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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This study analyzed the proposed Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan project assuming it would consist of 2,936 

dwelling units and 476,000 square feet of office/retail  uses, plus an elementary school, parks, and open 

space areas. The latest site plan (developed in September 2015) shows 110 fewer units.  Accordingly, the 

analysis and conclusions of this study are considered somewhat conservative.  The project would be located 

west of Fiddyment Road and south of Sunset Boulevard West in what is currently unincorporated Placer 

County.  The project would be annexed into the City of Roseville.  Vehicular access to the project would be 

provided to/from the south v ia the construction of Westbrook Boulevard to Blue Oaks Boulevard.  Access to 

the north would also be provided by two project street connections to Sunset Boulevard West, which 

connects to Fiddyment Road. 

PROPOSED CHANGES IN TRAFFIC STUDY METHODOLOGIES 

The first chapter of this report describes the effects of three distinct changes in the approach the City of 

Roseville utilizes to analyze its existing and planned roadway system.  These three changes and their 

associated effects are described below (all results in this section exclude the Amoruso project): 

1. Replace the òCircular 212ó signalized intersection analysis methodology with the more state-of-the-

practice òHighway Capacity Manual (HCM)ó methodology.   

Effect: The HCM methodology produces more accurate LOS results. Under existing AM peak hour 

conditions, the òCircular 212ó and òHCMó methods result in similar overall results with 98 to 100 

percent of intersections operating at LOS C or better.  Under existing PM peak hour conditions, 96 

percent of intersections operate at LOS C using Circular 212, whereas 81 percent of intersections 

operate at LOS C using HCM methods. 

2. Update the 2025 CIP travel demand model to reflect a new 2035 CIP condition to represent a typical 

planning horizon of 20 years into the future.  

Effect: The 2025 CIP model (analyzed using Circular 212 method) resulted in LOS C or better 

operations at 88 percent of intersections during the AM peak hour and 78 percent of intersections 

during the PM peak hour.    The 2035 CIP model (analyzed using HCM method) resulted in LOS C or 

better operations at 90 percent of intersections during the AM peak hour and 79 percent of 

intersections during the PM peak hour.  However, the use of one methodology and horizon period 

versus the other resulted in many instances where an individual intersection LOS change occurs.  

3. Expand the General Plan level of service (LOS) policies to include weekday AM peak hour conditions, in 

addition to PM peak hour to provide a more robust approach for identifying potential significant 

impacts and recommending mitigation measures. 

Effect: Inclusion of AM peak hour into the Cityõs LOS policy would maintain consistency with the 

Cityõs goal of at least 70 percent of signalized intersections operating at LOS C or better.  However, 
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the City Council would need to exempt certain intersections from the LOS C requirement, similar to 

what already occurs for PM peak hour conditions. 

Below is a list of the 46 intersections that would operate at LOS D or worse during the weekday PM peak 

hour under the 2035 CIP conditions (using HCM intersection analysis methods): 

¶ Baseline Road/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Diamond Creek Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Foothills Boulevard (LOS F) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fidelity Way (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Collector C (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Sunrise Avenue (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Foothills Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Riverside Avenue (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Vernon Street (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Eureka Road (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Rocky Ridge Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Harding Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Eureka Road/North Sunrise Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Baseline Road (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Roseville Parkway/HP Dr. (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Junction Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Pleasant Grove Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Antelope Creek Drive (LOS E) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS E) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Highland Pointe Dr. (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Washington Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/North Sunrise (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Reserve Drive (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Secret Ravine Parkway (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Taylor (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Stanford Ranch Road/Five Star Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Baseline Road/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Blvd./I-80 WB Ramps (LOS E) 

¶ Riverside Avenue/I-80 WB Ramps (LOS F) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps (LOS D) 

¶ Taylor Road/Eureka Rd/I-80 EB Off-Ramp (LOS D) 

¶ Riverside Avenue/Orlando/I-80 EB Off-Ramp (LOS E) 

¶ Fiddyment Road/Westhills Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive West (LOS E) 

Below is a list of the 23 intersections that would operate at LOS D or worse during the weekday AM peak 

hour under the  2035 CIP conditions (using HCM intersection analysis methods): 

¶ Baseline Road/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Sunrise Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Foothills Boulevard (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Riverside Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Vernon Street (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Harding Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS E) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS F) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Taylor (LOS D) 

¶ Baseline Road/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps (LOS E) 

¶ Gibson Drive/Convention Center (LOS E) 
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¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Baseline Road (LOS E) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Pleasant Grove Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Fiddyment Road/Westhills Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive West (LOS D) 

The City Council, following a public hearing, may determine, on a case-by-case basis that "extraordinary" 

improvements are not feasible or desirable and relax the LOS C standard for these intersections. The Cityõs 

General Plan would presumably be amended to list these intersections as being exempted from the LOS C 

policy for AM peak hour conditions.  The City could elect to apply the same City-wide LOS policy as for PM 

peak hour conditions (i.e., 70 percent operating at LOS C or better), or choose a different standard. 

 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Table ES-1 illustrates how the project would affect the overall percentage of signalized intersections 

operating at LOS C or better in the City. As shown, at least 70 percent of all signalized intersections in the 

City would continue to operate at LOS C or better during the PM peak hour . 

Table ES-1: 

City  of Roseville Signalized In tersection Operations ð Existing  Plus Project Condition  (HCM Methodology)  

Level of Service 
Existing  Conditions  Existing  Plus Project Conditions  

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

LOS A-C 98.1% 81.1% 96.3% 79.2% 

LOS D 1.9% 15.1% 3.7% 15.8% 

LOS E 0% 3.8% 0% 5% 

LOS F 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

The proposed project would cause significant impacts at several City of Roseville intersections during the  AM 

and PM peak hours.  Table ES-2 lists each impacted intersection, the recommended mitigation, and the 

resulting significance after mitigation.  

The proposed project would also cause significant impacts at facilities outside of Roseville including impacts 

at seven intersections, two roadway segments, and seven freeway segments.  Mitigation measures for these 

impacts consist of project applicant fair share payments as described below: 
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Table ES-2: 

City of Roseville Intersection Im pacts and Mitigations ð Existing Plus Project Conditions (HCM Methodology)   

Intersection  
Peak 

Hour  
Impact  Recommended Mitigation  

Residual 

Significance  

Baseline Road/ 

Fiddyment Road 

AM & 

PM 

LOS C to D &    

LOS D to E 
Add a second eastbound left-turn lane (See MM TR-1a) LTS 

Cirby Way/ Riverside 

Avenue 
AM LOS C to D Add a third eastbound through lane (See MM TR-1b) LTS 

Baseline Road/ 

Foothills Boulevard 
AM LOS C to D Add a third northbound through lane (See MM TR -1c) LTS 

Baseline Road/ 

Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. 
AM LOS C to D Add a second eastbound through lane (See MM TR-1d) LTS 

Blue Oaks Boulevard/ 

Foothills Boulevard 
PM LOS C to D 

Add a third northbound left -turn lane and a third 

southbound through lane (See MM TR-1e) 
LTS 

Cirby Way/Vernon 

Street 
PM LOS C to D Add a second southbound left -turn lane (See MM TR-1f) LTS 

Junction Boulevard/ 

Foothills Boulevard 
PM LOS C to D Add a second eastbound left-turn lane (See MM TR-1g) LTS 

Antelope Creek Blvd./ 

Galleria Boulevard 
PM LOS C to D 

No feasible mitigation measures are available or 

necessary  (See MM TR-1h) 
LTS 

Roseville Parkway/ 

Galleria Boulevard 
PM LOS D to E Add a fourth westbound through lane (See MM TR-1i) LTS 

Notes: 

1. LTS ð Less Than Significant.  

2. Each of the above improvement s is included in the Cityõs CIP and is considered feasible.  The projectõs payment of the applicable Traffic 

Mitigation Fee (TMF) constitutes a fair share payment toward this improvement. 

 

¶ If and when a regional fee program is established, the project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of 

installing a traffic signal at the following intersections within and maintained by Placer County: 

o Watt Avenue/PFE Road 

o Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue 

o Fiddyment Road/Sunset Boulevard West 

¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of any capacity-enhancing improvements identified 

by Placer County at the Cook-Riolo Road/PFE Road intersection. 

¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of widening Riego Road to four lanes through the 

Pleasant Grove Road N/Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road S/Riego Road intersections, which are 

maintained by Sutter County. 
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¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of widening Walerga Road to four lanes through the 

Walerga Road/PFE Road intersection, which is maintained by Placer County. 

¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of widening Walerga Road to four lanes between 

Baseline Road and PFE Road in Placer County. 

¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of widening Walerga Road to four lanes between PFE 

Road and Singing Tree Way in Sacramento County. 

¶ The project applicant shall pay the Highway 65 JPA Fee and the South Placer Regional Transportation 

Agency (SPRTA) fee, which helps fund improvements to the impacted segments of SR 65.   

 

The City of Roseville shall negotiate in good faith to enter into a fair  share agreement with Placer County, 

Sutter County, Sacramento County and Caltrans regarding Amoruso Ranch fair share mitigation. In reaching 

an accommodation with these agencies and in order to better ensure an effective sub-regional approach to 

mitigating tran sportation -related impacts, the City may choose to include within the same agreements or 

Joint Powers Authority additional public agencies with whom it must work to mitigate transportation -related 

impacts. As the City strives to achieve agreement(s) with one or more of these other agencies, the City shall 

insist that òfair shareó fee obligations be reciprocal, in the sense that the other local agencies, in accepting 

fair share contributions from the ARSP developers, must agree to require new development occurring in 

their own jurisdictions to make fair share contributions towards mitigating the significant effects of such 

development on the Cityõs transportation network. Any such arrangement(s), with one or more agencies, 

shall account for existing inter-agency fee programs in order to avoid requiring redundant mitigation or fee 

payments exceeding fair share mitigation levels.  

The City intends that its arrangement(s) with other agencies shall permit the participating agencies flexibility 

in providing cross-jurisdictional credits and reimbursements consistent with the general òfair shareó 

mitigation standard, and require an updated model run incorporating the best available information in order 

to obtain the most accurate, up -to-date impact assessment feasible and to generate the most accurate, up-

to-date estimates of regional fair share contributions. These arrangements, moreover, should also include 

provisions that allow for periodic updates to the traffic modeling on which fair share payment calculations 

depend in order to account for (i) newly approved projects cumulatively contributing to transportation -

related impacts and that therefore should contribute to the funding of necessary improvements (e.g., the 

Curry Creek Community Plan in Placer County), (ii) additional physical improvements necessitated in whole 

or in part by newly approved projects, (iii) changing cost calculations for the construction of needed 

improvements based on changes in the costs of materials, labor, and other inputs. These impacts are 

considered significant and unavoidable because there is no assurance that the remaining funds necessary for 

construction will be collected, and the City of Roseville cannot assure the improvements will be constructed 

in a timely manner. 

Figure ES-1 illustrates the planned circulation system in the vicinity of the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan 

under existing plus project conditions.  This figure shows the planned southerly extension of Westbrook 

Boulevard to Blue Oaks Boulevard and the two street connections to Sunset Boulevard West.  It also shows 

the recommended traffic controls and lane configurations at study intersections along Sunset Boulevard  
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West and Fiddyment Road including a new traffic signal at the Sunset Boulevard West/Westbrook Boulevard 

intersection, which would be the applicantõs responsibility to construct. 

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

The impacts of the Amoruso Specific Plan were analyzed for two distinct versions of the 2035 model (i.e., 

2035 CIP and 2035 Cumulative).   

2035 CIP Plus Project Conditions 

The proposed project would cause the following significant impacts at City intersections: 

AM Peak Hour 

¶ Woodcreek Oaks Blvd./McAnally Drive (LOS C 

to D)  

Blue Oaks Blvd./Westbrook Boulevard (LOS C to E) 

 

PM Peak Hour 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive (LOS D to E)  

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Westbrook Boulevard (LOS C to F) 

¶ Baseline Road/Santucci Boulevard (LOS C to D)  

¶ Westbrook Boulevard/Vista Grande Ave. (LOS C to D) 

¶ Baseline Road/Westbrook Boulevard (LOS C to D)  

Mitigation measures (consisting of modifications to planned CIP lane configurations) would improve 

operations at the Blue Oaks Boulevard/Westbrook Boulevard and Westbrook Boulevard/Vista Grande 

Avenue intersections to LOS C or better during the AM and PM peak hours. No feasible mitigation measures 

are available at the other four intersections shown in bold text. Therefore, impacts at those locations are 

considered significant and unavoidable.  Thus, the list of LOS C exceptions for 2035 CIP Plus Amoruso 

Specific Plan conditions would need to be modified to include the four locations shown above in bold text.  

Table ES-3 illustrates how the project would affect the overall percentage of signalized interse ctions 

operating at LOS C or better under 2035 CIP conditions.  As shown, 78.4 percent of all signalized 

intersections in the City would continue to operate at LOS C or better during the PM peak hour  which is 

consistent with the Cityõs General Plan level of service policy, which states that a minimum of 70 percent of 

intersections in Roseville shall operate at LOS C or better. 

Table ES-3: 

City of Roseville Signalized Intersection Operations ð 2035 CIP Plus Project Conditions (HCM Methodology)  

Level of 

Service 

2035 CIP No Project  

Conditions  

2035 CIP Plus Project 

Conditions  1 

2035 CIP Plus Project 

Conditions  with Mitigations  

AM Peak 

Hour  

PM Peak 

Hour  

AM Peak 

Hour  

PM Peak 

Hour  

AM Peak 

Hour  

PM Peak 

Hour  

LOS A-C 89.5% 79.2% 89.4% 77.8% 89.8% 78.7% 

LOS D 6.8% 10.0% 6.6% 11.1% 6.6% 10.6% 

LOS E 2.8% 8.1% 3.1% 8.4% 2.7% 8.4% 

LOS F 0.9% 2.7% 0.9% 2.7% 0.9% 2.2% 

Notes:  1 Project adds five new signalized intersections that operate at LOS C or better. 
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The proposed project would cause the following significant impacts at intersections within and maintained 

by Placer County: 

AM Peak Hour 

-Cook-Riolo Road/PFE Road (LOS F operations 

exacerbated) 

-N. Foothills Boulevard/Athens Avenue (LOS F 

operations exacerbated) 

 

PM Peak Hour 

-Cook-Riolo Road/PFE Road (LOS F operations exacerbated) 

-N. Foothills Boulevard/Athens Avenue (LOS F operations 

exacerbated) 

¶ -Sunset Boulevard West/Fiddyment Road (LOS A to E) 

¶ -Fiddyment Road/Athens Avenue (LOS E to F) 

The proposed project would cause the following significant impacts at roadways within and maintained by 

Placer County: 

¶ Sunset Boulevard West between Fiddyment  Road and Westbrook Boulevard (operations degrade 

from LOS A to E) 

¶ Fiddyment Road between Athens Avenue and Sunset Boulevard West (LOS E to F operations and 

conditions exacerbated by a 0.13 v/c ratio increase). 

Mitigation measures for the above impacts consist of project applicant fair share payments for roadway 

widenings, installing new traffic signals, and/or adding additional turn  lanes as described on pages 144-147.   

Although improvements are available to restore operations to an acceptable level at each impacted location, 

the impacts are nonetheless considered significant and unavoidable because there is no assurance that the 

remaining funds necessary for construction will be collected, and the City of Roseville cannot assure the 

improvements will be constructed in a timely manner.  

2035 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

The 2035 Cumulative scenario builds on the 2035 CIP scenario by assuming partial build-out of Placer Ranch, 

the proposed Campus Oaks project, and the extension of Placer Parkway as a four-lane roadway westerly 

from Foothills Boulevard to Santucci Boulevard. 

The proposed project would cause a cumulatively significant impact  during the PM peak hour at the  Blue 

Oaks Boulevard/Collector C (LOS C to D), Eureka Road/Taylor Road/I-80 EB Ramps (LOS D to E) and Blue 

Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps (LOS D to E) intersections. No feasible mitigations  

are available at these intersections.  Accordingly, these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. 

Table ES-4 shows how the project would affect the overall percentage of signalized intersections operating 

at LOS C or better in the City under 2035 Cumulative conditions. The proposed project would cause the 

overall percentage of intersections operating at LOS C or better during the AM peak hour to increase from 

89.5 to 90.3 percent. The proposed project would cause the overall percentage of intersections operating at 

LOS C or better during the PM peak hour to increase from 79.2 to 79.6 percent.  
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Table ES-4: 

City of Roseville Signalized Intersection Operations ð 2035 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions  

Level of 

Service 

2035 Cumulative No Project  Conditions  2035 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions  1 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

LOS A-C 89.5% 79.2% 90.3% 79.6% 

LOS D 8.1% 10.4% 7.5% 9.3% 

LOS E 1.4% 7.2% 1.3% 8.0% 

LOS F 1.0% 3.2% 0.9% 3.1% 

Notes: 

1. Project would add five new signalized intersections that operate at LOS C or better. 

 

The proposed project would also cause a significant impact at two intersections outside of Roseville.   

¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of installing a traffic signal at the N. Foothills 

Boulevard/Athens Avenue intersection. 

¶ The project applicant shall pay their fair share cost of any capacity-enhancing improvements identified 

by Placer County at the Cook-Riolo Road/PFE Road intersection. 

The project would cause significant freeway facility degradations (LOS E to F during the AM peak hour) on 

southbound SR 65 from Ferrari Ranch Road to Lincoln Boulevard and from Twelve Bridges Drive to Placer 

Parkway.  Mitigation for this impact consist s of a project applicant fair share payment as described below: 

¶ The project applicant shall pay the Highway 65 JPA Fee and the South Placer Regional Transportation 

Agency (SPRTA) fee, which helps fund improvements to the impacted segments of SR 65.   

The 2035 Cumulative scenario generally results in fewer impacts than the 2035 CIP scenario for two reasons.  

First, the 2035 Cumulative scenario includes the extension of Placer Parkway westerly to Santucci Boulevard, 

which provides additional roadway capacity adjacent to the project.  Second, this scenario assumes partial 

build -out of Placer Ranch, which provides opportunities for shorter distance trips to/from the project.  
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1. UPDATE TO CITY OF ROSEVILLE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

PROCEDURES 

This chapter describes the effects of three distinct changes in the approach the City of Roseville utilizes to 

analyze its existing and planned roadway system.  These three changes consist of: 

1. Replacing the Interim Materials on Highway Capacity ð Circular 212 (Transportation Research Board, 

1980) methodology to analyze signalized intersections with the more state-of-the-practice Highway 

Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000)1 methodology.   

2. Updating the 2025 CIP travel demand model to reflect a new 2035 CIP condition. 

3. Expanding the General Plan level of service (LOS) policies to include weekday AM peak hour 

conditions, in addition to PM peak hour.  

Each of these changes is described below. 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The City of Roseville has traditionally relied upon the Interim Materials on Highway Capacity ð Circular 212 

(Transportation Research Board, 1980) methodology to analyze signalized intersections.  The òCircular 212ó 

methodology is a planning -level analysis tool that calculates an overall intersection LOS based on the 

volume-to-capacity ratio of critical turning movements. The City of Roseville has chosen to evaluate this and 

all future projects using the more state -of-the-practice Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) procedures for 

reasons described below.   

There are several meaningful differences between the Circular 212 and HCM procedures. Whereas Circular 

212 provides a LOS result that represents conditions for the entire peak hour, HCM procedures apply a peak 

hour factor to represent conditions during the busiest 15 -minutes of the peak hour.  The use of HCM-

compliant micro -simulation models (such as SimTraffic being used in this study) account for the effects of 

vehicle spillbacks that can affect upstream intersections.  These factors, among many others, help explain 

why intersection analysis results presented in this study may differ considerably from previous analysis 

results, which are based on Circular 212.  

 

                                                      

1  The most recent version of the HCM was released in 2010.  However, this study uses the older 2000 HCM because the 

Synchro software has several limitations that make it difficult to apply on a City-wide basis.  Additionally, the 

application of the 2000 and 2010 HCM methodology is the same when the SimTraffic software is used. 
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Signalized intersections are analyzed using HCM procedures based on the Synchro software program.  This 

program considers traffic volumes, lane configurations, signal timings, and other parameters, but does not 

directly consider the effects of adjacent intersections and queue spillbacks.  The Synchro software program 

also allows analysts to evaluate intersections using the SimTraffic micro-simulation module.  SimTraffic 

considers interactions between adjacent intersections, turn lane spillbacks, coordinated signal timing, and 

upstream/downstram bottleneck s.  SimTraffic is preferable to use when operating conditions are near 

capacity, turn lane storage exceedance is common, and/or intersections are spaced closely together.  

Outside of these conditions, Synchro is generally appropriate for use.  Given the above guidance, the 

following describes which analysis tools were used for which corridors during the AM and PM peak hours: 

¶ For the AM peak hour, all intersections are analyzed using the Synchro model.  As is reported later, 

nearly all signalized intersections within the City of Roseville experience greater delay during the 

PM peak hour versus the AM peak hour.  

¶ For the PM peak hour, 33 percent of existing intersections (52 of 160 total ) are analyzed using the 

SimTraffic micro-simulation component of the Synchro software program.  The following specific 

corridors were analyzed using SimTraffic: 

o Roseville Parkway from Pleasant Grove Boulevard to Douglas Boulevard 

o Galleria Boulevard from Roseville Pkwy to Fairway Drive 

o Eureka Road from I-80 WB Ramps to Rocky Ridge Drive 

o Cirby Way from Foothills Boulevard to Riverside Avenue 

o Pleasant Grove Boulevard from Foothills Boulevard to Fairway Drive 

o Douglas Boulevard from Harding Boulevard to Eureka Road 

o Riverside Avenue from Cirby Way to Orlando Avenue 

o Blue Oaks Boulevard from Diamond Creek Boulevard to Washington Boulevard 

The remaining 67 percent of intersections are analyzed using Synchro.  Fehr & Peers used the existing signal 

timings to analyze all Roseville intersections.   

Field observations indicate that ramp metering at the I -80/Eureka Road and I-80/Douglas Boulevard 

interchanges can affect adjacent surface street intersections during peak hours.  Due to the challenges of 

modeling ramp meters (e.g., SimTraffic cannot model HOV bypass lanes and ramp metering rates change in 

response to traffic flows), their effects are not considered in this study. 

Table 1 specifies the average delay range for each LOS category based on HCM procedures, and the 

volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio range for each LOS category based on the Circular 212 methodology.  The 

reported average delay values are rounded to the nearest second.  The associated LOS is based on the 

second decimal point of the delay values.  For instance, a signalized intersection with average delay of 34.85 

would have a reported LOS of C, whereas a signalized intersection with average delay of 35.05 would have a 

reported LOS of D.  However, the reported delay for both instances would be õ35 secondsõ. 
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Table 1: 

Signalized  Intersection Level of Service Thresholds  

Level of Service  

Signalized Intersections  

Circular 212 1 

(V/C Ratio)  

HCM2 

(Avg. Delay in Seconds per Vehicle)  

A ¢ 0.60 ¢ 10.0 

B 0.61 - 0.70 > 10.0 to 20.0 

C 0.71 - 0.81 > 20.0 to 35.0 

D 0.82 - 0.90 > 35.0 to 55.0 

E 0.91 - 1.00 > 55.0 to 80.0 

F > 1.00 > 80.0 

Notes: 

1. Source:  Interim Materials on Highway Capacity ð Circular 212, Transportation Research Board, 1980. 

2. Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 

 

 

Table 2 compares existing (2014) AM and PM peak hour LOS results at all signalized intersections in 

Roseville for the HCM versus Circular 212 analysis methodologies.  Refer to separately bound Appendix A for 

technical calculations.   

 

It should be noted that the City of Roseville requested that all signalized intersections in the City be 

renumbered to provide better overall organization.  The numbering system sequential ly numbers all existing 

and future signalized intersections starting from west to east along arterial streets starting from the north.  

As is shown in Table 2, this numbering system results in some gaps in numbering under existing conditions.  

However, the numbering is continuous under the future year scenarios.  It should also be noted that several 

intersections within Downtown Roseville, which have a Pedestrian Overlay District designation are labeled as 

òP1ó, òP2ó, etc.  These intersections are shown at the end of Table 2. 
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Table 2: 

Circular 212 versus HCM Results comparison for Roseville Signalized Intersections ð 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection  

AM  

Peak Hour  

PM  

Peak Hour  

Circular 

212 
HCM 

Circular 

212 
HCM 

6 Blue Oaks Blvd/Fiddyment Rd A B A B 

7 Blue Oaks Blvd/Orchard View Rd A A A A 

8 Blue Oaks Blvd/Del Webb Blvd A A A A 

9 Blue Oaks Blvd/Crocker Ranch Rd A A A A 

10 Blue Oaks Blvd/Diamond Creek Blvd A C A B 

11 Blue Oaks Blvd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A C A D 

12 Blue Oaks Blvd/Woodmeadow Dr A A  A  B  

13 Blue Oaks Blvd/New Meadow Dr A A A B 

15 Blue Oaks Blvd/Foothills Blvd B D A C 

17 Blue Oaks Blvd/Washington Blvd A C B D 

20 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Westbrook Blvd. A B A A 

22 Market St/Pleasant Grove Blvd A B A B 

23 Monument Dr/Pleasant Grove Blvd A B A B 

25 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Fiddyment Rd A C A C 

26 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Sun City Blvd A A C A 

27 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Rose Creek Rd A A C A 

28 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Michener Dr A A A A 

29 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A C A C 

30 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Country Club Dr A B A A 

31 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Foothills Blvd A C A D 

32 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Washington Blvd A C A D 

33 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Hallissy Dr A B A C 

34 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Roseville Pkwy B C A E 

35 Highland Pointe Dr/Pleasant Grove Blvd A C B D 

36 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Hwy-65 SB Ramps A B B B 

37 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Hwy-65 NB Ramps A B A B 

38 Fairway Dr/Pleasant Grove Blvd A C A D 

39 Highland Park Dr/Pleasant Grove Blvd A B A C 

49 Baseline Rd/Watt Ave A B A C 

56 Baseline Rd/Fiddyment Rd A C C D 

57 Baseline Rd/Junction Blvd A B A B 

58 Baseline Rd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A C A C 
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Table 2: 

Circular 212 versus HCM Results comparison for Roseville Signalized Intersections ð 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection  

AM  

Peak Hour  

PM  

Peak Hour  

Circular 

212 
HCM 

Circular 

212 
HCM 

59 Baseline Rd/Foothills Blvd B C B D 

60 HP-Central Dwy/Foothills Blvd A A A A 

61 Roseville Pkwy/Washington Blvd A B B B 

62 Trestle Rd/Roseville Pkwy A B A A 

64 Roseville Pkwy/Chase Dr A A B B 

65 Roseville Pkwy/Gibson Dr A B B B 

66 West Mall/Roseville Pkwy A A A C 

67 Roseville Pkwy/Reserve Dr A B A D 

68 Roseville Pkwy/Galleria Blvd A C A D 

69 Roseville Pkwy/Creekside Ridge Dr A A A D 

70 E. Roseville Pkwy/Taylor Rd B C A E 

71 E. Roseville Pkwy/N. Sunrise Ave A C A D 

72 E. Roseville Pkwy/Secret Ravine Pkwy A B B C 

73 Alexandra Dr/E. Roseville Pkwy A B B B 

74 Rocky Ridge Dr/E. Roseville Pkwy A A A B 

75 Orvietto Dr/Roseville Pkwy A B A C 

76 Olympus Dr/Roseville Pkwy A B A C 

77 Douglas Blvd/Roseville Pkwy B C C D 

78 Village Dr/E. Roseville Pkwy A B B B 

79 Eureka Rd/E. Roseville Pkwy A C A C 

80 E. Roseville Pkwy/N. Cirby Way A A A A 

81 E. Roseville Pkwy/Sierra College Blvd A C A C 

82 Atlantic St/Yosemite St A B A B 

83 Atlantic St/Tiger Way A B A B 

84 Atlantic St/Wills Rd A B A B 

85 Atlantic St/I-80 WB Ramps A A A B 

86 Eureka Rd/Taylor Rd C C B D 

87 Eureka Rd/N. Sunrise Ave A C A D 

88 Eureka Rd/Rocky Ridge Dr A C C C 

89 Lead Hill Blvd/Eureka Rd A B A C 

90 Douglas Blvd/Eureka Road A C B D 

91 Eureka Rd/Deer Valley Apts Dwy C B A A 

92 Eureka Rd/Ashland Dr A B A A 



Final Traffic Study for the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan 

February 16, 2016 

 15 

Table 2: 

Circular 212 versus HCM Results comparison for Roseville Signalized Intersections ð 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection  

AM  

Peak Hour  

PM  

Peak Hour  

Circular 

212 
HCM 

Circular 

212 
HCM 

93 Eureka Rd/Sierra College Blvd A C A C 

94 Douglas Blvd/Judah St A B A B 

95 Douglas Blvd/Park Dr A A A A 

96 Douglas Blvd/Keehner Ave A A A A 

97 Douglas Blvd/Folsom Rd A C A B 

98 Douglas Blvd/Harding Blvd A C C D 

99 Douglas Blvd/I-80 WB Ramps B C A D 

100 Douglas Blvd/I-80 EB Ramps A A D B 

101 Douglas Blvd/North Sunrise Ave A C D E 

102 Douglas Blvd/Santa Clara Dr A A B C 

103 Douglas Blvd/Sierra Gardens Dr A B A D 

104 Douglas Blvd/Target Dwy A A B C 

105 Douglas Blvd/Rocky Ridge Drive A C C E 

106 Douglas Blvd/Sierra College Blvd B D C D 

107 Cirby Way/Roseville Rd B C B D 

108 Cirby Way/Vernon St B C C C 

109 Cirby Way/Lindsay Dr B A B A 

110 Cirby Way/Melody Ln A B B A 

111 Cirby Way/Riverside Ave C C D E 

112 Cirby Way/Orlando Ave A B B B 

113 Cirby Way/San Simeon Dr A A A A 

114 Cirby Way/Sunrise Ave C D D E 

115 Cirby Way/Oakridge Dr A B A B 

116 Cirby Way/Parkview Dr A A A A 

117 Cirby Way/Rocky Ridge Dr A C C C 

118 Cirby Way/Champion Oaks Dr A A B A 

119 Old Auburn Rd/Cirby Way B B A B 

125 Lead Hill Blvd/Wal*Mart A A A A 

131 Fiddyment Rd/Hayden Pkwy (North) A A A A 

133 Hayden Pkwy (South)/Fiddyment Rd A A A A 

134 Village Green Dr/Fiddyment Rd A B A B 

141 Horncastle Ave/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A B A B 

142 Camino Capistrano/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A B A B 
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Table 2: 

Circular 212 versus HCM Results comparison for Roseville Signalized Intersections ð 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection  

AM  

Peak Hour  

PM  

Peak Hour  

Circular 

212 
HCM 

Circular 

212 
HCM 

143 Canevari Dr/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A B A B 

144 McAnally Dr/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A C A B 

145 Trailee Ln/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A B B B 

146 Albertsons Dr/Foothills Blvd A B A A 

147 HP-South Dwy/Foothills Blvd A C B C 

149 Mistywood Dr/Foothills Blvd A A A A 

150 McAnally Dr/Foothills Blvd A B C B 

151 Junction Blvd/Foothills Blvd A C A C 

152 Pilgrim Dr/Foothills Blvd A A A A 

153 Vineyard Rd/Foothills Blvd A B A B 

154 Denio Loop/Foothills Blvd C B C B 

156 Hallissy Dr/Washington Blvd A A A A 

158 Diamond Oaks Rd/Washington Blvd A B A B 

159 Sawtell Rd/Washington Blvd A B A B 

160 Junction Blvd/Washington Blvd A B A B 

162 Cortina Cir/Fairway Dr A B A B 

164 Fairway Dr/Target Dwy A A A B 

165 Fairway Dr/Central Park Dr A B A B 

166 Fairway Dr/Home Depot Dwy A A A C 

167 Fairway Dr/Five Star Blvd A B A B 

168 Highland Park/Stanford Ranch Rd A B B A 

169 Fairway Dr/Stanford Ranch Rd A C B C 

170 5 Star Blvd/Stanford Ranch Rd A B A D 

171 Hwy-65 NB Ramps/Stanford Ranch A A A D 

172 Hwy-65 SB Ramps/Galleria Blvd A A E C 

173 JC Penny/Galleria Circle A B A B 

174 Antelope Creek Dr/Galleria Blvd A A A C 

175 Berry St/Galleria Blvd A B C B 

176 Wills Rd/Harding Blvd A B A B 

177 Lead Hill Blvd/Harding Blvd A B A C 

178 Estates Dr/Harding Blvd A B C B 

179 Roseville Square/Harding Blvd A B A C 

180 Stone Point  Dr/N. Sunrise Ave A A A A 
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Table 2: 

Circular 212 versus HCM Results comparison for Roseville Signalized Intersections ð 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection  

AM  

Peak Hour  

PM  

Peak Hour  

Circular 

212 
HCM 

Circular 

212 
HCM 

181 N. Sunrise Ave/Automall Dr A B A C 

182 Lead Hill Blvd/N. Sunrise Ave A C A D 

183 Sierra Gardens Dr/N. Sunrise Ave A B A C 

184 Oak Ridge Dr/Sunrise Ave A A A A 

185 Frances Dr/Sunrise Ave A A A A 

186 Coloma Way/Sunrise Ave A B A B 

187 Sun Tree Dr/Sunrise Ave A B A B 

188 Kensington Dr/Sunrise Ave A A A A 

189 Rocky Ridge Dr/Stone Point Dr A A A A 

190 Lead Hill Blvd/Rocky Ridge Dr A B A C 

191 Professional Dr/Rocky Ridge Dr A A A B 

192 Meadowlark Way/Rocky Ridge Dr A A A A 

193 McLaren Dr/Rocky Ridge Dr A A A A 

194 Secret Ravine Pkwy/Sierra College A B B B 

195 Miners Ravine Pkwy/Sierra College Blvd A A A A 

196 Olympus Dr/Sierra College Blvd A C A B 

197 Indigo Creek Apts Dwy/Sierra College Blvd A B C C 

198 Old Auburn Rd/Sierra College Blvd B C A C 

199 Olympus Dr/Europa St A B A A 

200 Secret Ravine Pkwy/Scarborough Dr A B A B 

203 I-80 WB Ramps/Riverside Ave A B C C 

204 Orlando Ave/Riverside Ave A C C C 

205 Junction Blvd/Stonecrest Dr A B A B 

207 Junction Blvd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd A B C B 

208 Junction Blvd/Country Club Dr A C A B 

209 Junction Blvd/Revere Dr A A A A 

210 Junction Blvd/Americana Dr A B A A 

211 Junction Blvd/Sawtell Rd A A A A 

212 PFE Rd/Hilltop Cir A B B A 

P1 Darling/Riverside (Located in POD) A B A B 

P2 Vernon/Douglas (Located in POD) A C A C 

P3 Vernon/Grant (Located in POD) A A A A 

P4 Vernon/Judah (Located in POD) A A A A 
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Table 2: 

Circular 212 versus HCM Results comparison for Roseville Signalized Intersections ð 

Existing Conditions  

Intersection  

AM  

Peak Hour  

PM  

Peak Hour  

Circular 

212 
HCM 

Circular 

212 
HCM 

P5 Vernon/Lincoln (Located in POD) A B A B 

P6  Main/Washington (Located in POD) A C B C 

P7 Oak/Grant (Located in POD) A B A B 

P8 Oak/Lincoln (Located in POD) A A D A 

Notes: 

1. Intersections located in Pedestrian Overlay District (POD) are exempt from Cityõs LOS policies. 

2. Traffic count data not available at the signalized HP South Dwy./Foothills Blvd. intersection.  

Results shown as LOS C or better based on field observations. 

3. Refer to previous text of Circular 212 and HCM analysis methods. 

4. The Oas Street/Washington Boulevard intersection was not analyzed as a signalized intersection. 

In April 2014, this signal was removed and replaced with a roundabout.  

Source:     Fehr & Peers, 2015 

 

Table 3 displays the percentage of intersections during the AM and PM peak hours that operate at LOS C or 

better, LOS D, LOS E, and LOS F under the Circular 212 and HCM methodologies.  During the AM peak hour, 

the Circular 212 and HCM methods result in similar overall results with 98 to 100 percent of intersections 

operating at LOS C or better.  During the PM peak hour, 96 percent of intersections operate at LOS C using 

Circular 212, whereas 81 percent of intersections operate at LOS C using HCM methods.  These percentages 

exclude intersections within the Cityõs pedestrian overlay district, for which the Cityõs LOS policies do not 

apply. 
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Table 3: 

City of Roseville Signalized Intersection Operations  Summary  ð Existing Conditions Using Circular 212 and HCM 

Methodologies   

Level of Service  

AM Peak Hour   PM Peak Hour  

Circular 212 

Methodology  
HCM Methodology  

Circular 212 

Methodology  
HCM Methodology  

Total Intersections 1 160 160 160 160 

LOS A-C 160 (100%) 157 (98.1%) 154 (96%) 130 (81.1%) 

LOS D 0 (0%) 3 (1.9%) 5 (3%) 24 (15%) 

LOS E 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 6 (3.9%) 

LOS F 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 

Percent Operating 

at LOS D, E, or F 
0% 1.9% 4% 18.9% 

Notes: 

1. Excludes the eight signalized intersections located in the Cityõs Pedestrian Overlay District (POD).  

Source:     Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

 

UPDATE FROM 2025 CIP TO 2035 CIP TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL 

The LOS results included in the Cityõs current General Plan Circulation Element are based on the use of the 

Circular 212 methodology to analyze intersections for a 2025 horizon year.  This section describes how the 

transition to the HCM methodology and a 2035  horizon year would affect City-wide intersection LOS results.  

This comparison does not assume any development of the Amoruso Specific Plan. 

Table 4 compares the 2025 CIP (using Circular 212 intersection analysis) and 2035 CIP (using HCM 

intersection analysis) scenarios for AM and PM peak hour conditions.  Refer to separately bound Appendix C 

for technical calculations. This table shows that 18 intersections have been added by the City to the 2035 CIP 

list, which were not included in the 2025 CIP list. 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1 Blue Oaks Blvd/Grasscreek Drive Did Not Exist 15 B 15 B 

2 Blue Oaks Blvd/Westbrook Blvd 0.82 D 0.8 C 28 C 25 C 

3 Blue Oaks Blvd/Creekview Plaza Did Not Exist 13 B 19 B 

4 Blue Oaks Blvd/West Park Drive Did Not Exist 13 B 12 B 

5 Blue Oaks Blvd/Hayden Pkwy 0.62 B 0.57 A 31 C 25 C 

6 Blue Oaks Blvd/Fiddyment Rd 0.75 C 0.76 C 41 D 40 D 

7 Blue Oaks Blvd/Orchard View Rd 0.7 B 0.65 B 9 A 9 A 

8 Blue Oaks Blvd/Del Webb Blvd 0.65 B 0.66 B 13 B 10 B 

9 Blue Oaks Blvd/Crocker Ranch Rd 0.93 E 0.79 C 18 B 24 C 

10 Blue Oaks Blvd/Diamond Creek Blvd 0.93 E 1.03 F 21 C 59 E 

11 Blue Oaks Blvd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 1.17 F 0.71 C 59 E 36 D 

12 Blue Oaks Blvd/Wood Meadow Dr 0.72 C 0.73 C 14 B 20 B 

13 Blue Oaks Blvd/New Meadow Dr 0.98 E 0.72 C 12 B 12 B 

14 Blue Oaks Blvd/Collector C Did Not Exist 14 B 48 D 

15 Blue Oaks Blvd/Foothills Blvd 1.28 F 1.35 F 34 C 112 F 

16 Blue Oaks Blvd/Fidelity Way Did Not Exist 4.8 A 41 D 

17 Blue Oaks Blvd/Washington Blvd 0.58 A 0.66 B 36 D 64 E 

18 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Santucci Blvd 0.48 A 0.73 C 19 B 21 C 

19 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Silver Spruce Dr 0.32 A 0.33 A 9 A 9 A 

20 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Westbrook Blvd 0.73 C 0.85 D 24 C 24 C 

21 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Sierra Trail Dr Did Not Exist 18 B 12 B 

22 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Market St 0.6 A 0.62 B 21 C 22 C 

23 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Monument Dr 0.53 A 0.5 A 15 B 14 B 

24 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Upland Dr 0.65 B 0.65 B 11 B 12 B 

25 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Fiddyment Rd 0.81 C 1.05 F 60 E 48 D 

26 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Sun City Blvd 0.75 C 0.7 B 8 A 7 A 

27 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Rose Creek Rd 0.7 B 0.81 C 5 A 6 A 

28 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Michener Dr 0.74 C 0.81 C 6 A 9 A 

29 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Woodcreek Oaks 

Blvd 

0.75 C 0.87 D 25 C 39 D 

30 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Country Club Dr 0.79 C 0.62 B 20 C 10 B 

31 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Foothills Blvd 0.94 E 1 E 49 D 68 E 

32 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Washington Blvd 0.87 D 0.92 E 35 C 39 D 

33 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Hallissy Dr 0.75 C 0.82 D 11 B 29 C 

34 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Roseville Pkwy 0.94 E 1.22 F 81 F 124 F 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

35 Highland Pointe Dr/Pleasant Grove 

Blvd 

0.42 A 0.84 D 21 C 130 F 

36 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Hwy-65 SB 

Ramps 

0.42 A 0.71 C 10 A 14 B 

37 Pleasant Grove Blvd/Hwy-65 NB 

Ramps 

0.52 A 0.76 C 12 B 22 C 

38 Fairway Dr/Pleasant Grove Blvd 0.51 A 0.95 E 36 D 91 F 

39 Highland Park Dr/Pleasant Grove Blvd 0.43 A 0.56 A 19 B 25 C 

40 Vista Grande Blvd/Santucci Blvd 0.43 A 0.4 A 12 B 18 B 

41 Vista Grande Blvd/Silver Spruce Dr 0.45 A 0.42 A 13 B 14 B 

42 Vista Grande Blvd/Westbrook Blvd 0.42 A 0.39 A 22 C 35 C 

43 Vista Grande Blvd/Vista Park Dr 0.42 A 0.51 A 14 B 26 C 

44 Vista Grande Blvd/Market St 0.76 C 0.8 C 15 B 18 B 

45 Vista Grande Blvd/Monarch Grove St 0.19 A 0.22 A 22 C 17 B 

46 Vista Grande Blvd/Upland Dr 0.57 A 0.58 A 16 B 19 B 

47 Westhills Dr/Fiddyment Rd 0.76 C 0.86 D 46 D 39 D 

48 Baseline Rd/Regional Park Access 0.52 A 0.59 A 14 B 17 B 

49 Baseline Rd/Santucci Blvd 0.34 A 0.4 A 29 C 35 C 

50 Baseline Rd/West Shopping Center 

Access 

0.31 A 0.34 A 12 B 15 B 

51 Baseline Rd/Westbrook Blvd 0.43 A 0.7 B 30 C 35 C 

52 Baseline Rd/Central Shopping Center 

Acc. 

0.46 A 0.64 B 6 A 6 A 

53 Baseline Rd/Market St 0.31 A 0.33 A 18 B 17 B 

54 Baseline Rd/East Shopping Center 

Access 

0.49 A 0.58 A 10 B 15 B 

55 Baseline Rd/Upland Dr 0.32 A 0.38 A 8 A 10 A 

56 Baseline Rd/Fiddyment Rd 0.81 C 0.97 E 41 D 47 D 

57 Baseline Rd/Junction Blvd 0.62 B 0.87 D 23 C 16 B 

58 Baseline Rd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.94 E 0.89 D 58 E 38 D 

59 Baseline Rd/Foothills Blvd 1.23 F 0.85 D 71 E 38 D 

60 HP-Main Dwy/Foothills Blvd 0.83 D 0.87 D 29 C 45 D 

61 Roseville Pkwy/Washington Blvd 0.66 B 0.77 C 27 C 28 C 

62 Trestle Rd/Roseville Pkwy 0.52 A 0.65 B 9 A 11 B 

63 Roseville Pkwy/Gibson Drive (w) 1.04 F 0.86 D 38 D 57 E 

64 Roseville Pkwy/Chase Dr 0.61 B 0.83 D 6 A 23 C 

65 Roseville Pkwy/Gibson Dr 0.58 A 0.84 D 16 B 54 D 

66 West Mall/Roseville Pkwy 0.47 A 0.6 A 6 A 19 B 

67 Roseville Pkwy/Reserve Dr 0.53 A 0.82 D 25 C 59 E 

68 Roseville Pkwy/Galleria Blvd 0.68 B 1.03 F 38 D 71 E 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

69 Roseville Pkwy/Creekside Ridge Dr 0.52 A 0.81 C 11 B 25 C 

70 E. Roseville Pkwy/Taylor Rd 0.89 D 0.82 D 46 D 63 E 

71 E. Roseville Pkwy/N. Sunrise Ave 0.91 E 0.93 E 21 C 58 E 

72 E. Roseville Pkwy/Secret Ravine Pkwy 0.75 C 0.74 C 20 B 45 D 

73 Alexandra Dr/E. Roseville Pkwy 0.62 B 0.6 A 9 A 8 A 

74 Rocky Ridge Dr/E. Roseville Pkwy 0.38 A 0.59 A 8 A 10 B 

75 Orvietto Dr/Roseville Pkwy 0.48 A 0.65 B 20 B 20 B 

76 Olympus Dr/Roseville Pkwy 0.61 B 0.61 B 12 B 21 C 

77 Douglas Blvd/Roseville Pkwy 0.69 B 0.74 C 48 D 62 E 

78 Village Dr/E. Roseville Pkwy 0.49 A 0.51 A 19 B 20 C 

79 Eureka Rd/E. Roseville Pkwy 0.63 B 0.7 B 27 C 35 C 

80 E. Roseville Pkwy/N. Cirby Way 0.53 A 0.5 A 6 A 8 A 

81 E. Roseville Pkwy/Sierra College Blvd 0.59 A 0.79 C 25 C 36 D 

82 Atlantic St/Yosemite St 0.62 B 0.69 B 18 B 15 B 

83 Atlantic St/Tiger Way 0.46 A 0.48 A 17 B 28 C 

84 Atlantic St/Wills Rd 0.81 C 0.77 C 14 B 13 B 

85 Atlantic St/I-80 WB Ramps 0.25 A 0.56 A 5 A 34 C 

86 Eureka Rd/Taylor Rd 0.87 D 0.96 E 28 C 54 D 

87 Eureka Rd/N. Sunrise Ave 0.55 A 0.77 C 20 B 51 D 

88 Rocky Ridge Dr/Eureka Rd 0.38 A 0.74 C 22 C 28 C 

89 Lead Hill Blvd/Eureka Rd 0.4 A 0.54 A 23 C 23 C 

90 Douglas Blvd/Eureka Road 0.58 A 0.67 B 34 C 62 E 

91 Deer Valley Apts Dwy/Eureka Rd 0.5 A 0.41 A 13 B 9 A 

92 Eureka Rd/Ashland Dr 0.41 A 0.44 A 12 B 11 B 

93 Eureka Rd/Sierra College Blvd 0.66 B 0.57 A 32 C 28 C 

94 Douglas Blvd/Judah St 0.29 A 0.5 A 9 A 21 C 

95 Douglas Blvd/Park Dr 0.39 A 0.41 A 9 A 9 A 

96 Douglas Blvd/Keehner Ave 0.57 A 0.49 A 9 A 10 A 

97 Douglas Blvd/Folsom Rd 0.57 A 0.63 B 18 B 21 C 

98 Douglas Blvd/Harding Blvd 0.7 B 0.97 E 53 D 56 E 

99 Douglas Blvd/I-80 WB Ramps 0.64 B 0.8 C 35 C 72 E 

100 Douglas Blvd/I-80 EB Ramps 0.44 A 0.67 B 11 B 9 A 

101 Douglas Blvd/North Sunrise Ave 0.71 C 0.9 D 28 C 60 E 

102 Douglas Blvd/Santa Clara Dr 0.57 A 0.71 C 17 B 30 C 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

103 Douglas Blvd/Sierra Gardens Dr 0.53 A 0.68 B 9 A 32 C 

104 Douglas Blvd/Target Dwy 0.44 A 0.69 B 9 A 33 C 

105 Douglas Blvd/Rocky Ridge Drive 0.69 B 0.83 D 30 C 49 D 

106 Douglas Blvd/Sierra College Blvd 1.02 F 0.87 D 37 D 41 D 

107 Cirby Way/Foothills Blvd 0.93 E 1.11 F 85 F 69 E 

108 Cirby Way/Vernon St 0.93 E 1.3 F 43 D 73 E 

109 Cirby Way/Lindsay Dr 0.86 D 0.94 E 19 B 7 A 

110 Cirby Way/Melody Ln 0.58 A 0.62 B 15 B 13 B 

111 Cirby Way/Riverside Ave 0.53 A 1.16 F 49 D 145 F 

112 Cirby Way/Orlando Ave 0.66 B 0.89 D 15 B 24 C 

113 Cirby Way/San Simeon Dr 0.62 B 0.65 B 11 B 10 B 

114 Cirby Way/Sunrise Ave 0.76 C 1.09 F 42 D 65 E 

115 Cirby Way/Oakridge Dr 0.59 A 0.71 C 17 B 24 C 

116 Cirby Way/Parkview Dr 0.52 A 0.53 A 7 A 5 A 

117 Cirby Way/Rocky Ridge Dr 0.44 A 0.64 B 18 B 32 C 

118 Cirby Way/Champion Oaks Dr 0.53 A 0.52 A 12 B 10 A 

119 Old Auburn Rd/Cirby Way 0.75 C 0.74 C 20 B 15 B 

120 Parkway One/Westbrook Blvd 0.42 A 0.4 A 21 C 18 B 

121 Nobo Dr/Westbrook Blvd  0.54 A 0.52 A 11 B 10 A 

122 N Brookstone Drive/Westbrook Blvd Did Not Exist 9 A 7 A 

123 S Brookstone Dr/Westbrook Blvd Did Not Exist 6 A 8 A 

124 Octave Avenue/Westbrook Blvd Did Not Exist 15 B 11 B 

125 Lead Hill Blvd/Wal*Mart 0.17 A 0.4 A 4 A 9 A 

126 Solaire Dr/Westbrook Blvd 0.32 A 0.41 A 14 B 12 B 

127 Federico Dr/Westbrook Blvd 0.67 B 0.78 C 17 B 17 B 

128 Sierra Glen Dr/Westbrook Blvd 0.08 A 0.06 A 6 A 4 A 

129 Sierra Village Dr/Westbrook Blvd 0.45 A 0.58 A 16 B 17 B 

130 Angus Road/Fiddyment Road Did Not  Exist 27 C 33 C 

131 Hayden Pkwy (North)/Fiddyment Rd 0.38 A 0.44 A 18 B 23 C 

132 Fiddyment Rd/Fiddyment Ranch EW 

Rd 

0.57 A 0.61 B 11 B 17 B 

133 Hayden Pkwy (South)/Fiddyment Rd 0.51 A 0.55 A 10 B 12 B 

134 Village Green Dr/Fiddyment Rd 0.64 B 0.67 B 20 B 18 B 

135 Westlake Dr/Fiddyment Rd 0.42 A 0.39 A 9 A 6 A 

136 San Fernando Drive/Fiddyment Road Did Not Exist 13 B 19 B 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

137 Northpark Dr/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.33 A 0.36 A 20 B 19 B 

138 Parkside Way/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.5 A 0.49 A 25 C 14 B 

139 Painted Desert Dr/Woodcreek Oaks 

Blvd 

Did Not Exist 18 B 23 C 

140 Crimson Drige Dr/Woodcreek Oaks 

Blvd 

Did Not Exist 30 C 19 B 

141 Horncastle Ave/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.62 B 0.57 A 13 B 12 B 

142 Camino Capistrano/Woodcreek Oaks 

Blvd 

Did Not Exist 

 

 

 

18 B 14 B 

143 Canevari Dr/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.55 A 0.69 B 14 B 20 B 

144 McAnally Dr/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.92 E 0.73 C 34 C 28 C 

145 Trailee Ln/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.65 B 0.49 A 16 B 15 B 

146 Albertsons Dr/Foothills Blvd 0.53 A 0.66 B 17 B 21 C 

147 HP-South Dwy/Foothills Blvd 0.8 C 0.55 A 9 A 15 B 

148 NEC/Foothills Blvd 0.93 E 0.72 C 29 C 24 C 

149 Mistywood Dr/Foothills Blvd  0.74 C 0.57 A 11 B 13 B 

150 McAnally Dr/Foothills Blvd 0.81 C 0.9 D 16 B 31 C 

151 Junction Blvd/Foothills Blvd 0.81 C 0.83 D 35 C 38 D 

152 Pilgrim Dr/Foothills Blvd 0.5 A 0.59 A 8 A 7 A 

153 Vineyard Rd/Foothills Blvd 0.77 C 0.84 D 25 C 28 C 

154 Denio Loop/Foothills Blvd 0.62 B 0.57 A 12 B 13 B 

155 Freedom Way/Washington Blvd Did Not Exist 23 C 34 C 

156 Hallissy Dr/Washington Blvd 0.61 B 0.47 A 6 A 6 A 

157 Industrial Blvd/Washington Blvd 0.57 A 0.68 B 11 B 27 C 

158 Diamond Oaks Rd/Washington Blvd 0.68 B 0.77 C 12 B 19 B 

159 Sawtell Rd/Washington Blvd 0.55 A 0.82 D 10 B 14 B 

160 Junction Blvd/Washington Blvd 0.49 A 1.01 F 19 B 26 C 

161 All American City Blvd/Washington 

Blvd 

0.51 A 0.57 A 15 B 18 B 

162 Cortina Cir/Fairway Dr 0.26 A 0.46 A 17 B 18 B 

163 High School Road/Westpark Dr. Did Not Exist 19 B 7 A 

164 Fairway Dr/Target Dwy 0.57 A 0.44 A 10 A 12 B 

165 Fairway Dr/Central Park Dr 0.39 A 0.53 A 11 B 19 B 

166 Fairway Dr/Home Depot Dwy 0.48 A 0.52 A 10 A 27 C 

167 Fairway Dr/Five Star Blvd 0.42 A 0.44 A 11 B 21 C 

168 Highland Park/Stanford Ranch Rd 0.38 A 0.54 A 13 B 12 B 

169 Fairway Dr/Stanford Ranch Rd 0.69 B 0.66 B 28 C 32 C 

170 5 Star Blvd/Stanford Ranch Rd 0.5 A 0.62 B 19 B 48 D 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

171 Hwy-65 NB Ramps/Stanford Ranch 0.58 A 0.86 D 4 A 24 C 

172 Hwy-65 SB Ramps/Galleria Blvd 0.3 A 0.83 D 62 E 37 D 

173 JC Penny/Galleria Circle Did Not Exist 

 

 

 

13 B 15 B 

174 Antelope Creek Dr/Galleria Blvd 0.49 A 0.66 B 13 B 59 E 

175 Berry St/Galleria Blvd 0.58 A 0.85 D 16 B 25 C 

176 Wills Rd/Harding Blvd 0.71 C 0.79 C 18 B 19 B 

177 Lead Hill Blvd/Harding Blvd 0.57 A 0.79 C 17 B 30 C 

178 Estates Dr/Harding Blvd 0.47 A 0.72 C 19 B 23 C 

179 Roseville Square/Harding Blvd 0.34 A 0.62 B 12 B 22 C 

180 Stone Point  Dr/N. Sunrise Ave 0.34 A 0.59 A 10 A 13 B 

181 N. Sunrise Ave/Automall Dr 0.31 A 0.53 A 18 B 28 C 

182 Lead Hill Blvd/N. Sunrise Ave 0.42 A 0.74 C 23 C 33 C 

183 Sierra Gardens Dr/N. Sunrise Ave 0.39 A 0.62 B 15 B 22 C 

184 Oak Ridge Dr/Sunrise Ave 0.38 A 0.46 A 6 A 8 A 

185 Frances Dr/Sunrise Ave 0.61 B 0.61 B 5 A 6 A 

186 Coloma Way/Sunrise Ave 0.63 B 0.74 C 18 B 18 B 

187 Sun Tree Dr/Sunrise Ave 0.63 B 0.7 B 10 B 19 B 

188 Kensington Dr/Sunrise Ave 0.6 A 0.92 E 8 A 28 C 

189 Rocky Ridge Dr/Stone Point Dr 0.08 A 0.26 A 4 A 8 A 

190 Lead Hill Blvd/Rocky Ridge Dr 0.37 A 0.66 B 17 B 25 C 

191 Professional Dr/Rocky Ridge Dr 0.77 C 0.67 B 9 A 13 B 

192 Meadowlark Way/Rocky Ridge Dr 0.69 B 0.6 A 3 A 7 A 

193 McLaren Dr/Rocky Ridge Dr 0.66 B 0.5 A 8 A 7 A 

194 Secret Ravine Pkwy/Sierra College 0.62 B 0.59 A 14 B 25 C 

195 Miners Ravine Pkwy/Sierra College 

Blvd 

0.58 A 0.45 A 12 B 14 B 

196 Olympus Dr/Sierra College Blvd 0.74 C 0.55 A 22 C 26 C 

197 Indigo Creek Apts Dwy/Sierra College 

Blvd 

0.43 A 0.79 C 21 C 27 C 

198 Old Auburn Rd/Sierra College Blvd 0.66 B 0.79 C 30 C 28 C 

199 Olympus Dr/Europa St 0.27 A 0.2 A 8 A 6 A 

200 Secret Ravine Pkwy/Scarborough Dr 0.44 A 0.33 A 14 B 13 B 

201 Secret Ravine Pkwy/Alexandra Dr 0.14 A 0.21 A 9 A 9 A 

202 Convention Center Dr/Gibson Dr 0.47 A 0.71 C 61 E 19 B 

203 I-80 WB Ramps/Riverside Ave 0.55 A 0.63 B 18 B 81 F 

204 Orlando Ave/Riverside Ave 0.62 B 0.85 D 33 C 74 E 
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Table 4: 

Comparison of 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Level of Services at Roseville Signalized Intersections  

Intersection  

2025 CIP (Circular 212  Method ) 2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method ) 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

V/C Ratio  LOS V/C Ratio  LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

205 Junction Blvd/Stonecrest Dr 0.77 C 0.57 A 27 C 14 B 

206 Junction Blvd/Park Regency Dr 0.77 C 0.64 B 27 C 19 B 

207 Junction Blvd/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd 0.59 A 0.68 B 20 C 25 C 

208 Junction Blvd/Country Club Dr 0.9 D 0.76 C 33 C 31 C 

209 Junction Blvd/Revere Dr 0.65 B 0.66 B 4 A 7 A 

210 Junction Blvd/Americana Dr 0.71 C 0.61 B 12 B 8 A 

211 Junction Blvd/Sawtell Rd 0.71 C 0.7 B 10 A 11 B 

212 PFE Rd/Hilltop Cir 0.3 A 0.45 A 12 B 14 B 

213 Solaire Dr/Santucci Blvd 0.48 A 0.74 C 19 B 18 B 

214 Federico Dr/Santucci Rd 0.53 A 0.58 A 19 B 19 B 

215 Sierra Village Dr/Santucci Blvd 0.3 A 0.33 A 18 B 23 C 

216 Hayden Pkwy./Holt Pkwy. Does Not Exist 15 B 15 B 

217 Alantown Dr/Industrial Ave  0.92 E 0.82 D 27 C 18 B 

218 Freedom Way/Industrial Avenue Did Not Exist 4 A 5 A 

219 Pleasant Grove Blvd/La Sierra Drive Did Not Exist 8 A 9 A 

225 Secret Ravine Pkwy/Medical Plaza 

Drive 

Did Not Exist 30 C 23 C 

226 High School Road/Hayden Pkwy Did Not Exist 22 C 25 C 

P1 Darling/Riverside (located in POD) 0.67 B 0.64 B 22 C 20 B 

P2 Vernon/Douglas (located in POD) 0.39 A 0.66 B 25 C 47 D 

P3 Vernon/Grant (located in POD) 0.43 A 0.57 A 6 A 7 A 

P4 Vernon/Judah (located in POD) 0.36 A 0.6 A 5 A 9 A 

P5 Vernon/Lincoln (located in POD) 0.49 A 0.98 E 13 B 32 C 

P6 Main/Washington (located in POD) 0.55 A 0.83 D 24 C 38 D 

P7 Oak/S Grant (located in POD) Did Not Exist 7 A 11 B 

P8 Oak /Lincoln (located in POD) Did Not Exist 17 B 20 C 

Notes: 

1. 2025 CIP analyzed using Circular 212 methodology.  2035 CIP analyzed using HCM procedures. 

2. Both scenarios assume the Amoruso Specific Plan is not developed. 

3. 2025 CIP results are obtained from the Final Transportation Impact Study for the City of Roseville Hotel/Conference Center (Fehr & Peers, March 18, 

2014), which is the most recent 2025 CIP analysis to be included in an EIR that was certified by the City.   

4. Intersections located in Pedestrian Overlay District (POD) are exempt from the Cityõs LOS policies. 

Source:     Fehr & Peers, 2015. 
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Table 5 displays the percentage of intersections during the AM and PM peak hours that operate at LOS C or 

better, LOS D, LOS E, and LOS F under 2025 CIP conditions with the Circular 212 methodology  and under 

2035 CIP conditions with the HCM methodolog y.  During the AM peak hour, the Circular 212 and HCM 

methods result in similar overall results with about 88 to 90 percent of intersections operating at LOS C or 

better.  Similarly, overall operations during the PM peak hour are comparable with about 78 to 79 percent of 

intersections operating at LOS C or better.  However, as noted in Table 4, the use of one methodology versus 

the other results in many instances where an individual intersection LOS change occurs. 

 
 

Table 5: 

City of Roseville Signalized Intersection Operations  Summary  ð 2025 CIP and 2035 CIP Conditions  

Level of Service  
2025 CIP Conditions  (Circular 212 Method)  2035 CIP Conditions  (HCM Method)  

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour  

Total Intersections 203 203 221 221 

LOS A-C 179 (88%) 158 (77.8%) 198 (89.5%) 175 (79.2%) 

LOS D 7 (3%) 26 (13%) 15 (7%) 22 (10%) 

LOS E 12 (6%) 10 (5%) 6 (3%) 18 (8%) 

LOS F 5 (3%) 9 (4%) 2 (1%) 6 (3%) 

Percent Operating 

at LOS D, E, or F 
12% 22% 11.5% 20.8% 

Notes: 

1. Excludes the eight signalized intersections located in the Cityõs Pedestrian Overlay District (POD). 

Source:     Fehr & Peers, 2015. 

 

 

 

IMPLICATIONS OF CHANGES ON CITY OF ROSEVILLE GENERAL PLAN 

Below is a list of the 45 intersections, for which the City Council has acknowledged that PM peak hour 

operations will be worse than LOS C under 2025 conditions using the Circular 212 intersection analysis 

method (projected 2025 LOS is shown in parentheses).  These results are obtained from the Final 

Transportation Impact Study for the City of Roseville Hotel/Conference Center (Fehr & Peers, March 18, 2014).  

By virtue of the City Council approving that project and certifying its EIR, the following exceptions to the 

Cityõs LOS C standard have been granted for PM peak hour conditions . 

¶ Baseline Road/Fiddyment Road (LOS E) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Diamond Creek Blvd. (LOS F) 

¶ Junction Boulevard/Washington Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive (LOS E) 
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¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Foothills Boulevard (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Sunrise Avenue (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Foothills Boulevard (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Northridge Drive (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Orlando Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Riverside Avenue (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Vernon Street (LOS F) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Rocky Ridge Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Harding Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Baseline Road (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Roseville Parkway/HP Dr. (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Junction Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard /McAnally Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Pleasant Grove Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Vineyard Road (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Berry Street (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS F) 

¶ Junction Boulevard/Baseline Road (LOS D) 

 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Highland Pointe Dr. (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Washington Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Chase Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/North Sunrise (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Reserve Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Taylor (LOS D) 

¶ Sunrise Avenue/Sandringham Drive (LOS E) 

¶ Washington Blvd./Sawtell Road (LOS D) 

¶ Baseline Road/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Stanford Ranch Road/SR 65 NB Ramps (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps (LOS D) 

¶ Taylor Road/Eureka Rd/I-80 EB Off-Ramp (LOS E) 

¶ Riverside Avenue/Orlando/I-80 EB Off-Ramp (LOS D) 

¶ Fiddyment Road/Westhills Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Westbrook Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Alantown Drive/Industrial Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive West (LOS D) 

 

The list of intersections that are exempted from the LOS C requirement would change if the City were to 

adopt a new 2035 CIP travel demand model and the use of the HCM methodology for intersection analysis 

for purposes of its General Plan LOS policy.   

Below is a list of all 46 intersections that would operate at LOS D or worse during the PM peak hour under 

the 2035 CIP conditions (using HCM intersection analysis methods).  This list does not assume development 

of the Amoruso Specific Plan. 

 

¶ Baseline Road/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Diamond Creek Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Foothills Boulevard (LOS F) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fidelity Way (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Collector C (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Sunrise Avenue (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Foothills Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Riverside Avenue (LOS F) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS E) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Highland Pointe Dr. (LOS F) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Washington Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Blvd./Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/North Sunrise (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Reserve Drive (LOS E) 
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¶ Cirby Way/Vernon Street (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Eureka Road (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Rocky Ridge Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Harding Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Eureka Road/North Sunrise Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Baseline Road (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Roseville Parkway/HP Dr. (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Junction Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Pleasant Grove Boulevard (LOS E) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Antelope Creek Drive (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Secret Ravine Parkway (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Taylor Road (LOS E) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Stanford Ranch Road/Five Star Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Baseline Road/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Douglas Blvd./I-80 WB Ramps (LOS E) 

¶ Riverside Avenue/I-80 WB Ramps (LOS F) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps (LOS D) 

¶ Taylor Road/Eureka Rd/I-80 EB Off-Ramp (LOS D) 

¶ Riverside Avenue/Orlando/I-80 EB Off-Ramp (LOS E) 

¶ Fiddyment Road/Westhills Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive West (LOS E) 

 

EXPANSION OF GENERAL PLAN LOS POLICY TO INCLUDE AM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS 

The Cityõs General Plan LOS policies are currently only applicable to weekday PM peak hour conditions.  If 

the City chose to expand the LOS policy to also apply to weekday AM peak hour conditions, the following 23 

intersections would operate at LOS D or worse during the AM peak hour under the 2035 CIP conditions 

(using HCM intersection analysis methods).   

¶ Baseline Road/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS D) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Cirby Way/Sunrise Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Foothills Boulevard (LOS F) 

¶ Cirby Way/Riverside Avenue (LOS D) 

¶ Cirby Way/Vernon Street (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Harding Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Douglas Boulevard/Sierra College Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Baseline Road (LOS E) 

¶ Foothills Boulevard/Pleasant Grove Boulevard (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fiddyment Road (LOS E) 

¶ Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Roseville Parkway (LOS F) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Taylor (LOS D) 

¶ Baseline Road/Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. (LOS E) 

¶ Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Blvd. (LOS D) 

¶ Galleria Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps (LOS E) 

¶ Gibson Drive/Convention Center (LOS E) 

¶ Fiddyment Road/Westhills Drive (LOS D) 

¶ Roseville Parkway/Gibson Drive West (LOS D) 

The City Council, following a public hearing, would determine, on a case-by-case basis that "extraordinary" 

improvements are not feasible or desirable and may relax the LOS C standard for these intersections. The 

Cityõs General Plan would presumably be amended to list these intersections as being exempted from the 

LOS C policy for AM peak hour conditions.  The City could elect to apply the same City-wide LOS policy as 

for PM peak hour conditions (i.e., 70 percent operating at LOS C or better), or choose a different standard. 
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2. PROJECT INTRODUCTION 

This study analyzes the traffic impacts of the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan (i.e., òProposed Projectó) under 

Existing Conditions, and three Cumulative scenarios, known as ò2035 CIPó, ò2035 Cumulativeó and òSuper-

Cumulativeó conditions.  Traffic impacts are evaluated at intersections and roadway facilities in a variety of 

jurisdictions.  Where significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures are recommended to lessen their 

significance.   

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

According to the project site plan  (Amoruso Ranch Land Use Plan, Dahlin Group, March 5, 2014), the project 

would be situated on approximately 674 acres north of Blue Oaks Boulevard, west of Fiddyment Road, and 

south of Sunset Boulevard West.   

Table 6 displays the proposed project land use assumptions and dwelling unit equivalencies (DUEs) analyzed 

in this study.  It should be noted that the latest site plan, which was developed in September 2015, now 

shows 1,844 single-family units and 982 multi -family units, which is 110 fewer units than shown in Table 6 

and analyzed in this study.  Accordingly, the conclusions of this study are considered somewhat conservative 

because the project being analyzed generates about three percent more traffic than the currently proposed 

uses. 

Project access would be provided to/from the south via the construction of Westbrook Boulevar d to Blue 

Oaks Boulevard.  Access would also be provided from the north via two roadway connections to Sunset 

Boulevard West.  The future year scenarios analyze the effects of connecting Westbrook Boulevard to Placer 

Parkway (to/from the north) and adding two connections from Westbrook Boulevard into the Placer Ranch 

Specific Plan (to/from the east). 

Certain future year scenarios assume an interchange is constructed on Placer Parkway at Westbrook 

Boulevard.  As is noted later, this is a reasonable analysis assumption given the level of development 

assumed in the area.  However, the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan itself does not propose to construct a new 

interchange on Placer Parkway at Westbrook Boulevard. 
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Table 6: 

Proposed Project Land Use Assumptions  and DUEõs 

Land Use Type Amount  DUEs per Unit 3 DUEs 

Single-Family Residential1 1,954 duõs 1 per du 1,954 

Multi -Family Residential 982 duõs 0.614 per du 603 

Retail2 442 ksf 1.419 per ksf 627 

Office2 34 ksf 2.165 per ksf 74 

Elementary School 7 acres N / A N / A 

Neighborhood Parks 26 acres 0.182 per acre 5 

Total DUEs (excluding Elementary School) 3,263 

Notes: 

1. Per the project applicant, all medium-density residential uses (ranging from 7 to 13 units per acre) were assumed 

to be single-family (versus multi -family) so as to provide a conservative analysis and to offer enhanced 

environmental clearance for greater flexibility of product types.  

2. Per the project applicant, the 27.2-acre Village Center is assumed to consist of 15% office and 85% retail (in 

addition to 109 multi -family units), which yields 34 ksf office and 204 ksf retail.  Although the 23.85-acre 

Community Commercial parcel may permit a mix of retail and office, a worst-case assumption of 100$ retail (238 

ksf) was assumed. 

3. Source:: http://www.roseville.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=31449.  Multi -family residential 

assumed to be apartments for calculation purposes. 

duõs = dwelling units.  Ksf = thousand square feet. DUEs = Dwelling Unit Equivalents.  N / A = Not applicable 

because the DUE factor is based on school square footage, which is not known at this time. 

Source:    Amoruso Ranch Land Use Plan, Dahlin Group, March 5, 2014. 

 

STUDY AREA 

Potential p roject impacts are analyzed at study facilities in the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, 

Counties of Placer, Sutter, and Sacramento, and Caltrans facilities.  Within Roseville, all existing and planned 

signalized intersections throughout  the City are analyzed for weekday AM and PM peak hour conditions.  At 

non-Roseville facilities, various intersections and/or roadways are selected for analysis based on their 

location, likely use by the project, susceptibility of being impacted, and the preferred analysis methods of the 

particular agency. 

ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 

The following scenarios are analyzed in this report: 

¶ Existing Conditions ð represents the existing setting upon which project -specific impacts are judged.  

¶ Existing Plus Project Conditions ð represents existing conditions plus full buildout of the Amoruso 

Ranch Specific Plan. 

http://www.roseville.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=31449
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¶ 2035 CIP No Project Conditions ð assumes buildout of Roseville and development of numerous 

reasonable and foreseeable land uses in the study area, but no development on the Amoruso 

Property. 

¶ 2035 CIP Plus Project Conditions ð assumes 2035 CIP No Project conditions and the development of 

the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan. 

¶ 2035 Cumulative No Project Conditions ð builds upon the 2035 CIP scenario by assuming additional 

land uses and roadway network improvements.  This scenario does not assume development on the 

Amoruso Property. 

¶ 2035 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions ð assumes 2035 Cumulative No Project conditions and the 

development of the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan. 

¶ SuperCumulative No Project Conditions ð builds upon the 2035 Cumulative scenario by assuming 

additional land uses and roadway network improvements.  This scenario does not assume 

development on the Amoruso Property.  

¶ SuperCumulative Plus Project Conditions ð assumes development of the Amoruso Ranch Specific 

Plan. 

ANALYSIS METHODS 

Level of service is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions whereby a letter grade, from A (the 

best) to F (the worst), is assigned.  These grades represent the perspective of drivers and are an indication of 

the comfort and convenience associated with driving.  In general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions with 

no congestion, and LOS F represents severe congestion and delay under stop-and-go conditions. 

Signalized Intersections 

All signalized intersections within the City of Roseville are analyzed using procedures from the HCM.  

Signalized intersections within Lincoln and on Caltrans facilities are analyzed using Synchro, which employs 

the HCM procedures.  Within Placer County and Sacramento County, signalized intersections are analyzed 

using Circular 212 based on capacities specific to each agency. 

Unsignalized Intersections 

Unsignalized study intersections within Sutter County, Placer County, and Lincoln are analyzed using 

Synchro, which employs the HCM 2000 procedures.  At all-way stop-controlled intersections, the average 

delay and LOS is reported for all vehicles passing through the intersection.  At side-street stop-controlled 

intersections, the average delay and LOS is reported for both the entire intersection and for the minor -street 

movement with the greatest delay. Table 7 specifies the average delay range for each LOS category based 

on HCM procedures. 
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