
used to demonstrate how traffic would maneuver through the roundabout. Also, a video was
presented to demonstrate the movement of traffic through a Caltrans roundabout facility.

The document distribution, public review, and public participation processes have complied with
CEQA regulations.

COMMENTS

A total of 76 comments and two petitions were received. During the 30-day comment period, 27
communications were received in the form of government letters/emails and public comment
letters/emails. Four comment letters/emails were received from government agencies: Office of
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse; Native American Heritage Commission; City of Fort
Bragg; and Mendocino County Planning Department. Twenty-three comment letters/emails were
received from local citizens of the Fort Bragg area.

Before the official 30-day comment period, 49 comment cards were received from the attendees of
the October 17, 2008 open house. The comment cards indicated 27attendees oppose and 22
support the roundabout.
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Two petitions were submitted, opposing the roundabout and supporting the signal alternative. At
the open house, one week prior to the 30-day comment period, a petition was submitted to the
Project Manager, Steven Blair by the USA gas station owner’s employee. During the 30-day
comment period, Phoebe Graubard, a Fort Bragg resident, submitted a second petition. Both
petitions and Caltrans responses are contained in Appendix D.

The petitions indicate that many local residents oppose the roundabout. However, the government
agencies support the safest alternative, which is the roundabout. The Mendocino Council of
Governments (MCOG), City of Fort Bragg, and Mendocino County Planning Department support
the roundabout. Furthermore, Mendocino County is contributing to the funding to this project.

Responses to Comments

Comments and corresponding responses are organized as follows: Appendix A-Government
Agency Comments and Caltrans Responses; Appendix B -Public Comments and Caltrans
Responses; Appendix C - Summary of Caltrans Responses to Public Comments; and Petitions and
Caltrans Responses to Petitions.
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APPENDIX A

GOVERNMENT AGENCY COMMENTS AND
CALTRANS RESPONSES
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Government Comment Letter 1: Office of Planning and Research: State Clearinghouse

ﬁ""“"%%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA { ﬂg

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH N

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT o
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CymTHLA BRVANT
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
(etober 22, 2008
Samdra Rosas

California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street

P.O. Box 911

Marysville, CA 95901

Subject: Simpson Lane Intersection
SCH#: 2008092080

Dear Sandra Rosas:

The State Clearinghouse submitled the above named Negative Declaration to selected state agencies oo
review. The review period closed on October 21, 2008, and no state agencies submitted comments by that
date, This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirernents
for draft environmental docuncents, pursuant 1 the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

environmental Teview process. If you have a question abont the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when confacting this office.

Sincerely,

Terry Rol ?s
Drector, State Clearmghouse

1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044 Sacramenio, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0615  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.cegov
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Government Comment Letter 2: Native American Heritage Commission

ETATE OF CALIFQORMIA — - - Armold S

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 GAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACAAMENTO, GA 95814

1916) B53-4082

{918) B57-5390 - Fax

Octaber 3, 2008 RECEIVED |cfe.—
a2 4.
Sandra Rosas OCT 2 9 zoog lader
Caltrans
7803 B Streat STATE CLEAR
Marysville, CA 85801 G ING HOUSE
RE: SCH#ZO08052080 Simpson Lane Intersaciion; Mendocino County

Dear Ms. Rosas:

The Mative American Heritage Commission (MAHC) has reviewed the NMotice of Completion (NOC) referenced above.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that casses a substantial adverse change im the
significance of an historical resowurce, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of
an EIR ({CEQA Guidelines 150684{b}). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project
will hawve an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE). and if so to miligale that effect. To

adequately assess and mitigale project-related impacts o archaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the followlni;
actions:

+  Contact the appropriata regional archasological Information Genter for a record search. The record search will determine:
- If a pari or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cullural resources.
- If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
= If the probability is low, modearate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
- If a survey is required o determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
"

If an archaeoclogical inwventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a prof
findings and recommendations of the records search and fisld survey.
- The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. Al information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associmted funerany objects showld be e sepaate confidential addendum, and nol be made avallabbe for pubic
disclosure.
The final written report should be submitted within 3 months afier work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
+  Contact the Native American Heritage colnmlssinn for
- A Sacred Lands File Check. LISt e drangle name ramship, range and section reauired
- A list of appropriate Native A.marican cnmacls loroc.u Mathon img the project site and to assist in tha
mitigation measures. Mative American Contacts Ligt attached,
L.ac:k of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preciude thair subsurface axistence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discowerad archeclogical resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15084.5(f). In arcas of
identified archaesclogical sensitivity, a certified archasclogist and a culturally affiliated Mative American, with
knowledge in cultural resources . should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recoveared arifacts, in
consultation with cullurally affiliated Mative Americans.

- Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in thelr mitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064 5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a

Sinceraly .
Vg, Somcies

Program Analyst

al report detailing the

GG State Clearinghouss
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SCH#
Praject Title
Lead Agency

Deocument Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2008092080
Simpson Lane Intersection
Caltrans #3

Type
Description

MNeg Mepative Declaration

The California Department of Transportation proposes o upgrade the intersection at State Route 1 and
Simpsan Lane. The project proposas two alternatives {roundabout or signal) to imprave traffic dalays
at the intersection. Caltrans will select an altemative aftar the public review period ends.

Lead Agency Gontact

Name
Agency
Phane
email
Address

City

Sandra Roesas
California Department of Transpartation, District 3
(530) 7414017

703 B Strest
P.0. Box 811

Marysvile State CA  Zip 95501

Project Location

County

City

Region
Lat/Lang
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Mendocing
Fort Bragg

Simpson Lane and State Route 1

18N Range Section 24 Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railvays
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Resldentizl and commercial

Project Issues

Blological Rescurces; Toxic/Hazardous; Water Cuality; Wetland/Fiparian

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission; Department of Fish and Game, Region 1E:
Department of Parks and Recreation; Departmant af Water Resources; Caltrans, District 1; California
Highway Patrol; MNative American Herlage Commission:; Regional Water Qualily Control Bdl., Region 4
{Sacramenta): Air Resources Beard, Trangportation Projects

Date Received

01272008 Start of Review 09/2Z/2008 End of Review 10721/2008

Mofe: Blanks in data fislds reeult from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Government Comment Letter 3: City of Fort Bragg

CITY OF FORT BRAGG

Incorporated dugust 5, 1889

416 N. Franklin St
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
Phone: (707) 961-2823

Fax: (707) 961-2802

http://eity.fortbragg.com

Qctober 27, 2008

Steven Blair

Project Management

California Department of Transportation
P.0O. Box 3700

Eureka, CA 95502-3700

SUBJECT: Support for Safest Traffic Alternative for Simpson Lane/State Route 1
Intersection Project

Dear Mr. Blair:

The Fort Bragg City Council would like to take this opportunity to thank the staff at Caltrans for
investigating circulation and safety improvements for the intersection of State Route 1 and
Simpson Lane. We also appreciate the effort initiated by the Caltrans Project team to meet with
community members, participating in well-attended meetings at Fort Bragg Town Hall in March
and October 2008,

When making a decision about which alternative to construct, we ask that Caltrans consider the
issues that the Fort Bragg City Council raised in our letter to Caltrans dated November 26, 2007.
In that letter, we noted the following issues identified by the City Council and members of the
public:

(1) The intersection improvements should include enhanced facilities for pedestrians and
bicyclists. At a minimum, crosswalks should be included on Simpson Lane, Tregoning,
and on S.R. 1 on the north side of the intersection, and bike lanes should be provided on
SR.1.

(2) The shoulder of this stretch of S.R. 1 is the Pacific Coast Bike Route. An 8 wide bike
lane should be provided, if feasible.

(3) Caltrans should endeavor to keep the shortest possible crossing distances for
pedestrians. Suggestions included having 11 travel lanes andfor having only single lane
approaches to the intersection (with turn pockets). This would also reduce the need for
lengthy right-of-way acquisition, thus reducing project costs.

(4) Concerns were expressed about increased vehicles speeds associated with the
proposed intersection widening (five+ lane cross-sections). There are a considerable
number of driveways that access S.R. 1 along the stretch just north of Simpson Lane.
Increased vehicle speeds may make it less safe for vehicles turning in and out of nearby
businesses.
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Increased vehicle speeds may make it less safe for vehicles turning in and out of nearby
businesses.

(5) Caltrans should consider allowing U-turns at the intersection, particularly for southbound
travelers, as it is difficult for vehicles exiting the many driveways on the west side of S.R.
1 just north of the intersection to make outbound left turns on to S.R. 1.

The City Council hopes that Caltrans will select the alternative which is the safest alternative for
this intersection and which best addresses the issues raised in our November 26, 2007 letter, as
reiterated above.

While the intersection is one-half mile south of the Fort Bragg city limits, this section of the State
Route 1 corridor is a very important gateway to our town. Should Caltrans select the round-
about alternative, we would like to see the project include attractive landscaping, and we would
be open to discussions with Caltrans, Mendocino County and the City of Fort Bragg regarding
landscaping and maintenance responsibilities for the roundabout.

Again, we appreciate all of the effort Caltrans has put into creating the best possible project, and
for considering our comments.

/Mx D Tl 11

amwlerslrom Dave Turner
May Vice Mayor
S -
< / Le
Dan Gjerde ~~ 7

Councilmember

[( CJLW/W/%

Meg Courtney
Councilmember

Cc: Sandra Rosas, Senior Environmental Planner
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Government Comment Email/Letter 4: Mendocino County Planning Dept

"Rlchard Millar"
<milben @oo, Mendocing. ca, s To «sandra_rosesd@dotca.govs
E

==
1302008 02:52 PM

Subject Simpson Ln. Intersection Project - Fort Bragg

Hi Sandra:

I wanted 1o provide vou with a Mendecinog County response 1o the 15, and Meg Dec. for this
praject. T did attend the public workshop in Fort Bragg earlier thus month aned found it 1o be very
informative.

Cienerally, The County Planming Division supports the roundabout alternative over the trafTic
signal. We ask that vou please review the width of the proposed project and ensure that the
improvement 15 as narrow as possible. Does the project need 1o have B foot wide shoulders for
instance or would 4 foot wide shoulders suffice” We would like to have an estimate of the
number of road signs required for the project. We would strive 1o reduce sign clutter on the
highway, We would like to see Caltrans propose or support a visually pleasing center island for
the roundabout. This intersection acts as a "gateway” 10 Fort Bragg {even though it s located in
the unincorporated area of the County ) and the project provides a greal opporumity o have a
"pontext sensitive design” on display.

As a side note - 1 noticed that the CEQA checklhist 15 missing the titles to the boxes which makes
it difficult to understand, e, "potentially sigrificant”, "less than significant”™, or "no impact”. 1
assume this was a sumple pninting error.

Thank yvou for the opportumity 1o respond and we look forward 1o moving the project through
the CDP process as quickly as possible.

Rick Muller, Semor Planner

County of Mendocino

Planning & Building Services Department
790 S. Franklin Street. Fort Bragg., CA 95437
phone: (707) 964-5379

fax: (707)961-2427

email: millerreco.mendocino.ca.us
website: www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning
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RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Response to Letter 1: Office of Planning and Research: State Clearinghouse
Caltrans received a letter from the State Clearinghouse indicating compliance with the 30 day
review requirements for the draft environmental document under CEQA.

Response to Letter 2: Native American Heritage Commission
Caltrans received a letter from the Commission listing CEQA requirements. Caltrans has
complied with these requirements.

Response to Letter 3: City of Fort Bragg

Pedestrian and bike lanes will be included in the design. Caltrans will continue to coordinate
with the City to incorporate feasible and buildable design features. The City has asked that
Caltrans select the safest alternative. It has been determined that the roundabout is the safest
alternative.

Response to Letter 4: Mendocino County Planning Department

Caltrans will work with the County regarding concerns about shoulder width and the number of
road signs. Caltrans will also be coordinating with Rick Miller, Mendocino County Planning
Department, to obtain the Coastal Development Permit.
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APPENDIX B
PUBLIC COMMENTS & CALTRANS
RESPONSES
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Comment 1

PHOEBE GRAUBARD
Attorney at Law
594 S. Franklin Strect « P.O. Box 2048
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
Telephone: (707) 964-3525
October 6, 2008
TO: MENDOCINO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (MCOG)
FROM: PHOEBE GRAUBARD

RE: SIMPSON LANE PROJECT -- FORT BRAGG -- PUBLIC COMMENT

PUBLIC SAFETY ISSUE

Highway One is a highway. It is not a rural road. This is a major highway. There is constant
traffic night and day on Highway One between Fort Bragg and Mendocino, as people go to
work and to events on the Coast. This area has become more populated with new residents
and tourists.

There have been many accidents and deaths at the interscction of Highway 1 and Simpson
Lane. I believe we need a traffic signal with left turn indicators to protect the safcty of the
public similar to the ones at Highway 1 and Little Lake Road in Mendocino and Highway 1
and 20 at the crossroads to the City of Fort Bragg.

I live in the Simpson Lane arca and work in the City of Fort Bragg. I do not go out to most
cvents at night in either Mendocino or Fort Bragg because of the difficulty of making the left
turn to go South to Mendocino from Simpson Lane or the left turn to go up Simpson Lane
from Fort Bragg. Sometimes [ will go all the way to the Harvest Market parking lot in order
to access the signal light at Hwy. 1 and 20 so that [ can go South to Mendocino.

1l.a

SENIOR CITIZENS

There are many senior citizens living in the Simpson Lane area. Trying to merge into a
roundabout will be more difficult than waiting at a stop light with a left turn indicator. It is
hard to judge distances for the merge. There may be issues of impaired driving abilities from
alcohol, medications, or drugs by drivers attempting to navigate the roundabout. This will
cause more accidents. Was A Senior Citizen Traffic Study done, as mandated by State Law?

BERKELEY ROUNDABOUTS

1.b

I am familiar with roundabouts because I lived in Berkeley before I moved my permanent
residence to the Coast fifteen years ago. When I lived in Berkeley, I had difficulty merging
into the Marin Circle roundabout. There were near misses, and I once got into an accident
there. I chose alternate routes rather than use the Marin Circle roundabout. Alternate routes
are not an option here where Highway 1 is the only road that goes North and South on the
Mendocino Coast.

1l.c
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Comment 1 Continued

EMERGENCY VEHICLES

The roundabout will impede emergency access for citizens leaving Simpson Lane if there is a
fire, earthquake, or personal emergency. The roundabout will impede the time it takes for an
EMT or fire truck to reach a person or home in the Simpson Lane area.

COST

1.d

CALTRANS will pay for the cost of a traffic light. A roundabout is more expensive. The
county will have to pay its share of cost estimated at $1,060,000 by MCOG. This is a waste
of public funds and unconscionable considering the budget crisis facing Mendocino County.
The county is in deficit spending mode and has asked all departments to make a 10% cut. A
traffic signal, which Caltrans concluded was the best alternative for that site is also the most
cost effective choice for the County.

LACK OF STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT & TRANSPARENCY IN THE
GOVERNMENT PROCESS

le

I am extremely concerned by the lack of transparency in the Mendocino County Government
process which concluded, without public hearings or scoping sessions, that a roundabout was
a better choice for Coast residents than the signal light Caltrans had studied and agreed to pay
for.

Attached to my public comment is a copy of the roundabout obtained by a Public Records
Request from Caltrans.

Respectfully submitted
Phoebe Graubard
17320 Franklin Road
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

¢: Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
Caltrans - sandra_rosas(@dot.ca.gov.

1.f
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Responses 1

Response 1.a

Public Safety

The multi-lane roundabout alternative for the SR 1 and Simpson Lane intersection has been
selected due to the safety and operational benefits of the modern roundabout. The "safety first"
motto is precisely why the roundabout was selected.

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry" rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout
the right of way. Vehicles entering the roundabout must wait for an opening or gap in traffic to
make an entry. If no traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the
roundabout. On a well-designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating
vehicles are very close, making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout,
pavement markings and signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a
roundabout is exactly the same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left
use the left lane, vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane.
Lane markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on
entry.

Furthermore, Caltrans has employed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) method of
estimating the annual cost to society for injury + fatality collisions (which includes no monetary
assignment to pain, suffering, grief, or loss of companionship). For Simpson Lane, under the
existing conditions, the cost to society for injury + fatality collisions is estimated at $107,920 per
year. The roundabout will reduce the frequency of injury + fatality collisions by 90%. The signal
system will reduce the frequency of injury + fatality collisions by 20%. Translating the increased
safety into dollars and cents, the future cost to society for injury + fatality collisions will be
$10,792 per year for the roundabout and $86,336 per year for the signalization.

References:

1.Persaud, B.N.; Retting, R.A.; Garder, P.E. and Lord, D. 2001. “Observational Before-
After Study of the Safety Effect of U.S. Roundabout Conversions Using the Empirical
Bayes Method.” Transportation Research Board ID 01-0562

2. Caltrans Highway Safety Improvement Program, 2005

Also, please refer to the “Selected Alternative” and “Climate Change under CEQA” sections in this
document, where safety of the roundabout (versus the signal) is discussed. In addition, the Hopland
roundabout in Mendocino County is a Caltrans project, which has resulted in successful, safe
operations.

The paragraph and figure below are excerpted from a study entitled: “Reducing Older Driver
Injuries at Intersections Using More Accommodating Roundabout Design Practices” by Dr.
Dominique Lord, Department of Civil Engineering, Texas A&M University; Ms. Ida van
Schalkwyk, University of Arizona; Dr. Loren Staplin, TransAnalytics; and Dr. Susan Chrysler,
Texas Transportation Institute.

“This section briefly discusses the safety characteristics of roundabouts and specific design
considerations aimed at improving the safety at roundabouts. Many studies have shown that
regular intersections converted to roundabouts offer a substantial reduction in the number
of crashes (Elvik 2003, Persaud et al. 2001). The safety benefits are attributed to types of
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collisions eliminated, the reduction in speed differential between vehicles, and the lower
speed at which vehicles collide when a crash occurs (Robinson et al. 2000). A conflict point
is defined as a location where vehicle paths can potentially cross and result in a crash.
Conventional wisdom indicates that a reduction in the number of conflict points leads to an
improvement in the safety of the intersection. Figure 2.5 illustrates that roundabouts have
fewer conflict points than conventional four-legged intersections. This reduction in conflict
points partially explains why roundabouts experience lower crash rates than regular
intersections.

Figure 2.5 Number of Conflict Points for Single-Lane Roundabouts and Four-Way Stop
Control Intersections (Robinson et al. 2000)

Response 1.b

Senior Citizens
“Reducing Older Driver Injuries at Intersections Using More Accommodating Roundabout
Design Practices” also found that:
“Compared to conventional intersections, roundabouts have the demonstrated potential to
significantly reduce the most injurious (angle) type of crashes and slow the operating speed of
all vehicles, while maintaining a high capacity for moving traffic through an intersection. If all
drivers, and especially older drivers, would increase their use of these highway facilities, and
use them properly, a system-wide savings in traffic injuries and fatalities is a very high
probability.”

Consideration will be given to exit guide signs on the splitter islands vs. adjacent to the traveled
way. Also, directional warning signs may be placed in the central island at roughly 90 degrees
to the entering traffic as opposed to angling, to assist older drivers as suggested in the cited
study.
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Response 1. ¢
Berkeley Roundabout
Caltrans design staff is familiar with the Marin circle roundabout, which lacks several important
design features:
= A large, raised central island (with landscaping, surrounded by curb that creates
target value for approaching vehicles). The raised central island reduces distractions
by limiting sight distance, and creates path deflection to aid in speed reduction;

= raised splitter islands between entering and exiting traffic for vehicle and pedestrian
safety as well as speed reduction on the approach and entry;

= pedestrian crossings that are set back from the circulatory roadway to help ensure a
one-decision-at-a-time environment for both vehicles and pedestrian,

= ample signing and striping on the entries and exits, as well as within the circle, to
help drivers maneuver the facility properly and safely, and greater spacing between
legs; and

= itis never permitted to park within a roundabout and the mailbox at the Berkeley
roundabout violates this design principle.

Unlike the Marin Circle roundabout, the roundabout at Route 1 and Simpson Lane will be a good
example of a well designed, modern roundabout.

Signage will be posted at each approach stating that there is a roundabout ahead with an advised
speed of 15-20 miles per hour and "yield ahead" signs will notify the driver that he/she may need to
come to a complete stop at the roundabout. The roundabout is a safer alternative due to reduced
vehicle speeds, similar speeds between circulating and entering traffic, and the virtual elimination
of broadside and head-on collisions. The traffic flow can be compared to the movement of traffic
merging onto a highway onramp where there is no potential for t-bone collisions or head-on
accidents.

Response 1.d

Emergency Vehicles

The roundabout will have no effect on emergency vehicle response time. In fact, vehicles are to
obey the same rules they always follow when encountering an emergency vehicle. If an emergency
vehicle is approaching, pull over and do not enter the roundabout. If a vehicle has no choice but to
pull over in the roundabout, the circulatory roadway will be wide enough to allow an emergency
vehicle to pass by. The roundabout will accommodate the largest, legal truck on the State Highway
System. With less delay, it may actually be quicker for an emergency vehicle to get through and it
will certainly be safer.

Response 1. e
Cost
Caltrans and Mendocino County will jointly fund the project.
The roundabout will cost $4,648,500. The signalization would cost $4,746,700.

MEN 1- Simpson Lane Intersection Project




The cost of maintaining a roundabout has been estimated at $10,900 per year as compared
to the signalization that is estimated at $16,500 per year.

Response 1.f
Stakeholder Engagement
Refer to the “Coordination and Comments” section which summarizes project scoping, on-going

coordination with government agencies, and public outreach.

The public review and participation process has complied with CEQA regulations.
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Response 2

Response 2

Response 2.a

Trucks

The multi-lane roundabout alternative is being is proposed for the SR 1/Simpson Lane
intersection due to the safety and operational benefits that have been realized with the use of
modern roundabouts in the United States. The "safety first" motto is precisely why the
roundabout is the selected alternative.

Modern roundabouts are specifically designed to suit the needs of all vehicles expected to use
the intersection. Large trucks are often the vehicles that are used as "design vehicles." The
turning needs of these large trucks often determine the size or diameter of a roundabout. The
Simpson Lane roundabout alternative has been designed to accommodate the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) truck, which is the largest legal vehicle allowed on the
State Highway system without a permit. Technically, this type of vehicle is not allowed on SR
1inthis area. Furthermore, a buffer has been added to accommodate slight mismaneuvers. In
response to your comment about large trucks on Route 128, unlike the roundabout, it is
doubtful that the route was initially designed for large trucks. Large trucks cannot travel side
by side through the roundabout. Large trucks travelling side by side would create the need for a
huge high-speed facility and would greatly compromise passenger vehicle safety. Instead, a
large truck entering the roundabout is to claim both lanes at the entry, through the roundabout,
and/or at the exit. Once the truck, or any vehicle for that matter, is inside the roundabout, all
entering traffic must yield. Circulating traffic has the right of way.

Response 2.b

Safety

Modern roundabouts are emerging as viable intersection alternatives throughout the US. In
other words, many roundabouts are being built in place of signalized intersections. Moreover,
many signalized intersections have been replaced with modern roundabouts to improve safety
and increase capacity. The reduction in collisions (both number and severity) and the reduction
in delay (operational improvements) are remarkable. Roundabouts handle large volumes of
traffic, reduce emissions through reduced idling, create slow vehicle speeds, and remove
collision conflict points, thereby reducing accident severity. In contrast, a signalized
intersection at this location has the potential for high-speed collisions, both side impact and
head-on. The potential for high-speed collisions results in a potential for fatalities.
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Comment 3

10/22/08

Caltrans, Attn: Sandra Rosas

Office of Environmental Management
PO Box 911

Marysville, CA 95901-0911

Dear Ms. Rosas,

I am writing in regards to the Caltrans proposal to construct a multi-lane roundabout on Highway

One and Simpson Lane in Fort Bragg. I have scen a digital image of the CalTrans roundabout

design for this area. It looks fine from the aerial representation and I can understand why people

would think it might be a great thing. I too appreciate practical and aesthetic improvements. [

have actually used this type of traffic layout in other communities with unpleasant results. Many

times I experienced or witnessed near-miss accidents due to people not understanding how to™————
maneuver in the roundabout. In every instance, it only took one confused driver to cause a

problem or a considerable logjam. In my experience the roundabout was something to be

avoided because after repeated close-calls with other drivers, I decided it was too dangerous so [

chose other routes whenever possible.

It seems like putting a roundabout on a main artery such as Highway One is a kind of a risky
undertaking considering the potential for such problems. I know others who have had negative
experiences with roundabouts and avoid them as well. The roundabouts I am familiar with were
not located on a main traffic artery and therefore could be avoided. How will we be able to avoid
this one? Many people driving this route are tourists, unfamiliar with the layout of the roads,
which is a recipe for confusion with a roundabout, risking long delays with backed-up traffic.

Some may have a different opinion than mine and I respect that. I am curious though, about
whether supporters of this design have actually used a roundabout. | would be surprised that
anyone who has done so (particularly on a busy route) would be supportive of such a proposal
for a highway. We should be very cautious about approving such a permanent thing on a main
artery with no alternate route. | have empathy for the people who live in that area and would
have to deal with this situation every day. [ have seen “improvements” made to highways that
resulted in making existing problems much worse than before, and [ hope we can avoid that
here.

In light of the fact that this is a busy highway with no local alternate route and that itis — ——————
frequently used by tourists unfamiliar with the road, I hope that CalTrans will reconsider this
idea and opt for installing traffic signals with turning and merge lanes. It is very possible that

3.b

putting a roundabout on Highway One and Simpson Lane would be something everyone using
the highway would regret. There are too many potential problems with this design on a very
busy main artery and the stakes are too high for such an experiment.

Sincerely,

C ZerfHN o O —

23595 Greentree Drive
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
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Response 3
Response 3.a
Understanding the Roundabout
Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry" rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout,
the right of way. Vehicles wishing to enter must wait for an opening or gap in traffic. If no traffic
is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the roundabout. On a well-designed
roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating vehicles are very close, making the
merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout, pavement markings and signs will
provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a roundabout is exactly the same as at
any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left use the left lane, vehicles going
straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane. Pavement markings and signs
will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on entry.

Response 3.b

Familiarity with the Roundabout

Multi-lane roundabouts require adequate signing and striping to reduce the potential for driver
confusion. Pavement markings and signs are placed to help drivers determine which lane they need
to be in, based on their destination, before they enter the roundabout. Vehicles will be directed not
to change lanes within the roundabout, and markings will indicate direction within the roundabout.
The feature of roundabouts that has produced their excellent safety records is the fact that every,
motorist, pedestrian, and bicyclist is required to look at the conflicting traffic and decide when it is
safe to proceed. The slow speeds in the roundabout make this easy. The motorist uses the same
skills that they are used when exiting a grocery store parking lot: look left and wait for a gap in
traffic.

Modern roundabouts are emerging as viable intersection alternatives in many areas throughout the
country. Chances are that most people know roundabouts, although drivers may not be familiar
with the rules of driving a roundabout. However, drivers are familiar with reading signs and
interpreting striping and pavement markings, as these are common to any transportation facility,
whether it's a roundabout or a stretch of the interstate. With a roundabout, the unfamiliar driver
will have a low-speed environment that will be adequately signed and striped. These messages will
guide the unfamiliar driver through the roundabout. As in any traffic situation, drivers will need
instructions to exercise common sense and caution.

MEN 1- Simpson Lane Intersection Project




Comment 4

RECD OCT 29 2008

e Ly ol
City Marager
Cipy Clark

October 27, 2008

To Whom it May Concern:

| am a 28-year resident of Simpson Lane and | am wriling 1o express my concems
and objections ralating to the proposed roundabout at the Simpsan Lane/Mighway 1
intersection on the Mendocing coast. | realize thal there ane numernous issues here, bul | will
focus on just a few.

As a resident, one of my main concerns is being able to travel in and out of Simpson
Lane. There are times when the trattic on Highway 1 is very heavy, i.e. when there are___
evenis in Fort Bragg, Mendocino, or the Botanical Gardens; on holiday weekends; during
the moming and afternoon commutes. | have had a lot of expenence with roundabouts and
traffic circles and my experience is that when there is a heavy stream of traffic in one
direction, it is very difficult for traffic from secondary streets to get into the circle or even break
into the flow of traffic,

One of the main reasons this intersection s getting attention for traffic control is
because of the high volume of traffic into and out of Simpson Lane, There is no other outiet
So if this roundabout does not improve the situation for residents of Simpson Lane, itis a
poor idea

| would also like to respond to those who would call this an opportunity for a
“gateway” o the community, 1find this endeavor misguided. The stretch of Highway 1
north from Simpson Lane is hardly scenic. And after you cross Hare Creek Bridge you
reach the huge, major, modem intersection at Highway 20. FPutting a roundabout at
Simpson Lane will not save us from such a construction, it already exists.

| strongly favor a traffic light at the intersection of Simpson Lane and Highway 1.
Thoes of us wha nead tn use it on a daily hasis could be guarantead of haing able tn exit
and enter safely and in a timely fashion, And travelers on Highway 1 would be no more
incomeanienced than they already are at numerous other points along this route. A traffic
light is an understood necessary inconvenience when traffic volume reaches the level that it
has hera.

Sincerely,
)
W Liett ] _J».‘.,-f’-f'f?. e S
Judy Tichinin
P.O. Box 1361
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

oo other relevant public officials and agencies

4.a

4.b
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Response 4

Response 4.a

Volume
Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship
between entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large
capacity. Volumes on each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal situation;
the greater the balance, the greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections can efficiently
service traffic with decreased delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals. This is particularly
true where traffic volumes entering the roundabout are nearly balanced on all legs and where there
is a high number of left turning vehicles. The high number of left turning vehicles at Simpson Lane
coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1 provides a balanced volume
relationship. Additional factors that can enhance capacity of roundabouts are the size of the
roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors. Compared to a signalized intersection, there
is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections controlled by traffic signals can cause
unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a minimum of green light time to each
movement in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in which no vehicles are entering the
intersection. In contrast, traffic can be present in the roundabout at all times. This continual use is
a key factor in the capacity.

Response 4.b
Delay Times related to volume

Table 5 — Traffic Delays (Seconds) in 2028

Southbound | Southbound | Northbound | Northbound Westbound | Westbound

onSR 1 on SR1 on SR1 on SR1 on Simpson | on Simpson

turning left | through the | turning left | through the Ln turning Ln turning

(west) onto | intersection | (west) onto | Intersection right (north) | left (south)

Simpson Ln Old Coast onto SR onto the SR

Highway 1

Roundabout 5 2 9 18 9 11
Signalization 29 8 15 20 16 41
No Build 120 13.9 8.5 33 360 600
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Response 5

Response 5.a

Roundabout Lanes and Design

Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship
between entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large
capacity. Volumes on each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal
situation; the greater the balance, the greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections
can efficiently service traffic with decreased delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals.
This is particularly true where traffic volumes entering the roundabout are nearly balanced on all
legs and where there is a high number of left turning vehicles. The high number of left turning
vehicles at Simpson Lane coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1
provides a balanced volume relationship. Additional factors that can enhance capacity of
roundabouts are the size of the roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors. Compared
to a signalized intersection, there is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections
controlled by traffic signals can cause unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a
minimum of green light time to each movement in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in
which no vehicles are entering the intersection. In contrast, traffic can be present in the
roundabout at all times. This continual use is a key factor in the capacity.

A volume balance is required between the various legs for the roundabout to operate properly for
all directions of traffic. In the case of the proposed roundabout, Old Coast Highway requires little
consideration since its traffic volumes are extremely small. Therefore, we can look at this
roundabout as having 3 legs. The left-turning volume from SR 1 to Simpson Lane is the crucial
factor. Without this volume, SR 1 becomes solely a heavy commuter route through this
intersection, and a small volume from the minor leg would have difficulty entering during peak
commute times; but this is not the case with Simpson Lane. During the evening commute, left-
turning traffic from southbound SR 1 will interrupt the northbound SR 1 flow, thus providing
gaps for Simpson Lane traffic to enter. Traffic counts indicate that there is also a fair volume of
left-turning vehicles during the morning commute and at other times of the day. These vehicles
will help to produce gaps at all times of the day. We also must acknowledge the fact that
northbound SR 1 vehicles will be required, by the roundabout geometry, to slow as they
approach the entry. This deceleration, paired with driver hesitation as they look to their left for
southbound left-turning vehicles, will also produce gaps for Simpson Lane traffic.

Response 5.b

Senior Citizens

Adequate signage will be posted at each approach stating that there is a roundabout ahead with an
advised speed of 15-20 mph and "yield ahead" signs will notify drivers that they may need to
come to a complete stop at the roundabout. Another factor that will enforce speed reduction is
the curvature and channelization (with raised islands and sidewalks) at the entries. Furthermore,
the central island will be built up like a small hill to provide "target value" to the driver. In other
words, the central island will be an “attention getter” for the driver and will indicate that he/she is
approaching a roundabout. Lighting will be installed on the approaches and within the
roundabout to enhance safety during nighttime hours.
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Response 5 Continued

The project would not create a reduction in the speed limit; however, the new roadway
geometrics will require traffic to slow to speeds of 15-25 mph based on their path through the
roundabout. For this reason, there will be a signed "advisory" speed limit through the
intersection, which vehicles will have to maintain in order to safely navigate the facility.

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry" rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout,
the right of way. Vehicles wishing to enter must wait for an opening or gap in traffic. If no
traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the roundabout. On a well-
designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating vehicles are very close,
making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout, pavement markings and
signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a roundabout is exactly the
same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left use the left lane,
vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane. Pavement
markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on entry.

Also, see “Response 1” for further information regarding roundabouts and senior citizens.

Response 5.c

Pedestrians

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant,
giving pedestrians total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with
smooth transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one
direction of traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment.
Furthermore, the crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing
drivers to deal with pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided
for pedestrians in each splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the
refuge area, then cross the other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway to
provide added security by increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.

Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a
lane as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the
roundabout entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced
bicyclists would probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and
crossings as a pedestrian.
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Comment 6

Darla Tate/D03/Calrans/CAGoY

"Rebecea Deerwater”
<P men.org:

2008 08:42 PM To<Steven_Blair@dot ca gor

=8

SubjectRoundabout at Simpson Lane and Highway 1

Dear Steven:

We sent the following letter into the Advocate-News and Mendocino Beacon expressing our strong
support for a roundabout at the intersaction of Hwy 1and Simpson Lane. We were very impressed with
your presentation and knowledge on March 31, and we hape you continue the great efforls you have
made already in moving this project forward.

Rebecca and Raven Deerwater
Reundabout Sensible Solution for Simpson Lane

We don't know where Phoebe Graubard gets the authority to claim that the residents of the Simpson Lane area
want a traffic light as opposed to a roundabout at the intersection of Highway 1 and Simpson Lane. We might all
agree that the current situation is unacceptable, but Ms. Graubard does not speak for us. We are strongly in favor of
a roundabout.

We, too, were a tad surprised upon first hearing of a roundabout solution at the meeting on March 31, 2008, held at
Town Hall in Fort Bragg. But once we learned of the roundabout’s benefits, we were convinced that it s the proper
and correct solution for implementation by Caltrans.

Here are some of the benefits of a roundabout as opposed to a traffic signal.
Less waiting time. A traffic signal is inherently inefficient. The intersection can only be used by those with the
green light. In switching from green to red, there are times when the intersection is empty. A roundabout efficiently

direets the traffic and allows for continuous use of the intersection and traffic flow.

Atthe meeting, Caltrans provided statistics of average times to wait to zet through the intersection. The roundabout
clearly allowed more cars to get through the intersection more quickly. They also provided data on projected

growth in traffic. The roundabout’s waiting times are dramatically less (as compared to a traffic signal) with
increased traffic.

Less impact on the enviconment, An additional benefit of less waiting time is the fact that cars will spend less
time emitting pollutants into the air while idling and waiting for the light to turn green. An efficient intersection is
an environmentally friendly intersection,

Perhaps counterintuitively, a roundabout will 1ake up less space on the planet than a wraffic signal. This is because
to implement a traffic signal. Caltrans must realign Ocean Drive and Simpson Lane so they are exactly across from
each other Also the approaches in all 4 directions to the intersection have to be redone no matter if there is a traffic
signal or a roundabout . The total physical changes is actually less with the roundabout

Safety . Despite Ms. Graubard's claim that a roundabout will cause more traffic accidents, this is unfounded. This
is not the first roundabout Calirans has implemented. There will be signage and safety measures as part and parcel
of putting in a roundabout. There are many communities that have roundabouts without mere accidents; drivers
adjust to the road conditions

This specific roundabout also gains some safety. With a traffic signal, often drivers accelerate through the yellow
light or brake suddenly. A roundabout slows all the traffic down from all directions, A roundabout requires
attention by drivers. In addition, at the Simpson Lane intersection, many drivers “cheat” through the intersection by
curting through the gas station, creating unsafe situations. This problem has been specifically addressed by the
roundabout, and access in and out of the gas station will force drivers to use the roundabout

On March 31, when Caltrans made its presentation comparing a roundabout and a traffic signal | it was the
reundabout that cost less and was quicker to construct. The reason so many local officials are for the roundabour is
due to the gains made in engineering and safety and cost effectiveness. Many emergency personnel leaders were at
the March 31 meeting as another topic of discussion that night was access into the Simpson Lane area if Simpson
Lane was blocked due to a storm. No one in anendance mentioned any problems or delays in providing emergeney
services with a roundabout

We agree with Ms. Graubard in that you should make vour voices heard. We believe that if you learn of the
benefits of a roundabout ar the intersection of Highway 1 and Simpson Lane, you will join us in the support of a
safe, efficient, and elegant solution

Rebecca and Raven Deerwater
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Response 6

Thank you for your support of the roundabout alternative and for your participation in the public
comment process. With regard to your safety comment, Caltrans agrees that Ms Graubard’s
statement about the roundabout causing more accidents is unfounded.

We have also determined that the roundabout will have less wait time. See Table 5 on page 40
for delay comparisons.
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Comments 7 & 8

""":"';""""" Sandra c CAG To Darla Tale/DO3/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT
h Rosas/D03/Caltrans/ ov
» CC Steven BlainDOV/Caltrans/CAGovi@DOT
“L A 1072002008 07:12 AM
~ bee
Ak g bR e AR

Subject Fw: comments for Mendao Co

Sandra Rosas
Senior Environmental Planner
(930) 741-4017

wee- Forwarded by Sandra Rosas/D03/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/20/2008 07:12 AM -
"Henrietta Bensussen"

<gardnrz2@mcn.org> To <sandra_rosas@dol.ca.gov>
10/19/2008 09:40 AM ce

R (R (((

Subject comments for Mendo Co

Hello Sandra, Re Caltrans intent to adopt a negative declaration for the Simpson Lane/Rte 1 intersection
in Ft. Bragg. | vote for the multi-lane roundabout. As a citizen of Ft. Bragg who often drives this route, |
think the roundabout an economical, more safe option than the conventional traffic signals.

Henrietta Bensussen

P.O. Box 2435

Fort Bragg., CA 95437

gardnrz2@mecn.org

MICHAEL BELISLE
<belislemichael@hotmail.com To <sandra_rosasfdotca govs
Ed
oo
12172008 08:32 PM

Subject roundabout in fort bragg

Do the roundabout in Fort Bragg it is a great idea. The people who don't want in don't
understand it.

Mike Belisle

Get more out of the Web. Learn 10 hidden secrets of Windows Live. Learn Now
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Responses 7 & 8
Thank you for your interest in the project and your support of the roundabout alternative.
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Comment 9 & 10

Abbie Colbert To darla_tate@dot.ca.gov
<abbiecolbert@comcast. net= e
08/26/2008 12:56 FM

b

Subject Fwd: Simpson Lane Intersection Project

sorry, we're Just to the South & on the west side of Hwy 1.
Begin forwarded message:

From: Pelican Storage <pelicanstoraceccomenst net
Date: September 26, 2008 12:54:40 PM PDT

To: darla tatecrdot ca ooy

Subjeet: Simpson Lane Intersection Project

Hi Darla,

we own a business just to the North of Simpson Lane on Hwy 1, Pelican Storage. We
like the roundabout design. So happy that [ didn't even have to ask for landscaping
because vou already incorporated that into the design. Good job on the report.

[ see that there are new requirements to protect Bishop Pine n our area, What 1s the
website where 1 can find out more about the restrictions on the ESHAS?

Thanks,
Abbie Colbert

“Paul Clark"

<pclark@men.org> To <Steven Blair@DOT.CA.GOV>
12/10/2008 11:13 AM e

Subject Simpson Lane Fort Bragg

Please add this to the comments for the proposed roundabout for Simpson Lane south of Fort Bragg. No
Na and No. the citizens of Fort Bragg fought long and hard for Cal Trans to get the Noyo River Bridge
approved. Please don't use us as the experiment for Roundabouts. Our visiting population is occupied
enough with the scenery and traffic to guarantee accidents with this proposal. If needed to put in a light
some wetlands to dedicate for the project let me know, we can find it. This proposal has Mendocino with
Little Lake Street and Road with a traditional light. North to Hwy 1 and 20 a normal light. Now between
these your are thinking about this roundabout.

They don't mix well with log trucks and motor homes, let alone bicycles. Support us as we have you. No
roundabout. Lights only.

Thank you.
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Response 9
For this project, the Mendocino County Planning Department has jurisdiction over the coastal
zoning code.

Response 10
How will large trucks safely negotiate the roundabout?

Trucks are to claim both lanes (straddle the lane line) while entering a multi-lane roundabout.
This will prevent other vehicles from attempting to enter with the truck and thus prevent
conflicts, such as cut-offs. A large truck will require the use of both lanes while traveling
through the roundabout. Furthermore, since all vehicles in the roundabout circulating the lane
have the right of way, once the truck is in the roundabout, entering vehicles will be required to
yield before entering. Turning simulation software has been used to ensure that roundabouts can
accommodate the turning requirements of the largest vehicle expected to use the facility.

How will tourists and unfamiliar drivers know how to use a roundabout?

Modern roundabouts are emerging as viable intersection alternatives in many areas throughout
the country. Chances are that most people know roundabouts, although drivers may not be
familiar with the rules of driving a roundabout. However, drivers are familiar with reading signs
and interpreting striping and pavement markings, as these are common to any transportation
facility, whether it's a roundabout or a stretch of the interstate. With a roundabout, the unfamiliar
driver will have a low-speed environment that will be adequately signed and striped. These
instructions guide the unfamiliar driver through the roundabout. As in any traffic situation,
drivers do need to exercise caution.
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Comments 11 & 12

Paul Clark

Century 21 Fort Bragg Realty
809 Morth Main Street

Fort Bragg, Ca. 93437

T07-964-0811 Voice
TOT-054-5022 Fax

pclarki@men.org

—— Forwarded by Steven Blan D01/ Caltrans/CAGoy on 121 02008 12:47 PM -

"Sharon®
=sharbren@men.ong> To <Steven_Blain@0oOT CA G0
121102008 11:55 AM oo

Subject Roundabout

| am opposed to the reundabout at Simpson Lane, this will make more confusion, more accidents, and
bigger rigs will not be able to navigate in a safe manner. | am familiar with roundabouts there were a few
in Sacramanto where | worked and they were more problem than it was worth, | also lived in England for
a short while, they were ok once you got the hang of them and they were much larger than the
roundabout you want to put here on Simpson Lane making it easier for larger vehicles to navigate. If the
people who live and work here have any say, which we should, I feel a stoplight would be much better in

this situation.

Thank you,
Sharon Brennfleck

TO7-964-5524
—— Forwarded by Steven BleinD01/Caltrans/CAGov on 121 002008 12:47 PM -

"Barbara Burrows™
<bburrows@men.org> To <Steven_Blain@DOT.CA GOV

12/10/2008 12:40 PM .
Subject Simpson Lane, Fort Bragg

Please don’t put in the roundabout. This will cause so much congestion and more accidents then before.
People do not understand the concept and with legging trucks, mobile homes and trailers this will be the
waorse thing that could be done.

Remember the great idea of having the lighted sidewalk at Laurel Street and Main?7?? Well that didn't
work either and was a great cost to tax payers. There is just a plain old stop light now and its works

great.

Why not save money and put in a stop light now at Simpson Lane instead trying the roundabout and then
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Response 11 & 12
How will large trucks safely negotiate the roundabout?

Trucks are to claim both lanes (straddle the lane line) while entering a multi-lane roundabout.
This will prevent other vehicles from attempting to enter with the truck and thus prevent
conflicts, such as cut-offs. A large truck will require the use of both lanes while traveling
through the roundabout. Furthermore, since all vehicles in the roundabout circulating the lane
have the right of way, once the truck is in the roundabout, entering vehicles will be required to
yield before entering. Turning simulation software has been used to ensure that roundabouts can
accommodate the turning requirements of the largest vehicle expected to use the facility.

How will the vehicles know when and how to slow down upon approaching the
roundabout?

Adequate signage will be posted at each approach stating that there is a roundabout ahead with an
advised speed of 15-20 mph and "yield ahead" signs will notify the driver that they may need to
come to a complete stop at the roundabout. Another factor that will enforce speed reduction is
the curvature and channelization (with raised islands and sidewalks) at the entries. Furthermore,
the central island will be built up like a small hill to provide "target value" to the driver. In other
words, the central island will be an “attention getter” for the driver and will indicate that he/she is
approaching a roundabout. Lighting will be installed on the approaches and within the
roundabout to enhance safety during nighttime hours.

How will vehicles merge safely into the roundabout?

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry" rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout
the right of way. Vehicles entering the roundabout must wait for an opening or gap in traffic to
make an entry. If no traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the
roundabout. On a well-designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating
vehicles are very close, making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout,
pavement markings and signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a
roundabout is exactly the same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning
left use the left lane, vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the
right lane. Pavement markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct
position on entry.

For a cost comparison, see Table 1, page 3, in this document. The roundabout will cost less than
the signal.
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Comment 13

TIETEVeT YT Sandra Te Darla Tate/DO3/Caltrans CAGo@DOT
T - CAG
__@, ::aas..ftlnﬂrl:altransf oo Sleven BlainDO/Calirans CAGoa@ 0T
& £ hoe

ansspibanasgn 11032008 08:45 AM
Subject Fw: Hwy 1 Simpson Lene Project

Tyi

Sandra Rosas
Senior Environmental Plannesr
5300 7414017

omalfEs e s e - T e A

—— Forwarded by Sandra Rogas D03/ Caltrans/ CAGoy on 11/032008 08:45 A -
"Wayne Dahl"

<fo_dahls@ecomeast.net> To =sandra_rosas@dotca.gove
10312008 05:03 PM oo

Subject Hwy 1 Simpsan Lane Project

Haning locked owver the proposed altermatives, | dont see any egtimated dslay times for wehicles travsling
south from Highway 20, only estimated delay times at the Hwy 1 Simpson Lane intersection. During peak
hours traffic will b= backed up from Simpson lane to highway 20 dus to ALL vehicles having to slow or yisld
for the roundabout. Theare are no estimates of delays for thess motorists, nor concems addressed for
patrons of Walsh Qil, or Fort Bragg Rent All when they can't enter or leave these businessss,

The same goss for Northbound Highway 1 motorists south of Simpson Lanes. There will b= extreme total
time delays for motorists from the south caused by ALL WVEHICZLES having to slow and yield at the
mundabout .

AT THIS TIME | AM IM FAVOR OF THE SIGNAL LIGHT ALTERMATIVE, AMD AGAINST THE
ROUMDABRSUT

Wayne Dahl
17201 Redwood Springs Drive (off Simpson Lanes)
Fart Bragg
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Response 13
Please refer to Table 5 on page 40 for a comparison of delay times.
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Comment 14

[e ‘- Darla To
=8¢ Tate/D03/Caltrans/CAGov -
A
01/05/2009 07:35 PM
bee

Subject Fw: Simpson Lane comment and question

----- Forwarded by Phil Frisbie/HQ/Caltrans/CAGov on 11/10/2008 08:16 AM -—--

"Michael Toschi"
<matoschi@att.net> To Phil_Frisbie@dot.ca.gov
11/09/2008 03:36 PM cc

Subject
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Response 14

Roundabout controlled intersections can efficiently service traffic with decreased delay and
greater efficiency than traffic signals. This is particularly true where traffic volumes entering the
roundabout are nearly balanced on all legs and where there is a high number of left turning
vehicles. The high number of left turning vehicles at Simpson Lane coupled with the balanced
traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1 provides a balanced volume relationship. Additional
factors that can enhance capacity of roundabouts are the size of the roundabout, lane widths, and
other geometric factors. Compared to a signalized intersection, there is much less wasted time at
a roundabout. Intersections controlled by traffic signals can cause unnecessary delays because of
the need to provide a minimum of green light time to each movement in every cycle, thus
creating time intervals in which no vehicles are entering the intersection. In contrast, traffic can
be present in the roundabout at all times. This continual use is a key factor in the capacity.

Depending on the progress of various project components, construction could begin as early as
June 1, 2010.
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Comment 15

On Oct 22, 2008, at 9:07 AM, Julia Conway wrote:

As a Simpson Lane access resident, my big question is how they are going to
deal with the gas station ingress/egress issues? This is one of the larger
causes of the current problems in this intersection, as drivers use the gas
station to divert around the intersection; not to mention the actual customers. |
have also used the new Hopland round-about of the same design, and you can
clearly see the tire tracks up and over the center island, ditto with the ones in
Chico. There is no simple solution to this intersection. Perhaps the best
solution would be alternate access to Turner Road and upper Mitchell Creek
via Pearl Drive or Gibney Lane to reduce the congestion at the bottom of
Simpson? | appreciate the idea of slowing down to approach our town, but the
visual impact of the unincorporated piece of Hwy 1 leading to the Hare Creek
Bridge is not exactly scenic. Having attended a lot of the meetings/open
houses etc involved with this question, | agree that we have to unite around a
solution somehow. Having sat in the intersection waiting to make a left onto
Hwy 1 southbound for up to 10 minutes at peak traffic (interestingly enough,
between 3P and 4P), something must be done.

Menl- Simpson Lane Maintenance Station Project




Response 15
How will vehicles access the businesses from the roundabout?

The businesses to the north of the intersection on the west side of SR 1 will most likely have the
same access options that they currently have. Access could change if Caltrans determines that
safety is being significantly affected by having a shorter than preferred splitter island.
Nevertheless, the current plan does not impact access from SR 1 to these businesses. The
existing two way left turn lane (center lane) will remain beyond the island providing turning
opportunities for northbound drivers who want to enter these businesses. Also, in order to
maintain access to The Ark thrift shop, Caltrans will explore measures to maintain access to Old
Coast Hwy by relocating the driveway slightly to the west.

Gas Station:

The USA gas station will have less access for safety and operational reasons. Regardless of
whether the project is a signal or a roundabout, the northernmost access on SR 1 will be closed
due to its close proximity to the intersection. The southern access on SR 1 will remain open, but
only to northbound drivers. Southbound vehicles will turn left on Simpson Lane and use the
access off of Simpson Lane, which will be relocated further to the east. Likewise, if they wish to
continue south from the gas station, they will enter Simpson Lane and make a left turn onto
southbound SR 1. The gas station driveway onto SR 1 will allow a right turn only, which will be
enforced with a long splitter island that will block the southbound lane.

MEN 1- Simpson Lane Intersection Project




Comments 16 & 17

Ken Splker
<kenspiker@men.ong> To sandra_rosasi@dot ca gov
1001 32008 03:05 PM oo Sieven Blair <steven_blain@dot.ce.govs

Subject SIMPSON LAME TRAFFIC LIGHT

I live in the Simpscn Lane area and hawe been expecting that we would
get & traffic light at the intersectien of Simpson Lane and Highway
one. Now I find that some local politicians hawe decided we should
have a large traffic circle instead of a traffie light. Because there
is no aimilar traffiec circle anywhere in Mendecino County, it ia
difficult te know hew it will work. At firat glance it lecks like a
recipe for a huge traffic jam as streams of traffic have to merge and
cross through each other te get where they're going. Traffic on
Highway Cne will be conaiderably slowed down at all times whether
there is traffic from croas atreets or not. Because Highway One
traffic will have the right of way drivers from Simpson Lane will hawve
for a gap, and if going scuth on Highway One will have to
cross and merge twice inte twe opposite streams of traffic. That would
be especially dangercus for cyclists. Roundebouts are appropriate for
residential streets, not for major highways. The plans suggest that
there will be plantings in the middle of the circle thereby obscuring
drivera' wviews and making it more riaky to negotiate.

proponents of the reundabout suggest that a traffie light will take up
more space than that bleated circle, but that doesn't make sense. One
proponent suggested that a traffic light would destroy "wetlands® by
Highway Cne, whereas a roundabout would not. There are no "wetlands"
near that intersectien unleszs you count the muddy ditch on the west
aide of Highway One.

The roundabout was felsted o the local people by peliticians whe must
have thought it was "Euro-chic.® Public input was minimal or
nonexistant. Moat of the lecal reasidents in the Simpson Lane area
wanted a step light and that's what they thought they were getting.

Ken Spiker

17320 Franklin Road
Fort Bragq, CR
T07-984-0271

Jimcalv@netscape nat
10¢31/2008 05:07 PM To Sandra.Rosas@dot.ca.gov
cc

Subject Proposed Simpson Lane Roundabout

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed plan to mstall a roundabout at Simpson
Lane and Iwy 1. I question putting a roundabout at an area where the bulk of the traffic flow is
coming from the Morth and the South, 15 it really necessary? Would a stophght be more effective
and sater? It is also important to account for the large amount of traffic that results from drivers
from out of the area due to our high number of tourists. For a driver who s unfamiliar with an
area a roundabout 15 Just one more annovance and obstacle.

Sincerely,
James H. Calvert

MeCam or Obama? Stay up to date on the latest from the campaign trail with AOL News,
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Response 16

How will vehicles merge safely into the roundabout?

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry™ rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout,
the right of way. Vehicles wishing to enter must wait for an opening or gap in traffic. If no
traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the roundabout. On a well-
designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating vehicles are very close,
making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout, pavement markings and
signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a roundabout is exactly the
same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left use the left lane,
vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane. Pavement
markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on entry.

How will the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists be ensured?

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant
giving pedestrians total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with
smooth transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one
direction of traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment.
Furthermore, the crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing
drivers to deal with pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided
for pedestrians in each splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the
refuge area, then cross the other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway to
provide added security by increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.

Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a
lane as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the
roundabout entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced
bicyclists would probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and
crossings as a pedestrian.

Response 17
How will tourists and unfamiliar drivers know how to use a roundabout?

Modern roundabouts are emerging as viable intersection alternatives in many areas throughout
the country. Chances are that most people know roundabouts, although drivers may not be
familiar with the rules of driving a roundabout. However, drivers are familiar with reading signs
and interpreting striping and pavement markings, as these are common to any transportation
facility, whether it's a roundabout or a stretch of the interstate. With a roundabout, the unfamiliar
driver will have a low-speed environment that will be adequately signed and striped. These
instructions guide the unfamiliar driver through the roundabout. As in any traffic situation,
drivers do need to exercise caution.
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Comment 18

————— Forwarded by Sandra Rosas/D03/Caltrans/CAGov on 11/03/2008 08:44 AM -----
jimcalv@netscape.net
10/31/2008 05:07 PM TO Sandra ROS&IS{@UO( ca.gov
cc

Subject Proposed Simpson Lane Roundabout

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed plan to install a roundabout at Simpson
Lane and Hwy 1. I question putting a roundabout at an area where the bulk of the traffic flow is
coming from the North and the South. is it really necessary? Would a stoplight be more effective
and safer? It 1s also important to account for the large amount of traffic that results from drivers
from out of the area due to our high number of tourists. For a driver who 1s unfamiliar with an
area a roundabout is just one more annoyance and obstacle.

Sincerely.
James H. Calvert
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Response 18
How will tourists and unfamiliar drivers know how to use a roundabout?

Modern roundabouts are emerging as viable intersection alternatives in many areas throughout
the country. Chances are that most people know roundabouts, although drivers may not be
familiar with the rules of driving a roundabout. However, drivers are familiar with reading signs
and interpreting striping and pavement markings, as these are common to any transportation
facility, whether it's a roundabout or a stretch of the interstate. With a roundabout, the unfamiliar
driver will have a low-speed environment that will be adequately signed and striped. These
instructions guide the unfamiliar driver through the roundabout. As in any traffic situation,
drivers do need to exercise caution.

For a delay time comparison, see Table 5, page 40 in this document.
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Comment 19

Steven Blair/D01/Caltrans/ CAGov
11/03/2008 10:07 AM

To Darla Tate/D03/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT
cc Sandra Rosas/D03/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT
bec

Subject Simpson comments

Thanks

Steven Blair - District 1

Project Manager

(707) 441-5899

————— Forwarded by Steven Blair/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 11/03/2008 10:09 AM ---—--

Subject Re: Traffic Circles, Modern Roundabout and $$

Larry and James - Interesting comments.... but I totally disagree with

most of your perspectives on the round about vs a traffic signal at

Simpson Lane and Hwy 1. I have been a Simpson Lane resident for over 28 years.
Lived in Europe for over a year and driven all over most of the continents in the world.
I believe that a traffic light at Simpson Lane will be safer, better utilized,

more effective in traffic control and flow than a roundabout.

The size of the "safe and school bus/ logging truck effective” roundabout

like those in Europe and Mexico is much larger than what is proposed for

Simpson and the smaller size will cause challenges for entry on to Hwy 1

on high traffic times of the day.The proposed roundabout vs a light will increase

the danger for pedestrians not be safer. (unless an underground or walk over bridge is
added. The perspective that a round about will create a nice gateway into Fort

Bragg should not be a consideration.

The gate way to Fort Bragg is Hwy 1 and Hwy 20, which already has a

traffic light that operates very well on traffic control. Also I don’t get to

choose or vote on candidates or issues in Fort Bragg so their opinion on

Simpson Lane should not influence action outside of the city limits.

I urge Caltrans to design and install a traffic light (signal) a the intersection

of Hwy 1 and Simpson Lane.

Paul A. Tichinin

Mendocino County Superintendent of Schools
2240 Old River Road

Ukiah, CA 95482

(707) 467-5001

paul_tichinin@mcoe.us

Larry Knowles <lknowles@mcn.org> writes:
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Response 19

How will large trucks safely negotiate the roundabout?

Trucks are to claim both lanes (straddle the lane line) while entering a multi-lane roundabout.
This will prevent other vehicles from attempting to enter with the truck and thus prevent
conflicts, such as cut-offs. A large truck will require the use of both lanes while traveling
through the roundabout. Furthermore, since all vehicles in the roundabout circulating the lane
have the right of way, once the truck is in the roundabout, entering vehicles will be required to
yield before entering. Turning simulation software has been used to ensure that roundabouts can
accommodate the turning requirements of the largest vehicle expected to use the facility.

How will vehicles merge safely into the roundabout?

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry™ rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout
the right of way. Vehicles entering the roundabout must wait for an opening or gap in traffic to
make an entry. If no traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the
roundabout. On a well-designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating
vehicles are very close, making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout,
pavement markings and signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a
roundabout is exactly the same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning
left use the left lane, vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the
right lane. Pavement markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct
position on entry.

How will the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists be ensured?

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant
giving pedestrians total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with
smooth transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one
direction of traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment.
Furthermore, the crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing
drivers to deal with pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided
for pedestrians in each splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the
refuge area, then cross the other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway to
provide added security by increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.

Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a
lane as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the
roundabout entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced
bicyclists would probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and
crossings as a pedestrian.
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OPEN HOUSE COMMENT

“*mpson Lane/ Route 1 Intersection
Thursday, Octobser 16th 4 = 7:00 pm

Fort Bragg Tows Hall, 363 N, Main Street, Fort Bragy

Name: (S argasn SANDERS
Addiress: £ s57 cﬂfaf Aoast ,{/uﬂl’
city Fopy Aeac e St CA 5737

Hepresenting: Mame of Organization or Agency: ﬁt-}!! rJ’F" 3

Comments to be returned no later than October 3151, 2008

CARDS

Comment 20

TAKEN FROM WIKIPEDIA.ORG NOTES RE ROUNDABOUTS 10/16/08

* A particular cause of congesticn at @ roundabout is when many motorists
want to make a turn which effectively crosses oncoming traffic. This also
notes that opposing drivers, making left turns, will get inta each ather's paths
twice in a roundabout. At “low traffic density,” both drivers make
adjustments and go on their way. When traffic "density Increases,”
adjustments to speed and direction are no longer simple and may not even
be possitle without circling once more or many more times iin order to get a
proper opening. Times likes these, impatience may rule and cause problems,

* "Roundabouts do nct cope wel| with heavy traffic. For this reason, traffic
lights hawe been added to some busy roundabouts™--think 4™ of July, or
Labor Day weekends, or summer vacationers, which all add to traffic density,
lffwhaveevermtedtogetmtony.lfrwnasidestmet,belta
weekend or a weekday, the walt and the danger is very apparent, especially
from an event in Mendocino

* Roundabouts seem especially dangerous for bicyclists. In a four-year study
{1996-2000) 26% of injuries at a roundabout involved cyclists vs. 6 to 16% at
conventional intersections. Since we encourage bicyclists, for health and
energy savings plus viewing our gorgeous coastline, this should be
considered. My experience with bicyclists have not always been good ones!
After seeing the displays at Towm Hall, I'm not sure if bicyclists would fes|
they had to use the pedestrian crossing, thereby creating mare problems,

MY OWN NOTES:

Turning into, or out of, Simpson Lane was thought to deserve a left-turn lane,
Mow, besides the number of homes east of Highway 1, the much-used gas
station and the Humane Society store, there is a summer Flea Market at this
intersection--much more traffic turning on Simpson Lane and back onto Hwy. 1.

AL present, there is just this one access road to all the homes built along
Simpson Lane and our own Fire Dent. has talked about wanting another way in
and out in case of an emergency. 1 can visualize, in an emergency, how this
slow intersect'on might cause one, blg, circular traffic mess,

While visiting Town Hall yesterday, seeing the Cal-Trans displays and hearing
much discussion with questions ane answers being provided, I am convinced,
mare than ever that, in this Instance, a stop light at the Simpson Lane
intersection would be mere useful than a roundabout

%%?aé&é?‘lﬂﬁ e s
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Response 20
How will the roundabout handle the large volume of vehicles?

Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship
between entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large
capacity. Volumes on each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal
situation; the greater the balance, the greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections
can efficiently service traffic with decreased delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals.
This is particularly true where traffic volumes entering the roundabout are nearly balanced on all
legs and where there is a high number of left turning vehicles. The high number of left turning
vehicles at Simpson Lane coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1
provides a balanced volume relationship. Additional factors that can enhance capacity of
roundabouts are the size of the roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors. Compared
to a signalized intersection, there is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections
controlled by traffic signals can cause unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a
minimum of green light time to each movement in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in
which no vehicles are entering the intersection. In contrast, traffic can be present in the
roundabout at all times. This continual use is a key factor in the capacity.

Will Simpson Lane traffic have difficulty entering the roundabout due to the heavy traffic
going north on Route 1?

A volume balance is required between the various legs for the roundabout to operate properly for
all directions of traffic. In the case of the proposed roundabout, Old Coast Highway requires little
consideration since its traffic volumes are extremely small. Therefore, we can look at this
roundabout as having 3 legs. The left-turning volume from SR 1 to Simpson Lane is the crucial
factor. Without this volume, SR 1 becomes solely a heavy commuter route through this
intersection, and a small volume from the minor leg would have difficulty entering during peak
commute times; but this is not the case with Simpson Lane. During the evening commute, left-
turning traffic from southbound SR 1 will interrupt the northbound SR 1 flow, thus providing
gaps for Simpson Lane traffic to enter. Traffic counts indicate that there is also a fair volume of
left-turning vehicles during the morning commute and at other times of the day. These vehicles
will help to produce gaps at all times of the day. We also must acknowledge the fact that
northbound SR 1 vehicles will be required, by the roundabout geometry, to slow as they
approach the entry. This deceleration, paired with driver hesitation as drivers look to their left
for southbound left-turning vehicles, will also produce gaps for Simpson Lane traffic.

How will safety be incorporated for pedestrian and bicyclists use?

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant
giving pedestrian’s total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with
smooth transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one
direction of traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment.
Furthermore, the crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing
drivers to deal with pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided
for pedestrians in each splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the
refuge area, then cross the other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway to
provide added security by increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.
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Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a
lane as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the
roundabout entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced
bicyclists would probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and
crossings as a pedestrian.

How will vehicles access businesses from the roundabout?

The businesses to the north of the intersection on the west side of SR 1 will most likely have the
same access options that they currently have. Access could change if Caltrans determines that
safety is being significantly affected by having a shorter than preferred splitter island.
Nevertheless, the current plan does not impact access from SR 1 to these businesses. The
existing two way left turn lane (center lane) will remain beyond the island providing turning
opportunities for northbound drivers who want to enter these businesses. Also, in order to
maintain access to The Ark thrift shop, Caltrans will explore measures to maintain access to Old
Coast Hwy by relocating the driveway slightly to the west.

Gas Station:

The USA gas station will have less access for safety and operational reasons. Regardless of
whether the project is a signal or a roundabout, the northernmost access on SR 1 will be closed
due to its close proximity to the intersection. The southern access on SR 1 will remain open, but
only to northbound drivers. Southbound vehicles will turn left on Simpson Lane and use the
access off of Simpson Lane, which will be relocated further to the east. Likewise, if they wish to
continue south from the gas station, they will enter Simpson Lane and make a left turn onto
southbound SR 1. The gas station driveway onto SR 1 will allow a right turn only, which will be
enforced with a long splitter island that will block the southbound lane.
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Responses 21
Your support for alternative 2, signal, is acknowledged and included in the project record. Thank
you for your interest in the project.

Response 22
How will drivers learn how to use the roundabout?

Driver information will be provided by signs and pavement markings. After one trip through a
roundabout, a driver should be familiar with the roundabout concept. A Caltrans roundabout in
Hopland has been in operation for a year now with no reported collisions. Most people in the
Hopland area were unfamiliar with roundabouts. Furthermore, there is a busy casino just to the
east, so ample traffic comes through this roundabout at certain times. The fact that no collisions
have been reported indicates that the learning curve is fairly short. Drivers seem to grasp the
roundabout concept.

Response 23 & 24
Your support for alternative 2, signal is acknowledged and included in the project record. Thank
you for your comment and interest in the project.

Response 25 & 26
Thank you for your interest in the project and for your support of the roundabout alternative.

Response 27
Can we get a roundabout at Fern Creek Road and Route 1 in Caspar?

From nothing more than an aerial photo, this 4-legged intersection appears to be in a good
location for a roundabout. And if the volumes from Fern Creek Road are significant, it may be
effective. However, existing safety and/or operational issues would need to be identified at this
intersection in order to initiate a potential project. Residents can always contact the County or
State with transportation issues they feel need to be further investigated.

Response 28
How will the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists be ensured?

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant
giving pedestrian’s total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with
smooth transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one
direction of traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment.
Furthermore, the crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing
drivers to deal with pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided
for pedestrians in each splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the
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refuge area, then cross the other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway to
provide added security by increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.

Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a
lane as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the
roundabout entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced
bicyclists would probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and
crossings as a pedestrian.
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Responses 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, & 34
Thank you for your interest in the project and for your support of the roundabout alternative.

Response 35
How will vehicles merge safely into the roundabout?

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry" rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout
the right of way. Vehicles entering the roundabout must wait for an opening or gap in traffic. If
no traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the roundabout. On a
well-designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating vehicles are very
close, making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout, pavement markings
and signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a roundabout is exactly
the same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left use the left lane,
vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane. Pavement
markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on entry.

Also, please refer to “Selected Alternative” and “Climate Change under CEQA” sections in this
document, where safety of the roundabout (verses the signal) is discussed. In addition, the
Hopland roundabout in Mendocino County is a Caltrans project, which has resulted in successful,
safe operations. Response 1 in this Appendix provides references to roundabout studies and
corresponding safety.

How will drivers know how to use the roundabout?

Driver information will be provided by signs and pavement markings. After one trip through a
roundabout, a driver should be familiar with the roundabout concept. A Caltrans roundabout in
Hopland has been in operation for a year now with no reported collisions. Most people in the
Hopland area were unfamiliar with roundabouts. Furthermore, there is a busy casino just to the
east, so ample traffic comes through this roundabout at certain times. The fact that no collisions
have been reported indicates that the learning curve is fairly short. Drivers seem to grasp the
roundabout concept.

How will large trucks safely negotiate the roundabout?

Trucks are to claim both lanes (straddle the lane line) while entering a multi-lane roundabout.
This will prevent other vehicles from attempting to enter with the truck and thus prevent
conflicts, such as cut-offs. A large truck will require the use of both lanes while traveling
through the roundabout. Furthermore, since all vehicles in the roundabout circulating the lane
have the right of way, once the truck is in the roundabout, entering vehicles will be required to
yield before entering. Turning simulation software has been used to ensure that roundabouts can
accommodate the turning requirements of the largest vehicle expected to use the facility.

Response 36
Refer to responses 1.a - 1.f.
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Comments 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 & 44
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Responses 37, 38, 39, & 40
Thank you for your support of the roundabout alternative.

Response 41, 42, & 43
Your support for alternative 2, signal is acknowledged and included in the project record. Thank
you for your interest in the project.

Response 44

Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship
between entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large
capacity. Volumes on each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal
situation; the greater the balance, the greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections
can efficiently service traffic with decreased delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals.
This is particularly true where traffic volumes entering the roundabout are nearly balanced on all
legs and where there is a high number of left turning vehicles. The high number of left turning
vehicles at Simpson Lane coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1
provides a balanced volume relationship. Additional factors that can enhance capacity of
roundabouts are the size of the roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors. Compared
to a signalized intersection, there is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections
controlled by traffic signals can cause unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a
minimum of green light time to each movement in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in
which no vehicles are entering the intersection. In contrast, traffic can be present in the
roundabout at all times. This continual use is a key factor in the capacity.
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Responses 45
How will vehicles access businesses from the roundabout?

The businesses to the north of the intersection on the west side of SR 1 will most likely have the same
access options that they currently have. Access could change if Caltrans determines that safety is being
significantly affected by having a shorter than preferred splitter island. Nevertheless, the current plan
does not impact access from SR 1 to these businesses. The existing two way left turn lane (center lane)
will remain beyond the island providing turning opportunities for northbound drivers who want to enter
these businesses. Also, in order to maintain access to The Ark thrift shop, Caltrans will explore measures
to maintain access to Old Coast Hwy by relocating the driveway slightly to the west.
Gas Station:
The USA gas station will have less access for safety and operational reasons. Regardless of
whether the project is a signal or a roundabout, the northernmost access on SR 1 will be closed
due to its close proximity to the intersection. The southern access on SR 1 will remain open, but
only to northbound drivers. Southbound vehicles will turn left on Simpson Lane and use the
access off of Simpson Lane, which will be relocated further to the east. Likewise, if they wish to
continue south from the gas station, they will enter Simpson Lane and make a left turn onto
southbound SR 1. The gas station driveway onto SR 1 will allow a right turn only, which will be
enforced with a long splitter island that will block the southbound lane.

Response 46 & 47
Thank you for your support of the roundabout alternative.

Response 48

Gas Station Access: See response 45 above, which addresses the access to the gas station. Also, refer to
the Project Description and Alternatives Considered on pages 1-3, which elaborate on the project details
and description.

Response 49, 50, & 51
Your support for alternative 2, signal is acknowledged and included in the project record. Thank you for
your interest in the project.

Response 52

How will the roundabout handle the large volume of vehicles?

Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship between
entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large capacity. Volumes on
each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal situation; the greater the balance, the
greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections can efficiently service traffic with decreased
delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals. This is particularly true where traffic volumes entering
the roundabout are nearly balanced on all legs and where there is a high number of left turning vehicles.
The high number of left turning vehicles at Simpson Lane coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in
both directions on SR 1 provides a balanced volume relationship. Additional factors that can enhance
capacity of roundabouts are the size of the roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors.
Compared to a signalized intersection, there is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections
controlled by traffic signals can cause unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a minimum of
green light time to each movement in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in which no vehicles are
entering the intersection. In contrast, traffic can be present in the roundabout at all times. This continual
use is a key factor in the capacity.
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Responses 53
How will the roundabout handle the large volume of vehicles?

Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship
between entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large
capacity. Volumes on each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal situation;
the greater the balance, the greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections can efficiently
service traffic with decreased delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals. This is particularly
true where traffic volumes entering the roundabout are nearly balanced on all legs and where there
is a high number of left turning vehicles. The high number of left turning vehicles at Simpson Lane
coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1 provides a balanced volume
relationship. Additional factors that can enhance capacity of roundabouts are the size of the
roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors. Compared to a signalized intersection, there
is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections controlled by traffic signals can cause
unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a minimum of green light time to each movement
in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in which no vehicles are entering the intersection. In
contrast, traffic can be present in the roundabout at all times. This continual use is a key factor in
the capacity.

Response 54
Your support for alternative 2, signal is acknowledged and included in the project record. Thank
you for your interest in the project.

Response 55, 56, & 57
How will the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists be ensured?

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use by
pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant giving
pedestrian’s total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with smooth
transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one direction of
traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment. Furthermore, the
crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing drivers to deal with
pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided for pedestrians in each
splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the refuge area, then cross the
other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway to provide added security by
increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.

Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a lane
as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the roundabout
entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced bicyclists would
probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and crossings as a
pedestrian.

Response 58
Your support for alternative 2, signal is acknowledged and included in the project record.
Thank you for your interest in the project.
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Comments 59, 60, 61, & 62,
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Responses 59 & 60

How will the vehicles know when and how to slow down upon approaching the
roundabout?

Adequate signage will be posted at each approach stating that there is a roundabout ahead with an
advised speed of 15-20 mph and "yield ahead" signs will notify drivers that they may need to
come to a complete stop at the roundabout. Another factor that will enforce speed reduction is
the curvature and channelization (with raised islands and sidewalks) at the entries. Furthermore,
the central island will be built up like a small hill to provide "target value" to the driver. In other
words, the central island will be an “attention getter” for the driver and will indicate that he/she is
approaching a roundabout. Lighting will be installed on the approaches and within the
roundabout to enhance safety during nighttime hours.

How will vehicles merge safely into the roundabout?

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry™ rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout
the right of way. Vehicles entering the roundabout must wait for an opening or gap in traffic. If
no traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the roundabout. On a
well-designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating vehicles are very
close, making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout, pavement markings
and signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a roundabout is exactly
the same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left use the left lane,
vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane. Pavement
markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on entry.

Senior Citizens

The project would not create a reduction in the speed limit; however, the new roadway
geometrics will require traffic to slow to speeds of 15-25 mph based on their path through the
roundabout. For this reason, there will be a signed "advisory" speed limit through the
intersection, which vehicles will have to maintain in order to safely navigate the facility.

The signage recommended in the study (referenced in “Response 1a”) for older drivers will be
considered for this project. Consideration will be given to exit guide signs on the splitter islands
vs. adjacent to the traveled way. Also, directional warning signs may be placed in the central
island at roughly 90 degrees to the entering traffic as opposed to angling, to assist older drivers as
suggested in the cited study.

Also see “Response “1” for further information regarding roundabouts and senior citizens.

Responses 61
How will vehicles access businesses from the roundabout?

The businesses to the north of the intersection on the west side of SR 1 will most likely have the
same access options that they currently have. Access could change if Caltrans determines that
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safety is being significantly affected by having a shorter than preferred splitter island.
Nevertheless, the current plan does not impact access from SR 1 to these businesses. The
existing two way left turn lane (center lane) will remain beyond the island providing turning
opportunities for northbound drivers who want to enter these businesses. Also, in order to
maintain access to The Ark thrift shop, Caltrans will explore measures to maintain access to Old
Coast Hwy by relocating the driveway slightly to the west.

Gas Station:

The USA gas station will have less access for safety and operational reasons. Regardless of
whether the project is a signal or a roundabout, the northernmost access on SR 1 will be closed
due to its close proximity to the intersection. The southern access on SR 1 will remain open, but
only to northbound drivers. Southbound vehicles will turn left on Simpson Lane and use the
access off of Simpson Lane, which will be relocated further to the east. Likewise, if they wish to
continue south from the gas station, they will enter Simpson Lane and make a left turn onto
southbound SR 1. The gas station driveway onto SR 1 will allow a right turn only, which will be
enforced with a long splitter island that will block the southbound lane.

Responses 62
Thank you for your support of the roundabout alternative.
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF CALTRANS RESPONSES
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SUMMARY OF CALTRANS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

How will large trucks safely negotiate the roundabout?

Trucks are to claim both lanes (straddle the lane line) while entering a multi-lane roundabout.
This will prevent other vehicles from attempting to enter with the truck and thus prevent
conflicts, such as cut-offs. A large truck will require the use of both lanes while traveling
through the roundabout. Furthermore, since all vehicles in the roundabout circulating the lane
have the right of way, once the truck is in the roundabout, entering vehicles will be required to
yield before entering. Turning simulation software has been used to ensure that roundabouts can
accommodate the turning requirements of the largest vehicle expected to use the facility.

How will the roundabout handle the large volume of vehicles?

Roundabouts can handle larger volumes of traffic than traffic signals. The intricate relationship
between entering, exiting, and circulating traffic on all legs of a roundabout creates this large
capacity. Volumes on each leg need to be somewhat balanced in order to create the ideal
situation; the greater the balance, the greater the capacity. Roundabout controlled intersections
can efficiently service traffic with decreased delay and greater efficiency than traffic signals.
This is particularly true where traffic volumes entering the roundabout are nearly balanced on all
legs and where there is a high number of left turning vehicles. The high number of left turning
vehicles at Simpson Lane coupled with the balanced traffic volumes in both directions on SR 1
provides a balanced volume relationship. Additional factors that can enhance capacity of
roundabouts are the size of the roundabout, lane widths, and other geometric factors. Compared
to a signalized intersection, there is much less wasted time at a roundabout. Intersections
controlled by traffic signals can cause unnecessary delays because of the need to provide a
minimum of green light time to each movement in every cycle, thus creating time intervals in
which no vehicles are entering the intersection. In contrast, traffic can be present in the
roundabout at all times. This continual use is a key factor in the capacity.

Will Simpson Lane traffic have difficulty entering the roundabout due to the heavy traffic
going north on Route 1?

A volume balance is required between the various legs for the roundabout to operate properly for
all directions of traffic. In the case of the proposed roundabout, Old Coast Highway requires
little consideration since its traffic volumes are extremely small. Therefore, we can look at this
roundabout as having 3 legs. The left-turning volume from SR 1 to Simpson Lane is the crucial
factor. Without this volume, SR 1 becomes solely a heavy commuter route through this
intersection, and a small volume from the minor leg would have difficulty entering during peak
commute times; but this is not the case with Simpson Lane. During the evening commute, left-
turning traffic from southbound SR 1 will interrupt the northbound SR 1 flow, thus providing
gaps for Simpson Lane traffic to enter. Traffic counts indicate that there is also a fair volume of
left-turning vehicles during the morning commute and at other times of the day. These vehicles
will help to produce gaps at all times of the day. We also must acknowledge the fact that
northbound SR 1 vehicles will be required, by the roundabout geometry, to slow as they

Men1- Simpson Lane Maintenance Station Project




approach the entry. This deceleration, paired with driver hesitation as drivers look to their left
for southbound left-turning vehicles, will also produce gaps for Simpson Lane traffic.

How will the vehicles know when and how to slow down upon approaching the roundabout?

Adequate signage will be posted at each approach stating that there is a roundabout ahead with
an advised speed of 15-20 mph and "yield ahead" signs will notify drivers that they may need to
come to a complete stop at the roundabout. Another factor that will enforce speed reduction is
the curvature and channelization (with raised islands and sidewalks) at the entries. Furthermore,
the central island will be built up like a small hill to provide "target value" to the driver. In other
words, the central island will be an “attention getter” for the driver and will indicate that he/she
is approaching a roundabout. Lighting will be installed on the approaches and within the
roundabout to enhance safety during nighttime hours.

The project would not create a reduction in the speed limit; however, the new roadway
geometrics will require traffic to slow to speeds of 15-25 mph based on their path through the
roundabout. For this reason, there will be a signed "advisory" speed limit through the
intersection, which vehicles will have to maintain in order to safely navigate the facility.

How will vehicles access businesses from the roundabout?

The businesses to the north of the intersection on the west side of SR 1 will most likely have the
same access options that they currently have. Access could change if Caltrans determines that
safety is being significantly affected by having a shorter than preferred splitter island.
Nevertheless, the current plan does not impact access from SR 1 to these businesses. The
existing two way left turn lane (center lane) will remain beyond the island providing turning
opportunities for northbound drivers who want to enter these businesses. Also, in order to
maintain access to The Ark thrift shop, Caltrans will explore measures to maintain access to Old
Coast Hwy by relocating the driveway slightly to the west.

Gas Station:

The USA gas station will have less access for safety and operational reasons. Regardless of
whether the project is a signal or a roundabout, the northernmost access on SR 1 will be closed
due to its close proximity to the intersection. The southern access on SR 1 will remain open, but
only to northbound drivers. Southbound vehicles will turn left on Simpson Lane and use the
access off of Simpson Lane, which will be relocated further to the east. Likewise, if they wish to
continue south from the gas station, they will enter Simpson Lane and make a left turn onto
southbound SR 1. The gas station driveway onto SR 1 will allow a right turn only, which will be
enforced with a long splitter island that will block the southbound lane.
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How will vehicles merge safely into the roundabout?

Modern roundabouts operate on a "yield at entry" rule, which gives traffic within the roundabout
the right of way. Vehicles entering the roundabout must wait for an opening or gap in traffic. If
no traffic is present, entering vehicles will slow down and proceed into the roundabout. On a
well-designed roundabout, the speeds of the entering vehicles and circulating vehicles are very
close, making the merge easy and comfortable. For a multi-lane roundabout, pavement markings
and signs will provide lane assignments. Lane use for a two-lane entry at a roundabout is exactly
the same as at any intersection with a two-lane approach: vehicles turning left use the left lane,
vehicles going straight use either lane, and vehicles turning right use the right lane. Pavement
markings and signs will show this directional method, which ensures correct position on entry.

Emergency Vehicles

The roundabout will have no effect on emergency vehicle response time. In fact, vehicles are to
obey the same rules they always follow when encountering an emergency vehicle. If an
emergency vehicle is approaching, pull over and do not enter the roundabout. If a vehicle has no
choice but to pull over in the roundabout, the circulatory roadway will be wide enough to allow
an emergency vehicle to pass by. The roundabout will accommodate the largest, legal truck on
the State Highway System. With less delay, it may actually be quicker for an emergency vehicle
to get through and it will certainly be safer.

How will the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists be ensured?

Shared-use paths or sidewalks will be provided around the perimeter of the roundabout for use
by pedestrians and bicyclists. These paths will connect crosswalks on each respective quadrant
giving pedestrian’s total access to all areas of the intersection. The sidewalks will end with
smooth transitions to the existing shoulders of the roadway. Pedestrians will cross only one
direction of traffic at a time, making the roundabout a one-decision-at-a-time environment.
Furthermore, the crossings are set back from the roundabout by a minimum of 25 ft, allowing
drivers to deal with pedestrians before entering the circulating lane. Refuge areas are provided
for pedestrians in each splitter island, allowing the pedestrian to cross one direction, stop at the
refuge area, then cross the other. Buffer strips are provided between the sidewalk and roadway
to provide added security by increasing the separation between vehicle and pedestrian.

Bicyclists have two options when traveling through a roundabout. The first option is to claim a
lane as a vehicle and travel through the roundabout, which is an easy maneuver because the
roundabout entry geometry has slowed the motor vehicles to bicycle speeds. Experienced
bicyclists would probably choose this option. The other option is to use the shared paths and
crossings as a pedestrian.
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How will vehicles negotiate with other vehicles in the roundabout?

Multi-lane roundabouts require adequate signing and striping to reduce the potential for driver
confusion. Certain markings and signs are placed to help drivers determine which lane they need
to be in, based on their destination, before they enter the roundabout. While in the roundabout,
vehicles will be required to maintain position and direction within the lane (no changing lanes) in
accordance with traffic markings. The excellent safety records are the result of (motorists,
pedestrians, and bicyclists) being required to look at conflicting traffic and decide when it is safe
to proceed. The slow speeds allow comfortable driving through the roundabout. The motorist
uses the same skills as when exiting a grocery store parking lot: look left and wait for a gap in
traffic.

How will tourists and unfamiliar drivers know how to use a roundabout?

Modern roundabouts are emerging as viable intersection alternatives in many areas throughout
the country. Chances are that most people know roundabouts, although drivers may not be
familiar with the rules of driving a roundabout. However, drivers are familiar with reading signs
and interpreting striping and pavement markings, as these are common to any transportation
facility, whether it's a roundabout or a stretch of the interstate. With a roundabout, the unfamiliar
driver will have a low-speed environment that will be adequately signed and striped. These
instructions guide the unfamiliar driver through the roundabout. As in any traffic situation,
drivers do need to exercise caution.

How will drivers know how to use the roundabout?

Driver information will be provided by signs and pavement markings. After one trip through a
roundabout, a driver should be familiar with the roundabout concept. A Caltrans roundabout in
Hopland has been in operation for a year now with no reported collisions. Most people in the
Hopland area were unfamiliar with roundabouts. Furthermore, there is a busy casino just to the
east, so ample traffic comes through this roundabout at certain times. The fact that no collisions
have been reported indicates that the learning curve is fairly short. Drivers seem to grasp the
roundabout concept.

Can we get a roundabout at Fern Creek Road and Route 1 in Caspar?

Based on an aerial photo, this 4-legged intersection appears to be in a good location for a
roundabout. If the volumes from Fern Creek Road are significant, the project may be justified.
However, safety and/or operational issues at this intersection would need to be studied in order to
initiate a potential project. Residents may contact the County or State with transportation issues
they feel need to be further investigated.
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How will the Level of Service (LOS) change with building the current project?

Operational efficiency of the intersection would be improved by either alternative; however, the
roundabout alternative provides greater improvement. Level of Service (LOS) is defined by the
Highway Capacity Manual 2000 as: “A qualitative measure describing operational conditions
within a traffic stream, based on service measures such as speed and travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and convenience.” There are six Levels of Service, and
they are identified by letters ranging from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating
conditions and LOS F representing the worst operating conditions. Each LOS represents a range
of operating conditions and the driver’s perception of those conditions.

In general, LOS for an intersection can be determined by the average vehicle delay experienced
at an intersection by the driver. The roundabout will provide the overall intersection with a LOS
B in the year 2028. LOS B has an average intersection delay experienced by the driver of 10 to
20 seconds; progression of vehicles is good. Signalization would provide the intersection with
an LOS D in the year 2028. LOS D has an average intersection delay experienced by the driver
of 35 to 55 seconds; progression of vehicles is unfavorable and intersection is showing signs of
being congested
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APPENDIX D

CALTRANS PETITION RESPONSE &
PETITIONS
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CALTRANS RESPONSE TO PETITIONS

Caltrans received two petitions, both opposing the roundabout. Both petitions are attached
following the responses below.

Gas Station Petition Response

The owners of the gas station that is within the project area initiated one petition. An employee
submitted this petition during the open house on October 17, 2008 at the Fort Bragg Town Hall.
Approximately 420 people signed the petition.

Phoebe Graubard Petition Response

This petition, opposing the roundabout alternative, was received from Phoebe Graubard in
October 2008, during the public comment period by US mail and by Fax. On October 17, 2008
during the open house, Phoebe Graubard also submitted the petition to the Project Manager,
Steven Blair. The petition is attached below. Three hundred sixty two signatures were obtained
on this petition. The reason for the opposition is identified in Phoebe Graubard’s letter contained
in Appendix B - Public Comments and Caltrans Responses”, identified as “Comment 1”. The
comments within Ms. Graubard’s letter are addressed within Appendix C — Public Comments
and Caltrans Responses”. Caltrans recognizes the concerns; however, as discussed in the
“Alternative Selected” section of this document, the roundabout was selected with support from
County Board of Supervisors, Fort Bragg City Council members, and Mendocino County
Planning Department. Furthermore, the County is sharing the project costs. The justification to
select the roundabout alternative is discussed in the “Alternative Selection”, and “Climate
Change under the California Environmental Quality Act” sections of this document. An
additional response to Ms. Graubard is contained in the ‘Response letter 1”, which corresponds
to Ms. Graubard’s comment letter labeled “Comment Letter 1” in this document.
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"ROUNDAROUTY PROPOSAL
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light be installed as soon as pdible
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“ROUNDABOUT" PROPOSAL
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ROUND ABOUT PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the” roundahout” proposal. We are asking that a stop
light be installed ns soon as posble
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SROUNDABOUT” PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the™ roundabout” proposal We are asking that a stop
light be installed as soon as pdkible
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"ROUNDABOUT” PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the™ roundabout™ proposal We are asang that a stop
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“ROUNDABOUT” PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the™ roundabout™ proposal. We are asking that a stop
light be installed as soon as possible.
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ROUNDABOUTT PROPOSAL

Ve, the undersigned disagree with the” roundabout” proposal. We are asking that a stop
light be installed as soon as peible
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ROUNDABOUT” PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the” roundabout” proposal. We are asking that a stop
light be installed as soon as possible
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"ROUNDABOUT PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the” roundshout™ proposal. We are asking that & stop
huht be nstalled as soon as possible
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“ROUNDABOUT” PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the” roundabout” proposal We are asking that a stop

light be installed as soon a5 pdtible.
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“ROUNDABOUT” PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the” roundabout™ proposal We are asang that a stop
light be installed a3 spon as possible.
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"ROUNDABOUT PROPOSAL

We, the undersigned disagree with the” roundabout” proposal. We are ascing that a stop
Hight be installed as soon a3 possible
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“ROUNDABOLUT” PROPOSAL
We, the undersgnad disagree with the “roumdaboul” proposal, We are ascing that a stop

hight be mstalled as soon as possible.
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Petition 2: Submitted by Graubard

PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1

TO: MENDOCINO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCINO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP ﬁﬂ DIRECTOR.
s

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCINO COAST, IN THE U RPORATED AREA OF MENDOCINO COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A *ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.

NAME ADDRESS
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS!
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR,

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESID OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
Msr-ﬂ.‘.!ﬂﬂlm COAST, IN THE U PORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO MOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1
TO: MENDOGING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;

STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;

MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP ﬁ DIRECTOR.

ey

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE UNCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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T MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MEMNDOCING COUMNCIL OF GOVERMMENTS = PHILLIF L;IQIHECTW.
i
WE, THE UNDERSIGMED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE RPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT

A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGMNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION,

NAME ARDRESS
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
STEVEN BLAIR — GALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS ~ PHILLIP WIHEGTGH.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESID OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE U PORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORMIA, N OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT

A TRAEFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.

HAME ADDRESS
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TO: MENDOCINDG COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN ELAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MEMNDOCING COAST, IN THE UNCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGMED OO0 NOT WANT A& "AROUND-ABOUT' AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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FETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1

L MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEMN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1:
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP DOW, DIRECTOR.

WE. THE UNDERSKGNED RESIDENTS OF THE MENDOCING COAST, WHO LIVE AND
TRAVEL NORTH AND SOUTH ON HIGHWAY 1, AND/OR LIVE IN THE SIMPSON LANE
AREA OF THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOGING COUNTY, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT A
TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION DOF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO ROT WANT A “ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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P T IGHW

TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP DOW, DIRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE MENDOCING COAST, WHO LIVE AND
TRAVEL MORTH AND SOUTH ON HIGHWAY 1, ANDIOR LIVE IN THE SIMPSON LANE
AREA OF THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENMDOCING COUNTY, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT A
TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1

TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR = CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MEMNDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR

WE, THE UMDERSIGNED FREQUENT TRAVELLERS PAST THE SUBJECT INTERSECTION
ANDIODR RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPS0ON LAME AREA ON THE MENDOCING COAST, IN THE
UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR
STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF

HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPS0ON LAME. WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, DO NOT WANT A “ROUND-
ABOUT™ AT THAT INTERSECTION.

ADDRESS
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PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1

TC: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
STEVEN BLAIR = CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED FREQUENT TRAVELLERS PAST THE SUBJECT INTERSECTION
ANDIOR RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE MENDOCING COAST, IN THE
UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR
STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF
HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE, THE UMDERSIGNED, DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-
ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTION.

HAME ADBRESS
g J081 CieTHAT 5T, ToeT BeéG (i

i §

(0 Founfen 31191 Gdan G Fock Brage Cao

) [ Y
u.{é.l‘.l'l A

Lomsdr 32013 it In Frd o

5.z ovaia C . Ff_:’!-.r_'.-'r“Fr 22500 S g - F::h“‘l"-' |2 faye | crT
xJ:Ing 5 *-P 3 {j . ] , — JJ
g_ ! - . s
1 dosua ] 7 . g
Bl n Shalha” BTty westppey | BESE

B.Aés_alag.éim._iﬂlo_&m(:[}? %ﬂ-zﬁb
10,y j’ﬂud... JAEIE Coean D Eﬂ_ﬂmai

12 - s o 25 e Spe o —imay "n!'g. ;_L £t TS we
13% e y;—i M doron o

S TORK U BLA AFH5T
15%@‘&3#- erﬁw-h'.-an L9575z,

iLF I_..I_r_:l'q\‘zﬁfﬁxﬁ g M “uy ﬂ‘{!‘-ﬂt-n . -':-'q rrj-—qﬁﬁ

7 Clarted gl 335 1 f‘j‘fﬁﬁﬂh ForvB0@a €% 5437
Sleged = W
'|| g "j A L vi-AL !Ersﬁ‘- ﬂmﬁﬁhgpi%ﬁ? 7?_;"9*’&:

MEN 1- Simpson Lane Intersection Project




-\_".Illllrti.,l-r'll
,f:l.ﬁ_u-i{t ;?L-.,.;_r,_. i‘.ma':

A0 By YR

Fi8 a7 U3 /

—

_|_|_-_\—|_

0. Ann iﬂlm’fﬂ Box 1¥5)
:)ll_/-\i“{_&, Wﬁfﬂﬂt %?ﬁf’{ﬂ /24?4%;%%

(51 HFT‘;‘J{E-‘-L Ces D . %‘ C_j@j

MEN 1- Simpson Lane Intersection Project




TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILIJPmmHEETEH .

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOOCING COAST, IN THE UNCORPORATED AREA OF MEMDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LAME. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO MOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION,
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PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1

T MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
STEVEM BLAIR — CALTRANS FROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENCOCING COUMNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS = PHILLIF DOW, HRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE MENDOCING COAST, WHO LIVE AND
TRAVEL MORTH AND SOUTH ON HIGHWAY 1, AMDIDR LIVE IN THE SIMPSOMN LAME
AREA OF THE UMINCORPORATED AREA OF MEMDOCING COUNTY, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT A
TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSOMN LAME. WE,
THE UMDERSIGMED DO MOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1
TQ: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;

STEVEN BLAIR ~ CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1
MENDOCINDG COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP DOW, DIRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE MENDOCING COAST, WHO LIVE AND
THAVEL NORTH AND SEOUTH ON HIGHWAY 1, ANDVOR LIVE IN THE SIMPSON LANE
AREA OF THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY, STATE OF
CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TEI PUT A
TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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T MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTAANS PROJECT MAMNAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MEMDOCING COUMCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - F’!-IILLIFWIHEETUH.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDEMTS OF THE SIMPSON LAME AREA ON THE
MEWNDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORFORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERMMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTION,
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PETITION FOR A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT SIMPSON LANE AND HIGHWAY 1

TO: MENDOCIMG COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEM BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MAMAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMEMNTS — PHILLIP mmnfnmn_

WE, THE UNDERSIGMED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSOMN LANE AREA OM THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COLINTY,
STATE OF CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR STATE AMD COUNTY GOVERMMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPS0OMN LAME, WE,
THE UMDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A *ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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T MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERMMENTS - PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSOM LANE AREA ON THE
MEMDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNLA, PETITION QUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSOMN LAME. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTIOMN.
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Td: MENDOCIMO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
STEVEN BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MAMAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS = PHILLIP leHEETGFI-

WE, THE UNDERSIGMED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE

MENDOCIND COAST, IN THE

RPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,

STATE OF CALIFORMNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
& TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT™ AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEMN BLAIR = CALTRANS PROJECT MAMAGER, DNSTRICT 1,
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP WHEET{]H.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCIND COAST, IN THE UNMINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOGING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LAME. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;

MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP , DIRECTOR.
WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RES OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE PORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.

NAME ADDRESS
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TO: MEMDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEM BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MAMAGER, DISTRICT 1.
MEMDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS = F‘HILLIF‘-mEIHEGfDH.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSOM LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT & "ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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MEN 1- Simpson Lane Intersection Project




TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;

STEVEN BLAIR — CALTRANS PROUJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1,

MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP BLAIR, IRECTOR.
WE, THE UNDERSIGMED RESID OF THE SIMPS0N LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCING COAST, INTHE U RPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF GALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT

A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LAME. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT™ AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1
MENDOCING COUMCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP %ﬁlﬂ; DIRECTOR.
ot
WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MENDOCINDG COAST, IN THE RPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF GALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT

A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENDOCINDG COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP BLAIR, IRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGMNED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA OM THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR STATE AMD COUNTY GOVERMMENT TO PUT
A TRAFEIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSOMN LANE. WE,
THE UMDERSIGMNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT" AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,

STEVEN BLAIR - CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;

MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS — PHILLIP BLAIR, DIRECTOR.
WE, THE UMDERSIGNED RESIDE OF THE SIMPSON LANE AREA ON THE
MEMNDOCING COAST, INTHE U PORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT

A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSOMN LANE, WE,
THE UNDERSIGMED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT™ AT THAT INTERSECTION.
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T MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
STEVEM BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MAMAGER, DISTRICT 1,
MENDOCIMNG COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS ~ PHILLIP m CHRECTOR.

WE, THE UNDERSIGMED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSOMN LANE AREA OMN THE
MEMDOCING COAST, IN THE U RPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COLUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORNLA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PLT

T Ic TT IOM OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSON LANE, WE,
THE UNDERSMKNED DO NOT WANT RS !
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TO: MENDOCING COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS;
STEVEN BLAIR — CALTRANS PROJECT MANAGER, DISTRICT 1;
MENDOCING COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS - PHILLIP DOW, DIRECTOR

WE, THE UNDERSIGMED RESIDENTS OF THE SIMPSOMN LANE AREA OMN THE
MENDOCING COAST, IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF MENDOCING COUNTY,
STATE OF CALIFORMIA, PETITION OUR STATE AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT TO PUT
A TRAFFIC LIGHT AT THE INTERSECTION OF HIGHWAY 1 AND SIMPSOMN LAME. WE,
THE UNDERSIGNED DO NOT WANT A "ROUND-ABOUT® AT THAT INTERSECTIOM.
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