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RESOLUTION NO. 2025-77

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF
VISTA, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING THE VISION ZERO INITIATIVE, AN
ASPIRATIONAL INITATIVE TO ACHIEVE ZERO TRAFFIC — RELATED
DEATHS OR SERIOUS INJURIIES IN THE CITY OF VISTA

The City Council of the City of Vista does resolve as follows:
1. Findings. The City Council hereby finds and declares the following:

A WHEREAS, the life and health of all persons living and traveling within the City of
Vista are our utmost priority, and no one should die or be seriously injured while traveling on our
city streets; and

B. WHEREAS in the five years between September 2018 and August 2023 the City
of Vista has been the site of 52 injurious bicycle collisions, 111 injurious pedestrian collisions,
and 12 fatal pedestrian collisions; and

C. WHEREAS, any number of people dying and suffering serious injuries on our
streets is a serious public health and safety issue which necessitates public action; and

D. WHEREAS, Vision Zero is a comprehensive strategy aimed at eliminating all
traffic-related fatalities and severe injuries suffered by all road users while increasing safe,
healthy, equitable mobility for all modes of transportation; and

E: WHEREAS, speed is recognized as a major determining factor of survival in a
crash; and

F. WHEREAS, the City of Vista will work toward reducing vehicle speeds because
the likelihood of a pedestrian surviving a crash is 10 percent if hit by a vehicle moving 40 mph;
and

G. WHEREAS, the City of Vista wishes to encourage activities such as walking and
cycling as part of a healthy lifestyle; and

H. WHEREAS, the City of Vista recognizes that a well -designed built environment
will allow people to choose active transportation options freely and experience a better quality of
life; and

I WHEREAS, the implementation of Vision Zero requires the dedication of the City
of Vista staff, support and collaboration with regional, state, and federal agencies, and ongoing
engagement from the public who use our streets and transportation infrastructure; and

J. WHEREAS, the City of Vista joins an international network of other jurisdictions

in preventing traffic -related deaths through innovative engineering design, enforcement and
education, and safety oriented policies.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2025-77
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CHARTERED CITY OF VISTA

PAGE 2
2. Action.
A. The City of Vista adopts the goal of eliminating traffic -related deaths and serious

injuries by 2028 and endorses Vision Zero as a comprehensive approach to achieving this goal.

B. The Vista City Council directs City of Vista staff to implement Vision Zero utilizing
all available public resources.

C. The Vista City Council affirms the role of the 2025 Vista Comprehensive Safety
Action Plan and the plan’s recommendations as a cornerstone of its Vision Zero initiative.

3. Adoption. PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the City Council of the City of Vista
held on May 13, 2025, by the following vote:

AYES: Mayor Franklin, Contreras, Melendez, O'Donnell, Fox
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:
WALTER CHUNG, CITY ATTORNEY KATHY VALDEZ, CITY CLERK
' / n
By: M ﬂ By:&@; B (_}:1)100-94
) \ d
APPROVED
Walter C. Chung

20250505071547
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Appendix C - Public Workshop Summaries

Summary of Vista CSAP Workshops 1 and 2

Two Vista CSAP workshops were held to provide the public an opportunity to express
their transportation safety concerns and to identify safety issue locations in the City.

The workshops were held on Thursday, April 25, and Tuesday, April 30, 2024, from 6:00
PM to 8:00 PM in the Vista Community Center. Each event contained the same
programming, though the separate events were intended to emphasize the city’'s
northern half and the city’'s southern half, respectively.

Each workshop began with a brief presentation which provided an overview of the
project, it's purpose and components, and a basic summary of the city’s recent collision
history. Following the presentation, facilitators joined the public participants for
engagement activities at tables with plotted exhibits which included maps, safety issues
boards, and materials for relaying feedback (pens, stickers, etc.).

L=

The first activity asked participants to vote on the most important safety issues in the
City. Safety issue topics were listed on a plot, many of which were issues identified in the



project’s first Task Force Meeting. Participants were also encouraged to recommend
issues not identified among those listed. This activity stimulated discussion from
participants. The issues of utmost priority raised by the participants in this exercise
included safety for pedestrians and bicyclists traveling to/from schools, lack of sidewalks
near schools, vehicular speeding, and lack of adequate lighting.
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In the second activity, a large map of
Other/ Otros: Vista was placed in the center of
each table, and participants were
encouraged to suggest, mark up
and/or place stickers in locations that had especially safe or unsafe conditions for
traveling. These stickers were either green or red -- green indicating areas where travel is
comfortable and red indicating areas where travel is uncomfortable and were
distinguished by mode. The locations identified by participants, and their respective
issues, comments or observations are summarized below:




Comfortable intersections:

e Transit: Vista Village Drive and N. Santa Fe Drive at the transit station
e Biking: Eucalyptus Avenue and S. Santa Fe Drive (seconded)

o Existing roundabout
e Walking/Biking: Buena Vista Park

Comfortable roadway segments:

e Walking/Biking: S. Melrose Drive between Park Center Drive and Breeze Hill Road
o Feels safe to walk
e Walking: La Mirada
o 2-3 mile trail
e Walking: Lupine Hills Drive (all)
e Walking: Live Oak Road near S. Melrose Drive
o Walkable Sidewalks
e Walking: Fences on Vista Village Drive
o Would like fences in other places

Uncomfortable roadway segments:

e Walking: Thibodo Road (Sycamore Avenue to Quails Trail Road):
o Missing sidewalks
e Biking: Sycamore Avenue (Business Park Drive to Thibodo Road):
o Too fast for cyclists/no bike lanes
e Walking: S. Melrose Drive between Sunset Drive and Branding Iron Drive:
o Missing sidewalk on one side
e All modes: Breeze Hill Road near the daycare
o Bad for all modes, especially cyclists
o Bikes use sidewalks
e Walking: Hacienda Drive (near S. Emerald Drive) -- Costco Driveway
o Too much vegetation
o Walking up the hill there are no sidewalks
o Unsafe, blind turns
e Walking/Biking: Emerald Drive between Hacienda Drive and West Drive
o From Costco parking lot, going north, biking and walking across the
bridge feels unsafe due to high speeds
e Emerald Drive South of SR-78
o Speeding
e Biking/Driving: Mar Vista Drive Near Phil-Mar Lane
o High Bike Activity



Walking: Eucalyptus Avenue between Cypress Avenue and Civic Center Drive
o Lack of sidewalk
o Speeding
Driving: Mar Vista Drive Between Buena Vista Drive and Miramar Drive
o Speeding
Driving: Sunset Dr between Buena Vista Drive and Via Reata
o Lighting for drivers (avoid high beam)
o No speed bumps
Driving: Melrose Drive (all)
o Reduce Speed limit
Walking: Sunset Drive (all)
o Needs lighting
Walking: East of Foothill Drive at the ~ *

easternmost segment of the City Y o SO\ k) es Q)
o nghtlng issues ('V and Tire Repair

Walking/Driving: Hacienda Drive %
o Poor lighting d’zg

Driving: Grapevine Road Q@ vista Historical society
o Poor road conditions it oo
o Poor lighting
Driving: Emerald Drive
o Potholes
Walking: Foothill Drive between Warmlands Drive and E. Vista Way
o Bad sidewalk condition
o Tree roots lift concrete panels
o Lighting issues
Walking: Vista Village Drive (entire length)
o Needs lighting
Driving/Walking: Olive Avenue
o Poor road conditions
Driving: E. Vista Way (all)
o Speeding
Walking: E. Bobier Drive near Coyote Way
o Lots of collisions
o Needs lighting and sidewalks
Walking: E. Bobier Drive between N. Melrose Drive and N. Santa Fe Avenue
o Dangerous mid-block crossings
o Lighting issues
Walking: Anza Avenue between Bobier Drive and Taylor Street
o Lighting and sidewalks are poor



e Walking: Park Avenue near Terrance Drive
o Lighting issues
e No mode: Alta Vista Drive and Terrance Drive
o lIssues on Alta Vista Drive
e Driving: S. Santa Fe Road between Monte Vista Drive and Mar Vista Drive
o Striping Issues
e Driving: Arcadia Road and E. Vista Way
o Sight distance issue due to roadway curve
¢ Monte Mar Road
o Would Like to see restriping

Uncomfortable intersections:

e Walking/biking: Melrose Drive and Las Palmas Drive
o Would consider signalization near daycare
o Cars don't always stop
o There is a blind intersection
e Walking/Transit: Thunder Drive and W. Vista Way Bus Stop
o ADA upgrade needed
o Crossing is unsafe
e Walking: W. Vista Way bus stops in general
o Need facility upgrades
e All modes: Civic Center Drive and Alta Vista Drive
o Should be a roundabout
e Driving/Biking/Walling: Vista Village Drive and N. Santa Fe Drive (Sprinter Station)
o Busy Intersection
Second busiest sprinter station
High volume of pedestrians and not enough crossing options
Convergence of trolley and pedestrian crossings
Suicides
Drivers don't adhere to signs
Super congested
No way to expand sidewalks
Many unhoused persons
o Bike conflicts
e Biking/Walking: Vista Village Drive and Hacienda Drive (Exiting SR-78 near Chik-
Fil-A)
o Too many people going to the courthouse
e Driving: E. Bobier Dr and Calle Jules
o Traffic signal needed

O 0O O 0O 0O 0O O O



Driving: Sycamore Avenue and SR-78 Interchange
o Vehicles run lights heading to SR-78 from both directions
Driving: Civic Center Drive and SR-78 near Sprinter Station
o Vehicles don't obey “no turn on red” signs
Driving: S. Melrose Drive and Longhorn Drive
o Student drop off at school
o Parents observed dropping off students diagonally across the street from
the real drop off location
Walking: Postal Way & Santa Fe Place
o All-way stop sign needed
Walking: Terrace Drive and Foothill Drive
o Lighting Issues
o Missing Sidewalk
o Lots of pedestrians from school
Driving: E. Bobier Drive and Foothill Drive
o Traffic signal timing issues: skips cycles
All modes: south of S. Santa Fe Avenue and Civic Center Drive
o Poor lighting
Transit: Benito Drive and Los Angeles Drive
o Bus got stuck on roundabout
All modes: E. Vista Way and Olive Avenue
o Many collisions



Summary of Vista CSAP Workshop 3

The third Vista Comprehensive Safety Action Plan workshop was held on Wednesday,
October 11, 2024, from 6:00 PM to 7:30 PM in the Vista Community Center. It sought to
provide the public an opportunity to express their preferences on project area locations
in the City and learn about the CSAP project process.

It began with a brief
presentation, which provided
an update on the project’s
status, the methodology
employed to create the
countermeasure toolbox, the
methodology used to
propose project areas, and an
overview of the draft project
prioritization inputs.
Following this presentation,
facilitators joined the public
participants for engagement
activities at three stations.

iact Status
pROJECT SCHEDULE

i

The first station featured a board that showed the proposed Complete Streets and
separated bicycle facility projects in the City of Vista under consideration as a part of the
General Plan Update. This was —

paired with a second board that 2
defined Complete Streets and
identified some bicycle and
pedestrian countermeasures.
Facilitators answered questions
about the listed upcoming
projects as well as the
countermeasures and
treatments depicted on the
board.




The second station contained a board that
showed common vehicular collision
countermeasures. The contents of this board,
and the board containing common bicycle
and pedestrian countermeasures, informed
residents of common improvements that will
be recommended as safety interventions as a
part of the Comprehensive Safety Action
Plan. Attendees asked questions about how
the interventions work, how they were
identified, and their efficacy in reducing crash
risk and severity.

The final station, consisting of a proposed
project areas map, acted as the main public
input channel. Attendees were invited to add
stickers on the project area segments where
they believed that infrastructure upgrades
would be most impactful. Each attendee
received three stickers to place on the board. Data from this activity will impact the
prioritization scoring for proposed projects.




The votes each project area received were as follows:

° Sycamore Ave (north |eg, ye”ow): 1111 :/\/\« TGN Publicihputon Project Opini6n PablicAEbre Ia

ITYOF VISTA =@ =w

e Emerald Dr. (cabernet): 111

e Vista Village Dr. (periwinkle): 11

e E Vista Way (south leg; forest green): 11

e Civic Center Dr (brown): 1

e Hacienda Dr (east of Melrose Dr.; aqua): 11

e Hacienda Dr (west of Melrose, east of
Emerald; yellow): 1

e Live Oak Road (cobalt blue): 1

e N Melrose Dr (north Leg; burnt umber): 1
e N Melrose Dr (south leg; tangerine): 1

e Olive Ave (pink): 1

e S Santa Fe Ave (light periwinkle): 1

e S. Melrose Dr (grass green): 1

e Shadowridge Dr (dark olive): 1

e W Vista Way, (east of Santa Clara Drive; olive/army green): 1
e W Vista Way (west of Emerald; purple): 1

e North Santa Fe (north leg; khaki green): .5

e North Santa Fe (south leg; chartreuse): .5
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The Safety Analysis is one of the components of a Comprehensive Safety Action Plan (CSAP) which
further examined the characteristics of five years of recent collision history in the City of Vista,
occurring between the dates of September 1, 2018, and August 30, 2023. This report analyzes
statistics related to each collision’s notable attributes (party characteristics, injury severity, type of
impact, primary collision factors, etc.), ranks the locations in the City with the most collisions and
injury frequency, and identifies roadway infrastructure profiles in the City where collisions occur
disproportionately.

The information derived from this analysis is used to identify a High Injury Network (HIN) to help
guide future countermeasure prioritization.

1.1 Local Transportation Safety Policies

The City of Vista has a currently adopted Local Roadway Safety Plan and a Neighborhood Traffic
Calming Program, both adopted in 2021. In 2023, the Vista City Council adopted a Vision Zero
resolution.

Local Roadway Safety Plan

The Local Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP) examined transportation collision “hot spots” throughout the
City. The LRSP identified strategies for implementation and opportunities for funding of
countermeasures to be implemented through the City’s Capital Improvement Program.

The plan developed a toolbox of 40 countermeasures, which consisted of recommendations in
intersection and roadway design, signals, signing and striping, pedestrian and bicycle projects,
operation/warning treatments, and other project types.

Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program

The City’s Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program (NTCP) was established to help reduce speeding on
neighborhood streets, typically residential and 2-lane collector streets. It provides residents with a
procedure for requesting the installation of measures to calm traffic/reduce speeding. Additionally,
it outlines a set of protocols for the City to observe and assess such requests, determining their
approval and long-term viability.

Vision Zero Initiative

The City’s Vision Zero policy, City Council Resolution No, 2023-43, included a statement recognizing
the issue of fatalities and severe injuries among road users on local streets and emphasizing the
need for prompt action. The statement establishes aspirations that the City should follow (e.g.,
encouragement of a well-designed built environment that supports walking and bicycling, reducing
traffic speeds) and empowers City staff to pursue comprehensive strategies that would support this
response. The Resolution signifies the City of Vista’s adoption of the goal to eliminate traffic-related
deaths and serious injuries by 2028 and endorses Vision Zero as a comprehensive approach to
achieving this goal.

Page 1
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The safety analysis evaluated five years’ worth of crash data from September 1, 2018 to August 30,
2023, the source of which is the City’s Crossroads collisions database. Prior to crash analysis, the
data was examined for locational accuracy, attribute consistency, cleaned and assigned with
definitions.

2.1 Data Preparation Methods

Excluded Cases and Verification of Data’s Locational Accuracy

Within the City of Vista’s Crossroads collision database there were originally 2,847 collision records.
Thirteen (13) records were removed from the analysis because the crashes occurred beyond the City
boundary.

For the remaining 2,834 records, accuracy of their geocoded location was verified by cross
examining the collision’s locational attributes (each record’s cross streets and distance and
directional offset from the secondary cross-street). The locations of five (5) collision records, which
were geocoded in off-street locations were edited to their correct location. No records were
eliminated from the study due to undecipherable locational attributes.

Defining the Mode Category of Collisions

Crashes were categorized into one of three categories: pedestrian-involved collisions, bicycling-
involved collisions, and vehicular only collisions.

This determination was made based primarily on the “Involved With” attribute in the collision
database, which indicated if the collision involved a pedestrian or bicyclist. All other categories in the
“Involved With” attribute (Other Motor Vehicle, Parked Motor Vehicle, Fixed Object, Other Object, etc.)
were assumed to be vehicular only collisions. There were 18 records where the “Involved With”
attribute was inconsistent with party types/party vehicle types and were thus presumably coded
incorrectly. These records were reassigned into one of the three collision categories based on the
party type/party vehicle type attributes.

Table 2.1 summarizes the frequencies of the three mode categories of collisions.

Table 2.1 - Collisions by Mode Categories

Vehicular Only 2,661 94%
Pedestrian-Involved 116 4%
Bicyclist-Involved 57 2%
Total 2,834 100%

Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)
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Defining the Location of Collisions

All collision records were assigned one of two location categories: intersection or midblock. Location
assignment was based on the intersection offset distance indicated in each record’s attributes.
Collision points within 50 feet of a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) street centerline
intersection node were categorized as intersection collisions. All remaining collisions were
categorized as midblock collisions. The 50’ offset distance is within the threshold identified by
Caltrans’ Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), which permits collisions up to 250’ from an
intersection to be used in the determination of Benefit/Cost ratios for intersection countermeasures.

Driveway locations were generally not defined as intersections, though were considered for
reassignment if they had characteristics that would normally be present at an intersection (such as
an intersection footprint, traffic control features or dedicated turn pockets) and if there were clusters
of collisions occurring at the location. For some locations, the presence of these features was vague
and subject to case-by-case interpretation.

All locations which did not meet these criteria were defined as midblock collisions.

Figure 2.1 summarizes the frequency of collisions in each mode category by their defined locations.

Figure 2.1 - Collisions by Mode Categories and Location

Collisions by Mode Categories and Location
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H Intersection (1,433 collisions) Midblock (1,401 collisions)

Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

In total, there were 1,433 intersection collisions (50.6% of all records) and 1,401 midblock collisions
(49.4% of all records). Except for bicyclist-involved collisions, which are heavily skewed toward
intersections (65%), collisions by location are roughly equal in frequency. Some collisions
categorized as midblock may have occurred at driveway locations not defined as intersections in the
aforementioned criteria.

2.2 Collision Injury Severity

Figure 2.2 summarizes the injury severity by collision involving each travel mode by frequency.
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Figure 2.2 - Collisions by Injury Severity
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Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

More than nine in ten pedestrian-involved (96%) or bicyclist-involved (91%) traffic collisions resulted
in an injury including complaints of pain. In contrast, parties sustained injuries in just 35% of all
vehicular only collisions.

Pedestrians and bicyclists are also much more vulnerable to severe injury or worse than vehicular
parties. Thirty-two (32) pedestrian-involved collisions resulted in severe injury or fatality (27.5% of all
cases). About 10% of all pedestrian-involved collisions resulted in a fatality, a fatality rate over thirty
times higher than in vehicular only collisions. Severe injuries to bicyclists occurred at a rate of 8.8%,
about four times more frequent than severe injuries or worse in vehicular only collisions (2.1%).
There were zero bicycling fatalities during the period of data analyzed (however, there was a bicycling
fatality in 2018 prior to September).

2.3 Collisions by Type of Impact

This section details vehicular-only and bicyclist-involved collisions by type of impact.
Pedestrian-involved collisions are not analyzed in this section because collisions involving
pedestrians are not assigned a type of impact category in the data other than “vehicle-
pedestrian”.

Figure 2.3 summarizes the 2,661 vehicular only collisions and the 66 severe or fatal collisions by
type of impact and location. Regardless of location, broadside collisions were found to be the most
common overall, followed closely by rear-end collisions. Broadside collisions were the most common
type of impact at intersections, while rear-end collisions were the most common type of impact at
midblock locations. Broadsides collisions at intersections were also the most common collision type
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in severe or fatal vehicular only collisions. Head-on collisions were the most common crash type for
severe or fatal collisions at midblock locations, despite being one of the least common crash types
overall. Of nine fatal vehicular only crashes during the study time period, four were broadsides, two
each were head-on and hit object, and one was a rear-end.

Figure 2.3 - Vehicular Only Collisions by Type of Impact

Vehicular Only Collisions by Type of Impact
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Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)
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Figure 2.4 summarizes the 57 bicycle-involved collisions and the 5 severe collisions by type of
impact and location.
Figure 2.4 - Bicycle-Involved Collisions by Type of Impact

Bicyclist-Involved Collisions by Type of Impact
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Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

As shown, broadside collisions were the most common bicycle-involved collision type by far,
regardless of location. Over three-quarters of bicycle-involved collisions were broadsides. This
was also the most common type of crash in severe injury cases, occurring at roughly the same
proportion to all collisions. Severe injury collisions occurred at intersections in four of five total
instances. There were no bicycling-involved collision fatalities during the period of the data.

2.4 Collisions Involving Vulnerable Age Groups

Vista has an estimated population of 98,392 (2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate).
Approximately one quarter (25.4%) of the City’s population is 18 years old or younger. The senior
population (age 65 or older) is 11.9%, comprising about one eighth of the City’s population.

Ages of pedestrians were determined in 113 of 116 pedestrian-involved collisions and ages of
bicyclists were determined in 56 of 57 bicyclist-involved collisions. Table 2.2 summarizes the median
ages of pedestrians and bicyclists involved in traffic collisions and the percentage of those parties
who were youths or seniors for where age of parties was determined.

Table 2.2 - Vulnerable Age Groups in Pedestrian- and Bicycle-Involved Collisions

Mean Age - 38.0 42.8 34.6 37.0
Median Age 34.9 33.0 45.0 31.0 34.0
18 and Under 25.4% 25.7% (29) 18.8% (6) 26.8% (15) 40.0% (2)
65 and Over 11.9% 10.6% (12) 9.4% (3) 5.4% (3) 0% (0)

*There were no fatal bicycle collisions
Sources: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024), 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate
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Pedestrians involved in collisions among youths and seniors occurred in rates roughly proportional to
the citywide population of their age groups. This was also consistent for severe and fatal collisions,
though the average age of pedestrians involved in severe or fatal traffic collisions (42.8) was slightly
higher than the average age of pedestrians involved in collisions of any severity (38).

Youths involved in bicycling collisions occurred in rates that were generally proportional to their
population citywide, however there were two youths among the five collisions resulting in severe
injuries. Fewer seniors were involved in bicycling collisions. Seniors ages 65 and older comprised the
bicyclist party in 5% of all bicycle collisions.

2.5 Impairment During Collisions

Sobriety or impairment status was determined in 2,086 of 2,661 vehicular only collisions and in 52
of 66 severe or fatal vehicular only collisions. Table 2.3 shows the rates of impairment among
parties involved in vehicular only collisions where it was conclusively determined.

Table 2.3 - Impairment (When Determined) in Vehicular-Only Collisions

Had Not Been Drinking 67.7% 63.5%
Had Been Drinking/Under the Influence 28.9% 32.7%
Under Drug Influence 2.3% 3.8%
Had Been Drinking/Not Under Influence 0.6% 0%
Sleepy/Fatigued 0.4% 0%
Other Physical Impairment 0.1% 0%
Total (When Determined) 2,086 52

Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

In about 32% of vehicular only collisions one or more of the parties were either under the influence
of alcohol or drugs. In 36.5% of severe or fatal collisions, one or more of the parties were under the
influence of alcohol or drugs.

Sobriety or impairment status was determined in 77 of 116 pedestrian-involved collisions and in 20
of 32 severe or fatal pedestrian-involved collisions. Table 2.4 summarizes impairment for those
pedestrian-involved collisions by at-fault party.
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Table 2.4 - Impairment (When Determined) in Pedestrian-Involved Collisions by At-Fault Party

o All Collisions
Category All Collisions Severg / el AI.I el el Pedestrian At-
Collisions Driver At-Fault
Fault
Had Not Been Drinking 81.8% 65.0% 92.5% 70.3%
Had Been
Drinking/Under the 13.0% 15.0% 7.5% 18.9%
Influence
Under Drug Influence 5.2% 20.0% 0% 10.8%
Total (When 77 20 40 37

Determined)
Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

Notably, instances of impairment due to alcohol or drugs were significantly lower in pedestrian-
involved collisions (18.2%) compared to vehicular only collisions (32%). The rate of impairment in
severe or fatal collisions was about 35%, similar to the rate in severe or fatal vehicular only
collisions. When impairment for party at-fault was determined, pedestrians were more often under
the influence than motorists.

Impairment due to alcohol or drugs was very infrequent in bicycle-involved collisions. As shown in
Table 2.5, there was only one instance where a party at-fault was under the influence in the 42 total
collisions where sobriety or impairment status was determined.

Table 2.5 - Impairment (When Determined) in Bicycle-Involved Collisions by At-Fault Party
Driver At- Bicyclist At-

Category All Collisions Fault Fault
Had Not Been Drinking 97.6% 100% 96.0%
Had Been Drinking/Under the 5.4% 0% 4.0%
Influence
Total (When Determined) 42 17 25

Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)
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2.6 Collisions by Time of Day

Figure 2.5 summarizes the time of day when severe or fatal collisions occurred by mode. As shown,
about half of all severe or fatal collisions occurred in the evening or late evening (between 6:00pm
and midnight). This was consistent for each mode.

Figure 2.5 - Severe and Fatal Collisions by Time of Day

Severe and Fatal Collisions by Time of Day
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Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)
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Figure 2.6 examines pedestrian- and bicycling-involved collision occurrences across lighting

conditions.

Figure 2.6 - Pedestrian and Bicycling Involved Collisions by Lighting Conditions
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As shown, collisions of any severity involving walking and bicycling were more common during
daylight, while severe and fatal injuries were more common in dark sky conditions with street lights.
Street lighting not properly functioning was observed in one bicycling-involved collision resulting in

severe injury.
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3.0 Intersection and Segment Collision
Frequency

This section details the highest collision frequency intersections and segments in the City by each
transportation mode for collisions occurring between September 1, 2018 and August 30, 2023.
Mode specific HINs are developed based on this data, replicating the methodology used in SANDAG’s
Regional Vision Zero Plan to identify a regional Safety Focus Network (This is the term used for an
HIN in the Regional Vision Zero Plan). The three Vista mode-specific HINs are ultimately combined
into one composite HIN.

3.1 Vehicular Only Collisions

All vehicular only collisions (including Property Damage Only) are mapped and symbolized by
frequency in Figure 3.1. Vehicular only collisions resulting in any type of injury severity are mapped
and symbolized by frequency in Figure 3.2. No locations other than Emerald Drive & W. Vista Way,
and S. Melrose Drive & Hacienda Drive had more than one severe/fatal vehicular only collision.

Table 3.1 ranks the intersections in the City with the most vehicular only collisions during the five-
year period.

Table 3.1 - Most Common Vehicular Only Collision Intersection Locations

Al Injury Severe/
Location o Collisions Fatal Control Lane Geometry*
Collisions
Only Only

Emerald Drive & W. Vista Way 41 18 2 Signalized 4-Lane x 4-Lane
N..Santa Fe Avenue & Vista Village 33 16 0 Signalized 5-Lane x 4-Lane
Drive
N. Melrose Drive & W. Vista Way 29 12 0 Signalized 6-Lane x 4-Lane
E. Vista Way & Anza Avenue/Vale 29 13 0 Signalized 5-Lane x 2-Lane
Terrace Drive
S. Melrose Drive & Hacienda Drive 27 10 2 Signalized 6-Lane x 4-Lane
E. Y|sta Way & E. Bobier Drive/Foothill 57 13 1 Signalized A-Lane x A-Lane
Drive
Civic Center Drive & Vista Village . .
Drive/E. Vista Way 26 11 0 Signalized 4-Lane x 4-Lane
E. Vista Way & Townsite Drive 21 5 1 Signalized 5-Lane x 2-Lane
Emerald Drive & Hacienda Drive 20 7 1 Signalized 4-Lane x 4-Lane
Civic Center Drive & S. Santa Fe 20 9 0 Signalized 4-Lane x 4-Lane
Avenue
Emerald Drive & SR-78 WB Ramps 20 5 1 Signalized 4-Lane x Ramps

*Larger street listed first
Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)
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Figure 3.1 - All Vehicular Only Collisions (September 2018 to August 2023)
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Figure 3.2 - Vehicular Only Collisions Resulting in Injury (September 2018 to August 2023)
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The location with the highest total is Emerald Drive and W. Vista Way with 41 vehicular only
collisions. This 4-lane by 4-lane signalized intersection also has the most crashes with all modes
combined (43), the most injury collisions (18), and had two severe/fatal injury collisions. Eight of the
top ten locations have intersection lane geometrics that are at least 4-lanes by 4-lanes, not counting
any turn lanes or pockets.

Table 3.2 shows midblock vehicular only injury collisions per mile along segments of the Circulation
Element network.

Table 3.2 - Midblock Vehicular Only Collisions per Mile Along Circulation Element

E. Vista Way (E. Taylor Street to Arcadia

65.3 21 10 0.15 4-Lanes
Avenue)
Vls.,ta Village Drive (Wave Drive to Hacienda 36.1 21 9 0.95 4-t0-6
Drive) Lanes
N. Melrose Drive (Olive Avenue to W. Vista 270 35 18 0.67 4-10-6
Way) Lanes
N. Melrose Drive (Oceanside boundary to 26.9 17 9 0.36 5-t0-6
North Avenue) Lanes
E. Bobier Drive (Anza Avenue to E. Vista 206 17 g 0.39 A-Lanes
Way)
Vista Village Drive (Citrus Avenue to Civic 20.3 3 5 0.95 A-Lanes
Center Way)
H.aC|enda.Dr|ve (S. Melrose Drive to Vista 19.5 6 3 0.15 A-Lanes
Village Drive)
Civic Center Drive (Alta Vista Drive to 19.5 5 5 0.10 A-Lanes
Eucalyptus Avenue)
Sycamore Avenue (Thibodo Road/Plumosa
Avenue to Shadowridge Drive) 19.2 3 2 0.10 6-Lanes
E. Vista Way (Townsite Drive to Anza 19.0 14 4 0.21 5-Lanes

Avenue/Vale Terrace Drive)
Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

As shown, multiple segments of the Vista Village Drive/E. Vista Way and N. Melrose Drive corridors
appear in the highest-ranking locations by collisions per mile. Three of the segments within those
corridors include one or more changes in the number of travel lanes within their extents (e.g., 6-
lanes to 5-lanes). Vehicular collisions were shown to cluster around these lane changing locations.

3.2 Pedestrian-Involved Collisions

Pedestrian collisions are mapped and symbolized by frequency in Figure 3.3, while Table 3.3 shows
the intersections in the City with multiple pedestrian-involved collisions during the five-year period
analyzed.
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Figure 3.3 - Pedestrian-Involved Collisions (September 2018 to August 2023)
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Table 3.3 - Most Common Pedestrian-Involved Collision Intersection Locations

Sycamore Avenue & Thibodo Road/Plumosa

3 1 1 Signalized 6-Lane x 2-Lane
Avenue
E. Vista Way & Monte Mar Road 3 1 0 Signalized 4-Lane x 2-Lane
S. Melrose Drive & Hacienda Drive 3 0 0 Signalized 6-Lane x 4-Lane
N. Santa Fe Avenue & California Avenue 3 0 0 Signalized  4-Lane x 2-Lane
N. Melrose Drive & W. Vista Way 2 1 1 Signalized 6-Lane x 4-Lane
Civic Center Drive & S. Santa Fe Avenue 2 0 1 Signalized  4-Lane x 4-Lane
Wave Drive & Vista Village Drive 2 0 1 Signalized 6-Lane x 3-Lane
N. Melrose Drive & Olive Avenue 2 1 0 Signalized 6-Lane x 2-Lane
Sycamore Avenue & University . .
Sieilasals Brie 2 1 0 Signalized  5-Lane x 4-Lane
N. Santa Fe Avenue & East Drive 2 1 0 Signalized  4-Lane x 2-Lane
N. Citrus Avenue & Townsite Drive 2 1 0 Ag:[vglsy 2-Lane x 2-Lane
N. Santa Fe Avenue & Vista Village Drive 2 0 0 Signalized 5-Lane x 4-Lane
E. Vista Way & Townsite Drive 2 0 0 Signalized 5-Lane x 2-Lane
Foothill Drive & Oak Drive 2 0 0 Ag—tv;/sy 2-Lane x 2-Lane
Goodwin Drive & Rush Avenue 2 0 0 No Signage  2-Lane x 2-Lane

*Larger street listed first
Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

There were four locations with three pedestrian-involved collisions, tied for the most Citywide. Of the
15 intersections with multiple collisions, over half of the locations included one cross street with at
least five lanes (not including turning lanes and pockets).

Sycamore Avenue & Thibodo Road/Plumosa Avenue was tied for the most collisions with three other
intersections, though it had more severe/fatal collisions. The intersection is 6-lanes by 2-lanes. A
driver’s failure to yield was a factor in two of the three collisions at this location, including the severe
injury. Conflicts with pedestrians are common at intersections with these widely varying geometries,
particularly when left turns from the minor street operate in a permissive phase, or when right turns
are made from the major street onto the minor street. In 2022, the left turn movements from
Thibodo Road/Plumosa Avenue onto Sycamore were changed from permissive phase to protected
phase, which meant they no longer conflict with the pedestrian movement across Sycamore Avenue.

Table 3.4 shows midblock pedestrian-involved collisions per mile along segments of the Circulation
Element network where more than one pedestrian collision occurred. There are three segments of
the Vista Village Drive/E. Vista Way corridors which appear among the three highest ranking
locations by collisions per mile.
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Table 3.4 - Midblock Pedestrian-Involved Collisions per Mile Along Circulation Element

E. Vista Way (Civic Center Drive to Townsite

1 - 9.6 3 0.31
E. Vista Way (Townsite Drive to Anza

2 Avenue/Vale Terrace Drive) 95 2 o2

3 S)-/c-amore Avenue (Shadowridge Drive to 7.0 2 0.29
Hibiscus Avenue)

4 Vista Village Drive (W. Vista Way to Olive 5.2 2 0.39
Avenue)

5 North Drive/W. Los Angeles Drive (N. 4.0 3 0.76

Melrose Drive to N. Santa Fe Avenue)

*Excludes segments with only one pedestrian collision
Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database (2024)

3.3 Bicyclist-Involved Collisions

Figure 3.4 shows bicyclist-involved collisions across the City. Other than two intersections in the city
which had two bicycling-involved collisions during the period of data analyzed, no other locations had
more than one collision. The two intersections are:

o Vista Village Drive & Citrus Avenue (Signalized, 4-Lane x 2-Lane)
e S. Melrose Drive & Longhorn Drive/Live Oak Road (Signalized, 6-Lane x 2-Lane)

There were four bicycling collisions resulting in severe injury in the City occurring at intersections.
The locations are:

N. Santa Fe Avenue & Bobier Drive (Signalized, 4-Lane x 4-Lane)

e S. Melrose Drive & Shadowridge Drive (Signalized, 6-Lane x 4-Lane)

e White Birch Drive & Alderwood Circle (Side Street Stop, 2-Lane x 2-Lane)
Emerald Drive & Lewis Street (Side Street Stop, 2-Lane x 2-Lane)

There were two circulation element segments with multiple midblock bicycle collisions. The
segments were:

e S. Melrose Drive from Hacienda Drive to Melrose Way (3.3 collisions per mile)
e N. Santa Fe Avenue from Bobier Drive to W. Los Angeles Drive/Townsite Drive (3.0 collisions
per mile)

The lone severe-injury bicyclist-involved collision occurring at a midblock location happened on
Sycamore Avenue several hundred feet south of Shadowridge Drive.
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Figure 3.4 - Bicycling Collisions (September 2018 to August 2023)
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3.4 High Injury Network

An HIN was identified for Vista approximating the methodology of the SANDAG Vision Zero Action
Plan’s regional Safety Focus Network (SFN).

High Injury Network Methodology

SANDAG’s SFN methodology, which is replicated in Vista’s HIN approach, developed networks for
vehicular-only collisions, pedestrian-involved collisions, and bicycling-involved collisions. These three
networks were then overlaid to make a Citywide HIN.

Severe injury or fatal collision of /- \
any mode were given the weight of Step or sliding increment Window length

three points each. Injury collisions
of at least “visible injury” severity
were weighted a single point per
instance only for the pedestrian-
and bicycle-specific HINs. Non-

1

H g
L. . < ] Window
severe injury vehicular only & ) ; Cmy
collisions were omitted from
scoring for the vehicular HIN due Diagram of sliding increment/window methodology used in
development of SANDAG SFN. Source: Safe Streets Research and

to their abundance. Consulting
Roadway corridors with collisions that met the weighting criteria were divided into 0.1-mile
increments (represented by the sliding increments in the graphic above) and sliding window
measures of one-mile in length (represented by the “window” in the graphic above) along the corridor
were applied to summarize the collision points captured within, with those points then attributed to
the central increment within the window. This approach measured both intersection and midblock
collisions.

To prevent measurement bias against increment locations near the City boundary, collisions meeting
the points criteria from up to one mile outside of Vista were obtained from SANDAG and included in
the calculations. The data available from SANDAG was SWITRS, which includes mostly the same
attribute categories, including most importantly, the identical worst case injury categorizations as
Crossroads. The exact same time period was not available, so for the supplemented data, the five-
year period was between January 2018 and December 2022.

A minimum point value was selected to identify HIN segments in order to identify the highest injury
roadways. The network included additional segments which did not meet the minimum point values

to refine the appearance of the networks where it made intuitive sense.

High Injury Network Results

The HIN for vehicular only collisions is shown in Figure 3-5. The minimum point value for this network
was established at 6 points (two severe or fatal collisions within a one-mile sliding window). This
network consists of about 12% of City roads and captures about 89% of the City’s severe or fatal
vehicular only collisions. The vehicular only HIN segments encompass the leading intersection and
midblock collision locations presented in Section 3.1.
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Figure 3.5 - Vehicular High Injury Network
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The HIN for pedestrian-involved collisions is shown in Figure 3-6. The minimum point value for this
network was established at 4 points (one severe or fatal collision and one visible injury collision
within a one-mile sliding window, or four or more visible injury collisions without a severe or fatal
collision within a one-mile sliding window). This network consists of about 7.5% of City roads and
captures about 72% of the City’s fatal or severe pedestrian-involved collisions (or 61% of the City’s
fatal, severe, or visible injury pedestrian-involved collisions). The pedestrian HIN segments
encompass the leading intersection and midblock collision locations presented in Section 3.2.

The HIN for bicycling-involved collisions is shown in Figure 3-7. The minimum point value for this
network was established at 2 points (two visible injury collisions within a one-mile sliding window, or
one severe collision). The point threshold is lower than the other modes because there are only 27
collisions within the City resulting in a visible injury or worse. This network consists of about 6.5% of
City roads and captures 80% of the City’s fatal or severe bicycling-involved collisions (or about 67%
of the City’s severe or visible injury bicycling-involved collisions). The bicycle HIN segments
encompass the leading intersection and midblock collision presented in Section 3.3.

Because of the sensitivity of the point threshold, a location which met the minimum criteria based on
points because of a single severe injury collision was removed because the collision occurred on a
low-stress residential cul-de-sac. This segment (White Birch Drive, west of Shadowridge Drive) did not
reflect an environment in need of safety focus and would not have otherwise been captured if there
were a larger population of data.

The composite HIN including all three modes is shown in Figure 3-8. This network covers about
16.6% of all roadways in the City and encompasses 86% of fatal or severe collisions of any of the
three modes. This composite HIN recognizes locations with a well documented injury collision history.
In the next section of this report, the composite HIN will be compared to roadway environments
associated with high safety risk based on a systemic analysis.
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Figure 3.6 - Pedestrian High Injury Network
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Figure 3.8 - Composite (All Modes) High Injury Network
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To determine what crash types and roadway environment features disproportionately represent the
highest safety risk in the City, crashes, violation causes, and roadway environments were examined
systemically using multiple variables and pivot tables. This approach is used to identify locations that
may not have been revealed by recent collision history though are otherwise potential injury risk
locations based on traffic behavior and roadway infrastructure characteristics. This proactive
analytical approach can be used to identify recommendations to help prevent future collisions, which
is essential for achieving Vision Zero. It complements the previous section’s HIN’s methodology,
which identifies the need for countermeasures in places with well documented injury collision
history.

Systemic/High Risk Road Environment Methodology

Infrastructure characteristics were collected along the City’s publicly maintained roadways and at
intersections interfacing with at least one publicly maintained roadway. To identify environments with
disproportionately high risk, it is necessary to gather this information citywide, regardless of collision
incidents at specific locations.

For intersections, the characteristics gathered included traffic control type and the lane geometry of
the intersecting streets. Traffic control types included signalized intersections, all-way stops, side
street stops, roundabouts, and unsigned/uncontrolled intersections. Lane geometry of intersecting
streets was operationalized by determining the number of through lanes as roadways approach
toward the intersection footprint. Left-turn and right-turn lanes were not included in the
categorization of lane geometries. Numerous categories can often dilute data distribution density, so
it is generally preferred to have fewer consolidated categories to ensure each is adequately
represented with collision data points. Similar to roadway segments discussed above, collision
records were coded to accurately reflect lane geometry or traffic control at the time of the collisions
by referencing historical aerial images.

Freeway interchanges and their collisions were excluded from this methodology because their
geometric environments would create too many unique categories which would have diluted the data
frequencies in the pivot tables used in the analysis and detract from conclusions. This study still
recognizes the importance of identifying countermeasures to improve safety at freeway interchange
locations and this is reflected in the composite HIN, which encompasses all State Route 78
interchange locations in the City except for the Mar Vista Drive interchange.

For roadway segments, the characteristics gathered included “through” travel lanes (does not
include two-way center-left turn lanes or sections with turn pockets) and posted speed limits. This
data was provided by the City and verified for accuracy prior to analysis.

To capture locations where roadway modifications took place during the analysis period, aerial
imagery from September 2018 was used to inspect all city roads that currently feature more than
two lanes. In instances where the number of travel lanes varied, historic images were referenced to
estimate when the lane adjustments took place. Collision records were then coded to accurately
reflect lane geometry at the time of the collisions. It was not feasible to apply this step to locations
where posted speed limits changed during the analysis period.
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After collecting the characteristics, pivot tables were generated to cross-analyze the leading collision
types, along with all pedestrian-involved and bicycling-involved collisions. The collision frequencies
are depicted, broken down by the most frequent California Vehicle Code violation categories
attributable to those collisions and the two infrastructure variables.

4.1

High Injury Risk Environments for Intersection Collisions

Figure 4.1 illustrates the systemic characteristics matrix for injury collisions at intersections. When
excluding freeway interchange collisions, there were 564 injury collisions by any mode occurring at
intersection defined locations. The total number of City intersections with at least one publicly

maintained roadway is 972.

Figure 4.1 - Systemic Characteristics Matrix for Intersection Injury Collisions

All-way | B :3;
Traffic Cantrol Type Signalized Side Street Stop Control Stop = g =
Control 5 E ]
v
Geometric Size [Mumber of Lanes @ Mumber of Lanes) 2uz | Gu2 | du2 | 4ud | dud | B2 | Gud | BuZ | Bud | Bud | Zu2 | S3u2 | d4u? | B2 | BuZ | Zu2 | 4nR | ZxR | Zu2
Broadside
21453 [a) - Failure to stop at limit line 1 28 24| 20 7 12 3 a 1 m
21802 [a) - Failure to stop at stop sign ¥ 1 3 1 22
23152 [a) - Oriving under the influence T 1 1 2 3 1 3 3 21
Otker 1 13 7 1 2 7 10 15 1 10 7 5 1 13 86
Mot Stated G 4 3 1 3 1 17
Rear-End
22360 - Unzafe speed 3 3 11 ] 1 2 7 1 g 1 3 1 1 4 1| 62
23152 [a) - Oriving under the influence 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 17
21703 - Following too closely 2 2 1 3 1 1 1 L1
Other 1 1 2 1 1 1 T
Mot Stated 1 1 1 E
¥ehicle - Pedestrian
21950 [a) - Failure to yield to pedestrian in crosswalk 1 £l 2 2 4 2 4 2 2 28
21954 [a) - Pedestrian Failure to yield to motarist 1 1 1 1 1 1 [
21950 [b) - Pedestrian crossing into vehicle path 1 1 2
Other 3 2 1 1 3 2 1 13
Mok Stated 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Head-On
214873 [a) - Failure to stop at limit line 3 2 2 1 ]
21801 [a) - F ailure to yield when making left turn or U-turn 2 2 1 2 T
21483 [=] - Failure to stop at steady red arrom 1 1 2 4
23152 [a) - Oriving under the influence 2 1 1 4
Otker 1 1 5 1 2 2 12
fot Stated 2 1 3
¥ehicle - Bicycle
21453 [a) - Failure to stop at limit line 2 1 1 1 1 B
216801 - Bicyclist riding on wrong side of road 1 1 2 2 &
22107 - Unsate Turn 2 1 3
Otker 1 1 1 1 4 3 1 1| 13
Mot Stated 1 1 1 1 4
Sideswipe G 4 3 1 1 1 2 L 4 1 2 2 36
Hit Object g ] 1 1 1 1 3 E 1 2 4 1| 34
Overturned 1 1 2 1 2 1 L]
DOther 2 1 3
Unknown 1 1
Total Collisions ] E| 15 e - 12| 54| 78 1| 33 3 7| 27 1 21 4| 564
Number of Intersections in City 13 5] 48 g 10 2 15 2 & 362 2 41 1 22| 107 2 w7 G| 972
Collisions per Intersection by Type 04| 12| 24| - 95| 12| - 35| - 68| 02| - 10 - gl 03| - 01| 07| 06

As shown, the most common intersection injury collision type is broadside collisions. These occurred
most often at 4-Lane/4-Lane and 4-Lane/2-Lane signalized intersections. The most common factor
in these collisions is a traffic signal violation where the at-fault party is failing to stop at limit line (CA
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Vehicle Code 21453 (a)). Rear-end collisions are the second most common type of crash at
intersections. They are mostly caused by the at-fault motorist driving at unsafe speeds (CA Vehicle
Code 22350). These instances are somewhat distributed across different intersection types.

Vehicle-pedestrian collisions are most common at 4-Lane/2-Lane signalized intersections. The most
common violation is failure to yield to the pedestrian crossing in the crosswalk (CA Vehicle Code
21950 (a)). In total, there were 28 vehicle-pedestrian collisions citywide with this violation code,
amounting to over half of all pedestrian-involved collisions. This violation would place fault with the
motorist. The second and third most common violations are violations where the pedestrian did not
yield to the motorist when they had the right-of-way (CA Vehicle 21954 (a) and 21950 (b)). There was
a total of 8 violations in these categories, just over one quarter of the frequency compared to the
motorist was at-fault for not yielding to pedestrians.

The bottom rows in the matrix indicate the number of intersections in the City with those
infrastructure characteristics, and a rate per intersection calculated when the total collision
frequency is divided by the number of intersections.

The most common intersection types and citywide average for injury collisions are also summarized
in Table 4.1. As shown, the highest injury rates occur at signalized intersections with at least four
through lanes (to exclude outliers, rates are not shown for intersection types with two or fewer
locations in the City).

Table 4.1 - Rate of Intersection Injury Collisions by Intersection Type

1 4-Lane x 4-Lane (Signalized) 76 8 9.5
2 6-Lane x 4-Lane (Signalized) 54 8 6.8
3 6-Lane x 2-Lane (Signalized) 52 15 3.5
4 5-Lane x 2-Lane (Signalized) 32 10 3.2
5 4-Lane x 2-Lane (Signalized) 115 48 2.4
6 All other types 329 883 0.4
7 Citywide 564 972 0.6

Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database and City of Vista (2024)
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4.2 High Injury Risk Environments for Midblock Collisions

Figure 4.2 illustrates the systemic characteristics matrix for injury collisions at midblock locations.
When excluding freeway interchange collisions, there were 491 injury collisions by any mode
occurring at midblock defined locations occurring along 172 miles of publicly maintained roadway.

Figure 4.2 - Systemic Characteristics Matrix for Midblock Injury Collisions

Fumber of Through Lanes 2-Lane 3-Lane 4-Lane B-Lane B-Lane =
2
Fuosted Speed Limit [mph)] =26 | 30 35 40 45 35 40 45 25 30 35 40 45 35 40 45 40 45 50
Rear-End
22350 - Unzate Speed 3 1 4 3 4 2 3 16 g 3 ] 3 1 1l ] 4 F
22152 [a] - Driving under the influgnce [ 1 [ T 1 4 2 25
22107 - Unsafe Turn 1 2 1 1 1 2 B
Other 2 4 2 1 7 2 2 1 1 1 3 3 29
ot Stated 1 1 2
Broadside
21204 [a] - Did not yield when entering roadway 12 2 4 1 1 2 E 14 1 3 4 51
21801 [a] - Failure to yield when making left turn ar U-turm B 2 1 2 4 1 1 3 30
22152 (a] - Oriving under the influence 2 1 1 2 1 T
Other 7 2 1 2 1 3 ] 2 3 1 27
Hit Object
23152 [a] - Oriving under the influence g 2 3 1 3 4 1 2 1 2 28
22107 - Unzafe Turn 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 2l 16
22350 - Unsate Speed 1 1 1 1 1 5
Orher 2 1 1 1 1 &
Mot Stated 1 1 1 3
¥ehicle - Pedestrian
21954 [a] - Pedestrian Failure to yield to motorist g 2 1 1 1 4 2 2 21
21955 - Pedestrian not crossing at intersection 1 5 1 1 1 a9
21952 - Failure to yield bo pedestrian on sidewalk 2 1 1 4+
22107 - Unsafe Turn 3 1 4
Other 7 1 1 3 2 1 15
Tt Stated 1 1 1 1 4
¥ehicle - Bicycle
21804 [a] - Oid not yield when entering roadway 2 1 1 1 5
21650.1 - Bicyelist riding on wrong side of road 1 1 1 1 4
22350 - Unzafe Spesd 1 2 3
Orker 1 z 1 4
Mot Stated 1 1 2
Sideswipe 13 [ 4 1 1 3 2 1 5 2 2| 46
Head-On 12 2 4 2 2 1 4 10 1 1 40
Overturned 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 10
DOther 3 1 1 1 &
Total Collisions 116 E 40 23 13 E ] 1 3 4 71 i 15 14 [ g 33 32 1] 491
Mileage of Roadway in City 120.2 2B 438 5.7 31 06 0.8 05 0.1 0.2 45 7.2 31 0.7 0.4 0.3 28 1.8 zn| 172
Collisions per Mile 10| 23| 27| 20| 42| 10.0] E1] - - - 15.8( 10.8| 4+.8| 2000| - 29| 139| 178| 55 249

As shown, the most common midblock injury collision type is rear-end collisions. The most common
types of infrastructure that these collisions (when midblock) occurred along were 4-Lane/35 mph
streets. Over half of these collisions were caused by the at-fault motorist driving at unsafe speeds

(CA Vehicle Code 22350).

Broadside collision is the second most common injury collision type occurred at midblock locations,
and the most common violation resulting in these collisions was a result of the at-fault motorist
entering traffic from driveways or alleys which were not classified as intersections (CA Violation Code
21804 (a)). These conditions were most prevalent on 4-Lane roadways with a posted speed of 35

mph or greater.

Pedestrian failure to yield to the motorist with right-of-way was the most frequent violation (CA
Vehicle Code 21954 (a)) in pedestrian-involved collisions at midblock locations. Thirty-six percent
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(36%) of the 58 pedestrian-involved injury collisions had this violation, which was most common on
2-Lane/25 mph roadways.

The bottom rows in the matrix indicate the mileage of roadways in the City with those infrastructure
characteristics and a rate per roadway segment, calculated by dividing the total collision frequency
by the total mileage of that type of roadway.

The most common roadway types and citywide average for injury collisions are also summarized in

Table 4.2. As shown, the highest injury rates occur along roadways that are at least 35 mph and
have four or more lanes.

Table 4.2 - Rate (per Mile) of Midblock Injury Collisions by Roadway Type

1 5-Lane / 35 mph 14 0.7 20.0
2 6-Lane / 45 mph 32 1.8 17.8
3 4-Lane / 35 mph 71 4.5 15.8
4 6-Lane / 40 mph 39 2.8 13.9
5 4-Lane / 40 mph 78 7.2 10.8
6 All other types 329 883 1.7
7 Citywide 491 172 2.9

Source: City of Vista Crossroads Collision Database and City of Vista (2024)

4.3 High Risk Environments and the High Injury Network

Figure 4.3 shows the intersection and midblock infrastructure hotspots and the composite HIN. The
high risk infrastructure locations include corridors with three through travel lanes or more, and

intersections with 4-Lane x 4-Lane geometrics or with signalized intersections with 5 lanes or more.
As shown, the high risk roadway environments mostly overlap with the composite HIN in Figure 3.8.

Differences in the composite HIN include two-lane roadways with injury collision history such as Olive
Avenue, Townsite Drive, W. Vista Way and Emerald Drive, which were not captured as infrastructure
hotspots because two-lane roadways are the most numerous type of roadway by mileage. The high
risk infrastructure environments recognize inherent risk in environments like sections of Melrose
Drive and Sycamore Avenue which are not captured in the composite HIN.
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Figure 4.3 - High Risk Environments and the High Injury Network
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Appendix E - Countermeasure Toolbox


















Intersection

Countermeasures

Bike Lane Markings to Intersection

The continuation of bike lane markings to an intersection approach
to indicate a proper path for bicyclists proceeding straight through
an intersection when right-turn pockets emerge, which helps bring
awareness to motorists turning right where they could come into
conflict with bicyclists.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED Bicycle-vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 35%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 5 years
COST RANGE S

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Convert Side Street Stop Control

Intersection to All-Way Stop Control

The addition of stop control to all approaches of the intersection,
where previously the intersection’s major approach(es) had traffic
priority and only the side streets were stop controlled, which help
reduce the risk of collisions by preventing motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians from crossing free-flowing lanes of traffic.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED g&(;m Broadside/angle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 50%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears
COST RANGE S

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Crosswalk Visibility Enhancements /

Advanced Stop Bars

-

Transverse markings for crosswalks such as ladder or “continental”
striping patterns, made of high-visibility material, which are more
visible to motorists. Advanced stop bars or yield markings (if at an
uncontrolled location) placed in advance of a crosswalk discourage
motorists from stopping too close to the crosswalk thereby
providing a buffer between vehicles and pedestrians.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED Pedestrian-vehicle,
b/cyc/e vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 25%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Very High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 5 years
COST RANGE S



Intersection

Countermeasures

Curb Extensions

Extension of sidewalk and/or landscaped space typically located at
intersection corners which physically narrows the street width at the
corners without obstructing lanes of moving traffic. Curb extensions
enable crosswalks with shorter crossing distances and improve the
visibility motorists have of pedestrians waiting to cross the street.
Space for installing curb extensions is usually taken by removing on-
street parking at the intersection corners, where parked vehicles are
susceptible to causing sight distance obstructions.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED % Pedestrian-vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 35%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years
COST RANGE SS

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Curb Radius Reduction

Photo Credit: Michael Hintze

A retrofit of the size of intersection corners to the smallest effective
right turn radius which still accommodates the design vehicle of the
location. Smaller corner radii will facilitate slower vehicular right
turn speeds and shorten crossing distances for pedestrians, helping
reduce the risk of vehicle-pedestrian collisions and angle/broadside
collisions with bicyclists.

Pedestrian-vehicle,
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED bicycle-vehicle

collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR Undetermined
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years
COST RANGE SS

00 000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000C0CCO00O0CO0CCO000CO0COCO00CCO0COCC0CCO00COCC0CCO00CCCO0CC0C0C0CC0COCC0CCCCCOCGCOIOCIOCTE S

Flashing Beacons at Stop Signs

Flashing lights attached to stop signs to improve their visual
presence. This is beneficial in environments with high traffic speeds
and/or where visibility of the traffic control device is suboptimal.

Rear-end, broadside/angle

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED L.
collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears

COST RANGE S



Intersection Countermeasures

Install Acceleration / Deceleration Aucxiliary travel lanes in environments where traffic is entering or
Lanes

exiting a roadway. Acceleration lanes provide space for entering
traffic to reach the speed of roadway’s traffic flow before merging into
traffic. Deceleration lanes provide space for traffic exiting a roadway
to slow down to speeds that are safer for making a turn movement
without disrupting the through traffic stream.

Rear-end,
_ sideswipe
S collisions

[SE3Y

Lt

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED =
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 2§V°
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies
COST RANGE Varies

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Install Left / Right Turn Lanes Left-turn lanes provide space for left-turning traffic that is separate

from the through traffic stream, reducing potential rear-end
conflicts. The separation from through traffic also encourages
drivers to be more selective when scanning gaps in opposing traffic
prior to making turns. Right-turn lanes provide space for right-
turning traffic that is separate from the through traffic stream,
reducing potential rear-end conflicts.

Rear-end collisions
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED -

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR Left-Turn Lanes 3§%

Right-Turn Lanes 20%

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY N/A
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies
COST RANGE Varies

ﬁ\ﬂ

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Install Splitter Islands on Minor A painted and/or raised concrete island which separates the approach
Approach and departure lanes of a minor street at an uncontrolled intersection.
This treatment can be used to improve the positioning of traffic

preparing to enter traffic on the major street, increase awareness of the
intersection, improve the visibility of stop signs if present, and shorten
pedestrian crossing distances at skewed intersections.

E Rear-end,
broadside/
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED . = angle
T < (e collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 40%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies

COST RANGE Varies




Intersection

Countermeasures

Modify Skewed Intersections

Various treatments to mitigate the negative effects of skewed
intersection approaches that result in longer crossing distances
for pedestrians and higher speed vehicular turning movements.
This could include modification of one or more approaches to
create a more perpendicular alignment, the addition of medians
or channelization islands to shorten crossing distances, or
modifications to the crosswalk alignment.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

Broadside/angle,
< pedestrian-vehicle
B collisions

Undetermined

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years
COST RANGE SS

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Median refuge islands are spaces within a raised median of a
roadway where pedestrians can stop and wait with some physical
separation from traffic, if they are unable to finish crossing the
street one direction at a time. Median refuge islands can improve
safety by reducing the exposure time for pedestrians crossing the

Median Refuge Islands

street.
Pedestrian-vehicle
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 45%
m SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
-'_"'- =
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years
COST RANGE SS

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Pavement markings within the footprint of the complex
intersections, where downstream lane configurations may not be
clearly visible or intuitive, indicating the path motorists must follow
to be aligned with receiving lane geometry.

Raised Pavement Markers and
Striping Through Intersection

Rear-end, broadside/
angle, sideswipe,
head-on collisions

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED E”j %

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 0%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies

COST RANGE S




Intersection

Countermeasures

Roundabouts

©0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Sight Distance Improvements at
Intersections (“Daylighting”)

BEFORETAB M113

II|IIIIIIH
e .—!_
-, . T

AFTERTAB I3

I

NO
PARKING

"y NO
PARKING
L

Transverse Rumble Strips on
Approaches

An intersection design that moves traffic from all approaches
counterclockwise around a central island continuously at slower
speeds. Splitter islands are used to create horizontal deflection at
roundabout approaches to calm entering traffic. Entering traffic
yields to pre-circulating traffic and merges into the roundabout
during regularly occurring gaps. Pedestrian crossings are located
at the splitter islands of the roundabout and are prominent and
visible to passing motorists, though uncontrolled.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR ] 2-7 8%

@g z SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY  Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years

i/%? COST RANGE $S$

Rear-end, broadside/angle, sideswipe,
head-on, pedestrian-vehicle, bicycle-
vehicle collisions

g

Elimination of obstacles such as on-street parking at the edges
of intersections that can obstruct the visibility of bicyclists or
pedestrians approaching or waiting to enter the intersection is

a crucial safety measure. California’s AB 413, also known as the
daylighting law, reinforces this principle by requiring the removal
of parking spaces within 20 feet of crosswalks at intersections.
By restricting parking near intersections, sightlines for pedestrian
crossings and traffic entering the roadway are improved.

oo 512 3¢

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED
Broadside-angle, pedestrian-vehicle,
bicycle-vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 20%

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High

EXPECTED LIFESPAN N/A

COST RANGE s

Pavement treatments applied on an intersection approach that
creates an abrasive sound and vibration when a motorist passes
over it, providing advanced warning of the intersection.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

- Rear-end,
. broadside/angle
S = (R collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 20%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears

COST RANGE s



Intersection

Countermeasures

Turning Vehicles Yield to Pedestrian
Sign

Signage for right-turning motorists to yield to pedestrians crossing

at the crosswalk, if present.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Pedestrian-vehicle
collisions
1 5°/o

Very High
1 o years

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Upgrade Intersection Markings at
Unsignalized Intersections

Photo Credit: Christy Moison

Supplemental pavement markings on the approach to unsignalized
intersections that are not clearly visible to approaching motorists.
Typical improvements include “Stop Ahead” markings, and the
addition of centerlines and stop bars.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

[SREE¢

Rear-end,
T broadside/angle
S R collisions
25"/0
Very High
1 o years

S



Bicyclist / Motorist Education (Cycling
Skills Clinics, Bike Fairs, Bike Rodeos,
etc.)

Lighting Improvements

Source: Arlington County (VA) PD

Activities and programming, disseminated in-person or through
media campaigns, which teach the public skills that are essential to
maintaining safe roadway interactions between bicyclists, motorists,
and pedestrians (awareness, road sharing etiquette, appropriate
travel maneuvers, etc.).

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

Bicycle-vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR Undetermined

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY N/A
EXPECTED LIFESPAN N/A
COST RANGE S

A practice where law enforcement widely publicizes that they will
be enforcing against an unwanted activity or behavior in a high-
crash or high-violation location. This approach raises awareness

of the location’s safety concern, maximizes general deterrence

of unwanted behaviors at the location, and is more likely to be
perceived by the public as impartial method of policing and done in
the interest of deterring crashes.

- i;li\/;? Rear-end, DUI collisions

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR Undetermined
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY N/A
EXPECTED LIFESPAN N/A

$SS

COST RANGE

The illumination of roadway spaces to or above the minimum
acceptable standards to ensure adequate visibility of the roadway
and delineations, other users, and fixed objects.

e

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED E

XXX

4 A

Rear-end, broadside/angle, sideswipe,
head-on, DUI, pedestrian-vehicle,
bicycle-vehicle collisions

40%

Medium

20 years

COST RANGE SS

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN



Miscellaneous

Countermeasures

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons

Pedestrian-activated flashing lights attached to warning signage
at uncontrolled crosswalks that enhance their visibility and alert
motorists to pedestrian crossings.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

&5@ Pedestrian-vehicle,
bicycle-vehicle
collisions

35%
Medium

1 o years
$S

Transit Stop Improvements

Treatments that ensure bus stops are accessible to pedestrians and
have adequate space and clearance for bus-operated wheelchair
lifts. Amenities at more heavily used bus stops can include lighting,
sheltered seating, trash receptacles and transit information.

1 CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY
EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Pedestrian-vehicle
collisions

Undetermined

Medium

20 years

Varies



Traffic Signal Countermeasures

Additional Signal Heads Allow drivers to anticipate signal changes father away from
intersections. Supplemental signals can be placed either at the near
side, far-left, far-right, and/or above the intersection to improve
motorist visibility of the traffic signals and clarify intersection
configuration.

- Rear-end,
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED s = o broqu:de/ungle
= = collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 15%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Very High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears
COST RANGE SS
Backplates with Retroflective Borders A reflective border added to the traffic signal backplate to improve

daytime, nighttime, and low visibility conditions of traffic signals for
motorists approaching the intersection.

Rear-end, broadside/

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED .
angle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Very High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears
COST RANGE S
Bicycle Signal Heads A bicycle- specific traffic-control device installed at signalized

intersections for separated bike lanes or Class IV bikeways that
provides conflict-free traffic signal phases for bicyclists without the
need for manual activation.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED el
collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR Undetermined
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears

COST RANGE SSS




Countermeasures

Traffic Signal

Equipment at signalized intersections that can detect bicyclists in
approach locations where detection is needed to receive a green
light, typically in the form of an in-pavement loop detector with a
pavement marking directing the bicyclist where to stop.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED Bicycle-vehicle
collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

Bike-activated Signal Detection

Undetermined

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low

5 years

COST RANGE s

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

Photo Credit: Marie Stake

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Modifications to traffic signal timing can either allow for additional
phases, longer clearance intervals, restriction of high-risk
movements, and/or to enable coordination with multiple signals
along a corridor.

Improve Signal Timing

(«

Rear-end,

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

broadside/angle

R collisions

e

1 5%

Varies

N/A

$

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

A traffic signal timing treatment that gives pedestrians the
opportunity to enter an intersection and begin crossing the street
several seconds before motorists are given a green indication. This
treatment allows pedestrians to better establish their presence to
motorists in the crosswalk, therefore motorists are more likely to

Leading Pedestrian Intervals

yield to them.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Pedestrian-vehicle, bicycle-
vehicle collisions
60%

Very High

N/A

$



Traffic Signal Countermeasures

Pedestrian Countdown Signal Heads Pedestrian traffic control devices at signalized intersections which
display a countdown timer that indicates the number of seconds
left to finish crossing the street prior to the “Don’t Walk” interval,
providing pedestrians information to better help them determine if
they can cross the street in time.

Pedestrian-vehicle,
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED bicycle-vehicle
collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 25%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Very High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears
= COSTRANGE SS
Protected Left Turn Phasing A protected left-turn phase is an exclusive phase in the traffic signal

cycle for motorists where conflicting traffic movements are stopped,
to eliminate the possibility of collisions with oncoming traffic and
pedestrians crossing to the left of the motorist.

Rear-end, broadside/angle, sideswipe,
pedestrian-vehicle collisions

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 30%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears
COST RANGE SS
Realign Signal Heads Signal heads are aligned with each lane of the intersection approach

to improve motorist visibility of the traffic signals and clarify
intersection configuration.

B Rear-end,
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED I ™ At broadside/angle
T W collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 15%

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Very High

: EXPECTED LIFESPAN N/A
=]
COST RANGE S




Traffic Signal

Proposed Countermeasures

Right-Turn-on-Red Restrictions

Prohibition of motorist right turn movements at a red light to
eliminate conflicts with the perpendicular pedestrian crossing
phases when high pedestrian volumes are present. No Turn on Red
restrictions can be in place during parts of the day, if pedestrian
activity varies, or as a temporary interval accompanying a Lead
Pedestrian Interval crossing on the parallel pedestrian crossing
phase.

Pedestrian-vehicle,
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED bicycle-vehicle
collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 15%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Very High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears
COST RANGE S

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Signalize Intersection

The use of signalized traffic controls at an intersection where
previously the intersection had all-way or side street stop control.
Traffic signals can reduce conflicts leading to right-angle and left-
turn collisions and reduce severity of collisions; however, signals
can contribute to an increase of rear end collisions.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED :@ﬂj] Broadside/angle collisions
= [EE%1

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 30%

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years

COST RANGE S$SS

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Yellow Change Intervals / Advanced

Dilemma Zone Detection

Appropriately timed yellow interval suitable for the conditions of
the roadway to better enable motorists to stop safely and prevent
unintentional red light running. Advanced Dilemma Zone Detection
is a system used on high-speed signalized intersection approaches
which modifies traffic control signal timing to reduce motorist
difficulty in deciding whether to stop or proceed during the yellow
phase.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED :@JIE Broadside/angle collisions
= (SRS

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 40%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears

COST RANGE S



Countermeasures

Appropriate Speed Limit for All
Roadway Users (Lower Speed Limit)

Approach.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

e

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

j

—%
NS

I

Al

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Establishment of reduced speed limits or designated reduced speed
zones lower than the state legislative statutory requirements, based
on an engineering study, federal guidance, and the Safe System

(¢

Rear-end collisions

Undetermined

N/A

Bicycle Lane / Class IV Bikeway

A bicycle lane is a space within the roadway for bicyclists, delineated

apart from vehicular traffic by a lane stripe, and accompanied by

signage and pavement markings. A separated bicycle lane, also
known as protected bike lane, Class IV Bikeway, or “cycle track”, is
a space for bicyclists, separated from motorist traffic with physical
barriers such as bollards, flex posts, or raised concrete, and
accompanied by signage and pavement markings.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Bicycle-vehicle collisions
3 5°/o
High

Varies

$S

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Corridor Access Management
(Driveway Consolidation,
Right-in-Right-out, etc.)

Various treatments to reduce conflicts and traffic friction

along a corridor resulting from frequently spaced driveways

or sub-optimally located driveways (e.g., driveways near major
intersections). These can include consolidating driveways that are
closely spaced to eliminate the need for some traffic to re-enter and

Before After 5 .. .
< exit the roadway or restricting certain maneuvers such as left-turns
N " ¥ ' (through the use of raised medians) to eliminate the possibility of
. some conflicts at locations along the roadway.
\
\‘” "]
-8 CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED . Broadside/angle collisions
< L
-

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

f’x-
l
-
w
ﬁ -

Source: Living Streets / Michele Weisbart

Undetermined
Low

Varies

$S



Segment Countermeasures

Directional Median Openings to Allow Directional median openings are access areas/ gaps in a median
and Restrict Left-Turns and U-turns

that create a space to allow motorists to make left-turns and
U-turns without disrupting through traffic. The separation from
through traffic also encourages drivers to be more selective when
scanning gaps in opposing traffic prior to making turns.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED . ;&E i%: i%?
= < [REXLS N

Rea;-end, broadside/angle, sideswipe,
pedestrian-vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 50%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years
COST RANGE SS
Flashing Beacons as Advanced Flashing lights attached to warning signage that provide motorists

additional cues of approaching conditions such as intersection
traffic control, providing them additional reaction time to slow
down or stop as they approach the intersection. This is beneficial in
environments with high traffic speeds and/or where visibility of the
downstream traffic control device is suboptimal.

Warning

Rear-end,
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED Z g broadside/angle
T T collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 30%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 years
COST RANGE SS

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Pavement Friction Management Continuous Pavement Friction Measurement equipment to monitor
(High Friction Surface Treatment) quality of friction along roadways and material treatments to the

roadway pavement (such as High Friction Surface Treatment) which
generate more friction at locations where motorists frequently need
to slow down or stop from higher speeds, such as ramps, horizontal
curves and intersection approaches.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED _L Rear-end, broadside/
B ke angle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 55%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 10 vears

COST RANGE $$

Source: FHWA



Segment Countermeasures

Pedestrian Median Fencing on A barrier such as fencing installed along raised medians of major
Approaches

roadways at intersection approaches with high pedestrian volumes
to deter pedestrians from crossing the street away from the
intersection or other undesignated crossings.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED E/I%/;? Pedestrian-vehicle collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 35%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 years
COST RANGE S
Raised Medians Raised medians are rigid barriers in the center of the roadway that

provide a buffer between opposing travel lanes, which can be used
to restrict certain turning movements and can also reduce the
number of potential conflict points near intersection approaches.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED Head-on collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 25%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High
EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 vears
COST RANGE $S$
Sidewalks / Walkways Defined space within the right-of-way for pedestrians and

wheelchair users that is separated from vehicular traffic and is
wide enough for two pedestrians to pass each other comfortably
or walk side-by-side.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED %? Pedestrian-vehicle collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 80%

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium

EXPECTED LIFESPAN 20 vears

COST RANGE SS




Segment Countermeasures

Signage which displays the speed at which motorists are traveling

Speed Feedback Signs / Speed
Monitoring Trailers and provides an indication if they are over the posted speed limit.
Speed monitoring trailers are portable speed feedback signs which

can be deployed in different areas according to a jurisdiction’s need.

e

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED S Rear-end collisions
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 360/0

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY High

EXPECTED LIFESPAN 1 o years

COST RANGE SS

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000



Chicane

A sequence of raised concrete islands or curb extensions used for
traffic calming to narrow the travel lane and channelize traffic into a
brief serpentine path of travel along an otherwise straight segment
of roadway. The narrowed travel lanes and horizontal deflection of

the alternating curves help slow traffic.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Rear-end, pedestrian-
_ Vvehicle, bicycle-vehicle
< collisions

Undetermined

Low

20 years
$S

Raised concrete elements (typically curb extensions and/or median
islands) used for traffic calming to narrow the street creating a
choke point at a midblock location. The narrowing of road space
(real or perceived) at the choke point helps to slow traffic.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Rear-end, pedestrian-
< vehicle collisions

Undetermined

Low

20 years
$S

ol

Credit to: City of Raleigh

»

Landscaping The use of landscaping elements in traffic calming makes

the roadway appear visually narrower to motorists, provides
pedestrians more separation from the traffic, and enhances the
quality of the street environment.

Rear-end, pedestrian-
vehicle, bicycle-vehicle
collisions

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED < E%?

[EE31

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Undetermined
N/A

Varies

$s



Traffic Calming Countermeasures

Speed Humps Sections of pavement traversable by one vehicle at a time per travel
direction that crest several inches above surface level of the street
in a curved slope resembling the shape of a hump, that generate
vertical deflection for traffic calming.

Rear-end, pedestrian-
vehicle, bicycle-vehicle

: collisions
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED : %?
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR Undetermined
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies
COST RANGE S
Speed Table / Raised Crosswalk Speed tables and raised crosswalks are traffic-calming measures

that use vertical deflection to slow vehicles. Speed tables are
sections of pavement traversable by one vehicle at a time per travel
direction that crest several inches above the street level, creating

a flat, tabletop-like surface that raises the entire wheelbase of a
vehicle. Their primary function is to reduce vehicle speeds. Raised
crosswalks serve a similar purpose but are specifically designed for
high-pedestrian-activity areas.

Rear-end, pedestrian-
vehicle, bicycle-vehicle

[EEEY

collisions
CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED : i%}?
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR 35%
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Low
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies
COST RANGE S
Street Furniture / Walking Use of street furniture elements (benches, light posts, planters,

bike racks, bus shelters, etc.) provide pedestrians more separation
from the traffic, highlight pedestrian spaces and communicate to
motorists they are traveling in a slower speed environment with
high pedestrian activity.

Environment

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED i%/;? Pedestrian-vehicle collisions

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR N/A
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY Medium
EXPECTED LIFESPAN Varies

COST RANGE Varies




Countermeasures

Enhanced Delineation for Horizontal
Curves

Various strategies to help motorists detect roadway curves,
including pavement markings, retroflective strips on sign posts,

enhanced conspicuity of signage, delineators, chevron signs, speed

feedback signage, etc.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED
CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR
SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY
EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Hit-object collisions

40"

Very High
1 o years

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Guardrails

A metal edge of roadway safety barrier designed to absorb or

deflect impacts to reduce the severity of roadway departure crashes
in locations with high severity risk (e.g., embankments).

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

- Hit-object collisions

25%
High

20 years
$$

00 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

Pavement treatments applied along a centerline, outside lane, or
shoulder of roadway that creates an abrasive sound and vibration
when a motorist passes over it, alerting them they are drifting off
course. They are intended to address crashes caused by distracted,
drowsy and inattentive driving in areas where roadway departure is

Longitudinal Rumble Strips on Two-
Lane Roads (Center and Shoulder)

a risk.

CRASH TYPE ADDRESSED

CRASH REDUCTION FACTOR

SYSTEMIC OPPORTUNITY

EXPECTED LIFESPAN

COST RANGE

Source: FHWA

Head-on, hit-object
collisions

105y

15-20%
High

7 years

S
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Appendix F - High Priority Project Cost
Estimates



Emerald Drive Complete Street Corridor

Preliminary OPCC (Not by CRA)
February 13, 2024

Item Description Eé:‘i::‘:it&d Unit | Unit Price Total
General
1 MOBILIZATION AND DEMOBILIZATION (8%) 1 LS $780,000.00 $780,000
2 CONSTRUCTION STAKING AND SURVEYING (2%) 1 LS $195,000.00 $195,000
3 MONUMENT PRESERVATION 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000
4 PUBLIC CONVENIENCE, SAFETY AND TRAFFIC CONTROL (3%) 1 LS $295,000.00 $295,000
5 STORM WATER AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL (2%) 1 LS $195,000.00 $195,000
Civil/Roadway
6 CLEARING AND GRUBBING 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000
7 ROADWAY EXCAVATION 4,100 CY $225.00 $922,500
8 REMOVE CONCRETE (CURB) 2,790 LF $10.00 $27,900
9 REMOVE CONCRETE (CURB & GUTTER) 4,800 LF $15.00 $72,000
10 REMOVE CONCRETE (SIDEWALK) 23,960 SF $8.00 $191,680
11 AGGREGATE BASE (CLASS II) 2,615 CY $150.00 $392,250
12 HOT MIX ASPHALT (TYPE A) 1,668 TON $300.00 $500,400
13 DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE 2,030 SF $65.00 $131,950
14 MINOR CONCRETE (PASSAGE WAY) 32 EA $6,500.00 $208,000
15 MINOR CONCRETE (CURB RAMP) 58 EA $8,750.00 $507,500
16 MINOR CONCRETE (BIKE RAMP) 20 EA $10,000.00 $200,000
17 MINOR CONCRETE (CURB AND GUTTER) 5,435 LF $65.00 $353,275
18 MINOR CONCRETE (MEDIAN CURB) 4,927 LF $50.00 $246,350
19 MINOR CONCRETE (SIDEWALK) 39,331 SF $16.00 $629,296
20 MINOR CONCRETE (BIKE PATH) 16,267 SF $20.00 $325,340
21 MINOR CONCRETE (MEDIAN HARDSCAPE) 16,055 SF $20.00 $321,100
22 MINOR CONCRETE (MOUNTABLE CURB) 617 LF $20.00 $12,340
23 MINOR CONCRETE (TRUCK APRON) 122 CY $1,200.00 $146,400
24 MINOR CONCRETE (DRIVEWAY) 1,920 SF $35.00 $67,200
25 RELOCATE BUS STOP & AMMENITIES 10 EA $10,000.00 $100,000
26 SLURRY SEAL 242,000 SF $0.55 $133,100
27 CURB EXTENSION 5 EA $35,000.00 $175,000
Signing and Striping
28 SIGN AND PAVEMENT MARKING (5%) 1 LS $464,250.00 $464,250
|Drainage
29 CONSTRUCT STORM DRAIN CURB INLET 2 EA $16,000.00 $32,000
30 INSTALL 18" RCP PIPE 100 LF $350.00 $35,000
31 CONSTRUCT TYPE A CLEANOUT 4 EA $16,000.00 $64,000
32 CONSTRUCT SIDEWALK UNDERDRAIN 6 EA $7,000.00 $42,000
33 ADJUST MANHOLE TO GRADE 8 EA $3,000.00 $24,000
34 REMOVE CURB INLET 2 EA $6,000.00 $12,000
35 REMOVE STORM DRAIN PIPE 50 LF $500.00 $25,000
|Utilities
36 ADJUST SEWER MANHOLE TO GRADE 5 EA $2,500.00 $12,500
37 ADJUST UTILITY BOX COVER TO GRADE 20 EA $1,500.00 $30,000
38 RELOCATE FIRE HYDRANT 4 EA $15,000.00 $60,000
39 RELOCATE WATER VALVE 5 EA $15,000.00 $75,000
40 ADJUST WATER VALVE COVER TO GRADE 10 EA $2,000.00 $20,000
|Landscaping and Irrigation
4 LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION 6,924 SF $200.00 $1,384,800
42 BIORETENTION 7,645 SF $100.00 $764,500




|Etectrical
43 STREET LIGHTING 1 LS $520,000.00 $520,000
44 RECTANGULAR RAPID FLASHING BEACONS (RRFB) 1 LS $450,000.00 $450,000
45 TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODIFICATIONS (OLIVE AVENUE) 1 LS $60,000.00 $60,000
|Right-of-Way
46 R/W Acquisition | sk | $400.00 $0
Construction Subtotal $11,053,631
Contingency @ 30% $3,316,089
5% Annual Escalation $552,682
Estimated Construction Total $14,922,402
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $746,120
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $2,984,480
Right of Way $298,448
Construction Management @ 12% $1,790,688
City Administration @ 0.75% $111,918
Estimated "Soft Costs" Total $5,931,655

TOTAL CONTRACT COSTI

$20,854,057|




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects

Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - Sycamore Avenue

I

Sidewalk SF $16.00 64,290 $1,028,640.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 10,932 $601,260.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 51 $446,250.00
Pedestrian Refuge Each $15,000.00 1 $15,000.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 1,775 $532,500.00
Class Il Aggregate Base cYy $150.00 2,630 $394,500.00
Bike Ramp Each $4,500.00 32 $144,000.00
Pedestrian Signal between Watson Way and Shadowridge Dr Each $280,000.00 1 $280,000.00
Signing and Striping LS $425,000.00 1 $425,000.00
Sub-Total $3,867,150.00
Mobilization $309,372.00
Maintainance of Schedule $77,343.00
Erosion Control $193,357.50
Construction Staking $386,715.00
Clearing and Grubbing $232,029.00
Unclassified Excavation $116,014.50
Utility Adjustments $1,933,575.00
Construction Staging $154,686.00
Traffic Control $232,029.00
Sub-Total $3,635,121.00
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $77,343.00
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $696,087.00
Total PE Cost $773,430.00
Right of Way Engineering -

Acquisitions and Utilities -

Total RW Cost S >
Construction Engineering | $580,072.50
Total CE Cost $580,072.50 |
Contingency Lump Sum | $1,160,145.00
Total $1,160,145.00 |

$10,015,918.50




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects
Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - E Vista Way

r

Sidewalk SF $16.00 44,575 $713,200.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 7,802 $429,110.00
6" Curb Feet $50.00 6,700 $335,000.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 21 $183,750.00
Asphalt Dike Feet $35.00 2,860 $100,100.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 1,600 $480,000.00
Class Il Aggregate Base cYy $150.00 2,370 $355,500.00
Delineator Posts Each $250.00 358 $89,500.00
PCC Driveway SF $24.00 4,800 $115,200.00
Median Infill SF $25.00 6,700 $167,500.00
Landscaping SF $15.00 26,800 $402,000.00
New Traffic Signal at Old Taylor St Each $525,000.00 1 $525,000.00
Signing and Striping LS $260,000.00 1 $260,000.00

Sub-Total $4,155,860.00

Mobilization $332,468.80
Maintainance of Schedule $83,117.20
Erosion Control $207,793.00
Construction Staking $415,586.00
Clearing and Grubbing $415,586.00
Unclassified Excavation $207,793.00
Utility Adjustments $249,351.60
Construction Staging $249,351.60
Traffic Control $249,351.60
Sub-Total $2,410,398.80

Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $83,117.20
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $748,054.80
Total PE Cost $831,172.00

Right of Way Engineering $ 35,000.00

Acquisitions and Utilities

$ 2,000.,000.00

Total RW Cost

S 2,035,000.00

Construction Engineering

$623,379.00

Total CE Cost

$623,379.00 |

Contingency Lump Sum

$1,246,758.00

Total

$1,246,758.00 |

$11,302,567.80|




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects

Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - W Vista Way

"

Sidewalk SF $16.00 52925 $846,800.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 9048 $497,640.00
6" Curb Feet $50.00 21140 $1,057,000.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 29 $253,750.00
Asphalt Dike Feet $35.00 4300 $150,500.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 1160 $348,000.00
Class Il Aggregate Base CY $150.00 1720 $258,000.00
Delineator Posts Each $250.00 538 $134,500.00
PCC Driveway SF $24.00 4000 $96,000.00
Median Infill SF $25.00 21500 $537,500.00
Landscaping SF $15.00 86000/ $1,290,000.00
Roundabout Each $576,000.00 9| $5,184,000.00
Pedestrian Refuge Each $15,000.00 9 $135,000.00
Traffic Signal Modification with Bike Signal Each $185,000.00 3 $555,000.00
Signing and Striping LS $348,800.00 1 $348,800.00

Sub-Total $11,692,490.00
Mobilization $935,399.20
Maintainance of Schedule $233,849.80
Erosion Control $584,624.50
Construction Staking $1,169,249.00
Clearing and Grubbing $701,549.40
Unclassified Excavation $350,774.70
Utility Adjustments $701,549.40
Construction Staging $467,699.60
Traffic Control $701,549.40
Sub-Total $5,846,245.00
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $584,624.50

Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E)

$2,338,498.00

Total PE Cost

$2,923,122.50

Right of Way Engineering $ _
Acquisitions and Utilities $ -
Total RW Cost $ o

Construction Engineering

| $1,753,873.50

Total CE Cost

$1,753,873.50 |

Contingency Lump Sum

| $3,507,747.00

Total

$3,507,747.00 |

| $25,723,478.00|




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects
Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - N Santa Fe

r

Sidewalk SF $16.00 38,525 $616,400.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 6,394 $351,670.00
6" Curb Feet $50.00 9,800 $490,000.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 22 $192,500.00
Asphalt Dike Feet $35.00 4,100 $143,500.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 980 $294,000.00
Class Il Aggregate Base cYy $150.00 1,460 $219,000.00
Delineator Posts Each $250.00 513 $128,250.00
PCC Driveway SF $24.00 4,000 $96,000.00
Median Infill SF $25.00 9,800 $245,000.00
Landscaping SF $15.00 39,200 $588,000.00
Signing and Striping LS $318,070.00 1 $318,070.00
Sub-Total $3,682,390.00
Mobilization $294,591.20
Maintainance of Schedule $73,647.80
Erosion Control $184,119.50
Construction Staking $368,239.00
Clearing and Grubbing $220,943.40
Unclassified Excavation $110,471.70
Utility Adjustments $220,943.40
Construction Staging $147,295.60
Traffic Control $220,943.40

Sub-Total

$1,841,195.00

Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $73,647.80
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $662,830.20
Total PE Cost $736,478.00
Right of Way Engineering $ -
Acquisitions and Utilities $ -
Total RW Cost S g
Construction Engineering | $552,358.50

Total CE Cost

$552,358.50 |

Contingency Lump Sum

| $1,104,717.00

Total

$1,104,717.00 |

| $7.917.138.50|




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects
Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - Hacienda Drive

*

Sidewalk SF $16.00 12650 $202,400.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 1908 $104,940.00
6" Curb Feet $50.00 11550 $577,500.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 9 $78,750.00
Asphalt Dike Feet $35.00 5860 $205,100.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 925 $277,500.00
Class Il Aggregate Base CYy $150.00 1370 $205,500.00
Delineator Posts Each $250.00 733 $183,250.00
Median Infill SF $25.00 11550 $288,750.00
Landscaping SF $15.00 46200 $693,000.00
Pedestrian Refuge Each $15,000.00 1 $15,000.00
Midblock RRFB Each $81,500.00 1 $81,500.00
Signing and Striping LS $268,395.00 1 $268,395.00
Sub-Total $3,181,585.00
Mobilization $254,526.80
Maintainance of Schedule $63,631.70
Erosion Control $159,079.25
Construction Staking $318,158.50
Clearing and Grubbing $190,895.10
Unclassified Excavation $95,447.55
Utility Adjustments $190,895.10
Construction Staging $127,263.40
Traffic Control $190,895.10
Sub-Total $1,590,792.50
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $63,631.70
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $572,685.30
Total PE Cost $636,317.00
Right of Way Engineering $ -
Acquisitions and Utilities $ -
Total RW Cost S -
Construction Engineering | $477,237.75
Total CE Cost $477,237.75 I
Contingency Lump Sum | $954,475.50
Total $954,475.50 |

$6,840,407.75)




Townsite Phase 2
Preliminary OPCC (Not by CRA)
June 13, 2024

Item Description E;Li::]:itt‘;d Unit | Unit Price Total
General
1 Mobilization 1 LS $265,000.00 $265,000
2 Traffic Control 1 LS $265,000.00 $265,000
3 Stormwater Protection Plan 1 LS $34,000.00 $34,000
4 Monument Preservation & Restoration 1 LS $34,000.00 $34,000
5 Utility Relocation Coordination 1 LS $17,000.00 $17,000
Civil/Roadway
6 Concrete Sidewalk 56,900.00 SF $16.00 $910,400
7 Concrete Curb & Gutter 11,000.00 LF $55.00 $605,000
8 Reconstr uct Driveway Apron 13,200.00 SF $30.00 $396,000
9 Concrete Median 3,700.00 SF $26.00 $96,200
10 Concrete Curb (Median) 1,100.00 LF $50.00 $55,000
1 Curb Ra mp 43.00 EA $8,750.00 $376,250
12 Raised C rosswalk 3.00 EA $15,000.00 $45,000
13 Speed H ump 7.00 EA $5,000.00 $35,000
14 Paint Re d Curb 180.00 LF $3.00 $540
15 New Sig n on Post 46.00 EA $1,000.00 $46,000
16 New Cr osswalk (Hi-Vis) 7,000.00 SF $15.00 $105,000
17 Sharrow 76.00 EA $375.00 $28,500
18 Thermo plastic Pavement Marking 600.00 SF $15.00 $9,000
19 Thermo plastic Traffic Stripe 1,900.00 LF $3.00 $5,700
20 Remove Traffic Stripe 2,100.00 LF $2.00 $4,200
21 Delineat or 3.00 EA $250.00 $750
22 RRFB S ystem 1.00 EA $75,000.00 $75,000
23 Remove Asphalt Curb 2,700.00 LF $20.00 $54,000
24 Clear & Grubbing 56,900.00 SF $8.00 $455,200
25
26
Construction Subtotal $3,917,740
Contingency @ 25% $979,435
5% Annual Escalation $195,887
Estimated Construction Total $5,093,062
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $254,653
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $1,018,612
Right of Way $101,861
Construction Management @ 12% $611,167
City Administration @ 0.75% $38,198
Estimated "Soft Costs" Total $2,024,492

TOTAL CONTRACT COST| $7,117,554|




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects Assumptions TEM QY UNIT  QUNITBRICE  AMOUNT
Allunit costs account for removal of existing facilities as well, | B9 W/ ASTROBRAC & WIRING ( for LPi) 4 B 5730000 529,200.00 (
. " PR, . - . o 2010 CONFLICT MONITOR {for LFI) 1 2 52,000.00 $2,000.00 (
Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - Systemic Citywide Safety countdown ped signals have additional mountings builtintothe | 4 v ot signs 4 = $7.000:00  $28,000.00 ¢
Improvement Project cost, see right for assumed signalized modification cost for SIGNAL RETIMING (for LP1) 1 LS 53,000.00 $3,000.00 (

implementing LPIs and APS/Ped Countdown countermeasures GRAND TOTAL PER INTERSECTION ~ $62,200.00

Recommended Treatment Measures Item Description Unit Cost Item Description Unit Cost
Base Countermeasures (All Intersections) Reflective Backplate, Hi Vis Crosswalk, Curb Ramp/Extensions, Countdown Ped Signals, Pedestrian Signal| Additional Signal Head $ 2,500.00 Traffic Signal Pole $ 75,000.00
Vista CSAP Systemic Crash** Add/Realign Signal Heads to provide one per travel lane, upsizing signal poles as needed Retroflective Backplates $ 500.00 Bike Signal $ 1,400.00
Vista CSAP Ped Sev/Fatal Locations Implement leading pedestrian interval Countdown Ped Signal $ 1,600.00 LPI Implementation $ 62,200.00
Add/Realign Signal Heads to provide one per travel lane, upsizing signal poles as needed and implement . . .
CSAP Systemic Crash & Ped Sev/Fatal Location** gn Sig P P peizing signatp P Accessible Pedestrian Signal $ 3,000.00

leading pedestrian interval

Active Transportation Treatments

Hi Visibility Crosswalks &

. Added Signal Head Per Retroflective Countdown Ped Lead Ped Push Button Bike
Intersection o . . " Advanced Stop Bars & Curb Ramps
Intersection Backplates Signal Interval Pole/Foundation Signal .
Signange

1 S Melrose Dr @ Hacienda Dr** 4 22 6 6 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 171,400.00 |Project #6

2 S Santa Fe Ave @ Civic Center Dr** 3 18 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 176,100.00 |Project #9

3 Vista Village @ N Santa Fe Ave** 1 24 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 174,100.00

4 W Vista Way@Melrose Dr** 5 21 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 182,600.00 |Project #4

5 E Vista Way @ Civic Center Dr** 2 18 6 6 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 102,200.00

6 E Vista Way@Bobier/Foothill** 3 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 113,900.00

7 Emerald Dr @ W Vista Way** 5 17 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 4 $ 73,400.00 [Project #4 - ramps already accounted for
8 Emerald Drive @ Hacienda Drive** 3 17 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 113,400.00 |Project #6

9 N Santa Fe Av @ N Coast Church** 2 24 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 114,400.00

10 N Santa Fe Ave@Bobier Dr** 2 24 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 63,800.00 |Project #5 - ramps already accounted for
11 S Melrose Dr @ Park Center Dr** 4 22 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 118,400.00

12 S Melrose Dr @ Shadowridge Dr** 2 22 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 113,400.00

13 Sycamore Ave @ Business Park Dr** 1 19 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 109,400.00

14 Sycamore Ave @ Shadowridge Dr** 3 19 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 63,800.00 |Project #2 - ramps already accounted for
15 W Vista Way@Vista Village Dr** 4 21 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 117,900.00

16 Sycamore Ave @ S Melrose Dr** 2 22 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 113,400.00

17 E Vista Way & Monte Mar 0 18 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 168,600.00

18 E Vista Way@Townsite Dr 0 18 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 168,600.00

19 N Melrose Dr @ Olive Ave 0 18 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 168,600.00
20 N Santa Fe Ave @ East Dr 0 24 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 171,600.00
21 N Santa Fe Ave@California Av 0 24 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 171,600.00
22 Sycamore @ Thibodo/Plumosa 0 19 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 118,500.00 |Project #2 - ramps already accounted for
23 Sycamore Ave @ University Dr 0 19 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 169,100.00
24 Vista Village Dr @ Wave Dr 0 19 8 8 $62,200.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 169,100.00
25 Bobier Drive @ Marabou Lane 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
26 Business Park @ Joshua Way 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
27 Business Park @ Poinsettia Ave 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
28 Business Park @ SanMarcos Blvd 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
29 Business Park @ Vista Palomar Park 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
30 Business Park Dr @ Liberty Way 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
31 Business Park Dr @ Park Center 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
32 Business Park Dr @ Scott Dr 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
33 Civic Center Dr @ Alta Vista Dr 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
34 Civic Center Dr @ Crescent Dr 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
35 Civic Center Dr @ Eucalyptus Ave 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
36 Civic Center Dr @ Pala Vista Dr 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
37 Civic Center Dr @ Phillips 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
38 Civic Center Dr @ Postal Way 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
39 E Bobier Dr @ Anza Av (N) 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
40 E Bobier Dr @ Anza Ave 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
41 E Bobier Dr @ Goodwin Dr 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
42 E Bobier Dr @ Panther Way 0 15 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 104,900.00
43 E Vista Ave @ Warmlands Ave 0 10 4 4 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 33,400.00 |Project #3 - ramps already accounted for
44 E Vista Way @ Arcadia Ave 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 106,400.00
45 E Vista Way @ Barnicles 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 106,400.00
46 E Vista Way @ Fire StaNo 6 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 106,400.00
47 E Vista Way @ Oak Dr 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 106,400.00
48 E Vista Way @ Palomar Pl 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 106,400.00
49 E Vista Way @ Taylor St 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 55,800.00 [Project #3 - ramps already accounted for
50 E Vista Way@ValeTerrace Dr 0 18 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 106,400.00 |Project #10

51 E Vista@Williamston St 0 14 4 4 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 86,000.00

52 Emerald @ West Drive 0 17 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 55,300.00 |Project #1 - ramps already accounted for
53 Emerald Dr @ Date St 0 17 8 8 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 55,300.00 |Project #1 - ramps already accounted for
54 Foothill & Delpy Driveway 0 10 2 2 $ - $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 74,800.00




55 Foothill Dr @ San Clemente Av 0 15 6 6 $ 10,000.00 15,600.00 35,000.00 95,700.00
56 Hacienda @ La Tortuga 0 10 2 2 $ 10,000.00 24,200.00
57 Hacienda Dr @ Costco 0 11 4 4 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 84,500.00
58 Hacienda Dr @ Providence Dr 0 10 2 2 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 74,800.00
59 Hacienda Dr @ Via Centre(W) 0 10 2 2 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 74,800.00
60 Hacienda Dr @ Vista Village Dr 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
61 Hacienda/Plaza @ Thunder 0 10 2 2 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 74,800.00
62 Lado De Loma @ Lowes Dwy 0 13 6 6 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 94,700.00
63 Lobelia Dr @ Robelini Dr 0 12 2 2 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 75,800.00
64 Mar Vista Dr @ Phillips St 0 14 6 6 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 95,200.00
65 N Melrose Dr @ Apartments Dwy 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,400.00
66 N Melrose Dr @ Copper Dr 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,400.00
67 N Melrose Dr @ Fire Station 1 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,400.00
68 N Melrose Dr @ Highland Dr/L.A. Dr 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,400.00
69 N Melrose Dr @ North Dr 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,400.00
70 N Santa Fe & Orange 0 24 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 109,400.00
71 N Santa Fe @ Museum Way 0 24 8 8 $ 10,000.00 58,800.00
72 N Santa Fe @ W Indian/Cananea 0 24 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 109,400.00
73 N Santa Fe Av@ W Los Angeles 0 24 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 109,400.00
74 N Santa Fe Ave @ Albertsons 0 24 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 109,400.00
75 N Santa Fe Ave @ Taylor St 0 24 8 8 $ 10,000.00 58,800.00
76 Park Center Dr @ Home Depot Dwy 0 15 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 104,900.00
77 Poinsettia @ Linda Vista/Act'y 0 15 6 6 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 95,700.00
78 Poinsettia Ave @ La Mirada Dr 0 15 6 6 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 95,700.00
79 S Melrose @ Live Oak/Longhorn 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
80 S Melrose Dr @ Breeze Hill Dr 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
81 S Melrose Dr @ Buena Vista Dr 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
82 S Melrose Dr @ BZ Hill Com Ctr 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
83 S Melrose Dr @ Green Oak Rd 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
84 S Melrose Dr @ Melrose Way 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
85 S Melrose Dr @ Oak Ridge Wy 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
86 S Melrose Dr @ Sunset Dr 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
87 S Melrose Dr @ Vista Center 0 22 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 108,400.00
88 S Santa Fe @ Postal/Alta Calle 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 55,800.00
89 S Santa Fe Av @ Monte Vista Dr 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 55,800.00
90 S Santa Fe Ave @ Mar Vista Dr 0 18 8 8 $ 10,000.00 55,800.00
91 Santa Fe Ave @ Osborne St 0 11 4 4 $ 10,000.00 33,900.00
92 Santa Fe Ave@Main St 0 20 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 107,400.00
93 Shadowridge @ Shadowridge Plaz 0 15 4 4 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 86,500.00
94 Shadowridge Dr @ Antiqua Dr 0 15 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 104,900.00
95 Shadowridge Dr @ Lupine Hills (E) 0 15 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 104,900.00
96 Shadowridge Dr @ Watson Way 0 15 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 104,900.00
97 Sycamore Ave @ Grand Ave 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
98 Sycamore @ Hibiscus/Watson 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 56,300.00
99 Sycamore Ave @ Green Oak Rd 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 56,300.00
100 Sycamore Ave @ Hot Springs Way 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
101 Sycamore Ave @ La Mirada Dr 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
102 University @ North County Sq. 0 16 6 6 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 96,200.00
103 Vista Village @ Lado De Loma 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
104 Vista Village Dr @ Olive Ave 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
105 Vista Village Dr and Main St 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
106 Vista Village Dr@Citrus Ave 0 19 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 106,900.00
107 W Vista Way @ Grapevine 0 21 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 107,900.00
108 W Vista Way@Melrose Plaza 0 21 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 107,900.00
109 W Vista Way@Valencia Dr 0 21 8 8 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 107,900.00
110 West Drive@Pedestrian Crossing 0 9 4 4 $ 10,000.00 $ 15,600.00 $ 35,000.00 83,500.00

46 1956 804 804 1,100,000.00 $ 1,450,800.00 | Construction SubTotal 11,349,200.00

Project #10

Project #6 - ramps already accounted for
Project #6

Project #6

Project #5 - ramps already accounted for

Project #5 - ramps already accounted for

Project #9 - ramps already accounted for
Project #9 - ramps already accounted for
Project #9 - ramps already accounted for
Project #5 - ramps already accounted for

Project #2 - ramps already accounted for
Project #2 - ramps already accounted for



General ltems % of Project

Mobilization $680,952.00 6.00%
Maintainance of Schedule $56,746.00 0.50%
Erosion Control $28,373.00 0.25%
Construction Staking $28,373.00 0.25%
Clearning and Grubbing $141,865.00 1.25%
Unclassified Excavation $28,373.00 0.25%
Utility Adjustments $113,492.00 1.00%
Construction Staging $85,119.00 0.75%
Traffic Control $595,833.00 5.25%
Sub-Total] $ 1,759,126.00 15.50%
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $5,674.60 0.05%
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $1,129,245.40 9.95%
Total PE Cost $1,134,920.00 10.00%
Right of Way (RW)
Right of Way Engineering $0.00
Acquisitions and Utilities $0.00
Total RW Cost $0.00
Construction Engineering (CE) % of Project
Construction Engineering $1,134,920.00 10%
Total CE Cost $1,134,920.00
Contingency % of Project
Contingency Lump Sum $3,404,760.00 30%
Total CE Cost $3,404,760.00

Total Project Cost (Total Construction Items &
Contingencies Cost + Total PE+RW Costs + CE 18,782,926.00
Cost)




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects
Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - S Santa Fe

r

Sidewalk SF $16.00 9850 $157,600.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 996 $54,780.00
6" Curb Feet $50.00 12100 $605,000.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 14 $122,500.00
Asphalt Dike Feet $35.00 5140 $179,900.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 1110 $333,000.00
Class Il Aggregate Base cYy $150.00 1640 $246,000.00
Delineator Posts Each $250.00 643 $160,750.00
Median Infill SF $25.00 12100 $302,500.00
Landscaping SF $15.00 66550 $998,250.00
New Traffic Signal (Santa Anita Place) Each $525,000.00 1 $525,000.00
New Traffic Signal (Service Place) Each $525,000.00 1 $525,000.00
Signing and Striping LS $305,550.00 1 $305,550.00
Sub-Total $4,515,830.00
Mobilization $361,266.40
Maintainance of Schedule $90,316.60
Erosion Control $225,791.50
Construction Staking $451,583.00
Clearing and Grubbing $270,949.80
Unclassified Excavation $135,474.90
Utility Adjustments $270,949.80
Construction Staging $180,633.20
Traffic Control $270,949.80
Sub-Total $2,257,915.00
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $90,316.60
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $812,849.40
Total PE Cost $903,166.00
Right of Way Engineering $ -
Acquisitions and Utilities $ -
Total RW Cost S -
Construction Engineering | $677,374.50

Total CE Cost

$677,374.50 |

Contingency Lump Sum

$1,354,749.00

Total

$1,354,749.00 |

$9,709,034.50|




Vista Regional Vision Zero - High Priority Projects
Order of Magnitude Construction Cost - Vale Terrace Dr

L

Sidewalk SF $16.00 89360 $1,429,760.00
6" Curb and Gutter Feet $55.00 10178 $559,790.00
Curb Ramps Each $8,750.00 16 $140,000.00
Asphalt Dike Feet $35.00 7760 $271,600.00
Asphalt Concrete TON $300.00 2220 $666,000.00
Class Il Aggregate Base cYy $150.00 3280 $492,000.00
Delineator Posts Each $250.00 970 $242,500.00
Roundabout Each $576,000.00 4 $2,304,000.00
Pedestrian Refuge Each $15,000.00 4 $60,000.00
Signing and Striping Each $358,800.00 1 $358,800.00
Sub-Total $6,524,450.00
Mobilization $521,956.00
Maintainance of Schedule $130,489.00
Erosion Control $326,222.50
Construction Staking $652,445.00
Clearing and Grubbing $391,467.00
Unclassified Excavation $195,733.50
Utility Adjustments $391,467.00
Construction Staging $260,978.00
Traffic Control $391,467.00
Sub-Total $3,262,225.00
Environmental Studies and Permits (PA&ED) $326,222.50
Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) $1,304,890.00
Total PE Cost $1,631,112.50
Right of Way Engineering $ -

Acquisitions and Utilities $ -

Total RW Cost S -

Construction Engineering

| $978,667.50

Total CE Cost

$978,667.50 |

Contingency Lump Sum

| $1,957,335.00

Total

$1,957,335.00 |

| $14,353,790.00|
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Project Recommendations for CSAP Projects #11 through #38

11-S. Melrose Dr (W. Vista Wy to Breeze Hill Rd)

Class IV bikeway
Class Il high visibility/pocket bike lane treatment on northbound Melrose approach where
Class Il drops approaching 326 Melrose Dwy signalized intersection (assuming Class IV
cannot fit)
Curb extension on northwest corner of S. Melrose Dr / County Complex
Caltrans pedestrian improvements under SR-78

o Curb ramps where they are not existing and needed at crossings

o Bike Box on SB Melrose at SR-78 EB off-ramp
Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

12 - E. Vista Wy (Taylor St to Civic Center Dr)

Raised median with landscaping

Class IV bikeway

Sidewalks on west side of E. Vista Wy between 170’ south of E. Bobier Dr/Foothill Dr to 150’

north of Oak Dr

New traffic signal at Franklin Wy and E. Vista Wy

Curb extensions on E. Vista Wy with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Franklin Wy (southwest and northwest)

Oak Dr (northeast and southeast)

Monte Mar Rd (northeast and southeast)

Palomar Pl (northeast and southeast)

Meadow Lake Dr (northeast and southeast)

Frances Dr (northeast)

o Hillside Terrace (northwest corner curb radius reduction)

o O O O O

Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

13 - Vista Village Dr (W. Vista Wy to Civic Center Dr)

Class IV bikeway
Curb extensions on Vista Village Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Michigan Ave (all corners)



o Indiana Ave (northwest and northeast)

o Terracina Wy (northwest and northeast)
Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

. Melrose Dr (North Dr to W. Vista Wy)

Signal at N. Melrose and Ascott (CIP-identified project)
Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed for North Dr to Olive Ave)
Reduce travel lanes to 4 (2 in each direction) between North Dr and W. Vista Wy
Raised median with landscaping
Curb extensions on N. Melrose Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Bach St (southwest and northwest)
Shuboro St (southwest and northwest)
Spires St (all corners)
Tatum St (all corners)
Cocopah St (all corners)
Dove Cir (northeast and southeast)
Gold Dr (northeast and southeast)
Melrose Pl (curb radius reduction/curb extension on northeast, eliminate
channelized right)
Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

0 O 0O 0O 0O O O

15-N. Santa Fe Ave (Bobier Dr to Vista Village Dr)

The City has an active funded project that will implement the following improvements:

Physical separation to make Class IV bikeway (currently buffered Class Il)

Pedestrian signal at N. Santa Fe and Washington St

Bus shelters at bus stops along N. Santa Fe

High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings
Enhanced landscaping along side of roadway

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)



e Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations
e Curb extensions on N. Santa Fe Ave with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Eaton Wy (northeast and southeast)
o Nevada Ave (northeast and southeast)
o California Ave (all corners)
o Connecticut Ave (all corners)

16 — Bobier Dr (City boundary to N. Santa Fe Ave)

e Roundabouts at Bobier Dr / Knapp Dr and Bobier Dr/ Dorsey Wy

e Remove one travel lane per direction (although there will be intermittent sections where two
per direction will remain) (identified in Bobier Dr Traffic Analysis Conceptual improvements
and in General Plan Update)

e Convert Class Il bikeway into Class IV bikeway

e Raised median with landscaping

e Traffic signal at Bobier Elementary school driveway

e Sidewalk on south side of W. Bobier Dr from Sports Park Wy to Marabou Ln

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

e High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings

o Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

17 - Civic Center Dr (E. Vista Wy to SR-78)

e Pedestrian signal at/near Sierra Verde Dr (close to senior residential complex)
e Classllon Civic Center Dr between E. Vista Wy and Eucalyptus Dr, and between Oceanview
Dr to Phillips St where feasible with lane re-striping
e Raised median with landscaping between E. Vista Wy and Oceanview Dr
e Curb extensions on Civic Center Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Morningside Dr (northwest)
o Crescent Dr (northeast, southeast)
o Oceanview Dr (northwest)
o Sierra Verde Dr (southeast)
e Pala Vista Drive signal preemption/ped improvements (CIP project 8380)
e Caltrans improvements:
o High visibility crosswalk and curb ramps on east side of Civic Center Dr at SR-78 WB
off-ramp
o Southbound bike lanes between Phillips St and SR-78 EB ramps (high visibility
treatment across right turn pocket)
e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)



o High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings

e |nstall curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

18 - W. Vista Wy (N. Melrose Dr to Vista Village Dr)

e Removal of one westbound travel lane (5 to 4 lanes) between N. Melrose Dr and Valencia Dr

e Convert Class Il bikeway into Class IV bikeway

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

e |nstall curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

19 - S. Santa Fe Ave (Oceanview Dr to Pala Vista Dr)
The City has an active funded project that willimplement the following improvements:

o RRFBs crosswalks at:
o Ocean View Dr
o Terrace Dr
o 6208S. SantaFe
o 6578S. SantaFe

20 - North Dr/ W. Los Angeles Dr / Townsite Dr (Townsite Phase 1)
The City has an active funded project that willimplement the following improvements:

e All Townsite Phase 1 recommendations

21 - N. Melrose Dr (City Boundary to North Dr)

e Addition of raised median with landscaping

e Convert Class Il bikeway into Class IV bikeway (remove on street parking on east side to
help fit)

o High visibility bike lane striping across right turn pocket southbound at Preserve
Dwy (if Class IV treatments not feasible)

e Addition of Sidewalk between North Ave and 150’ north of North Ave on west and east side

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

e High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all side street stop control crossings

e |Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations



22 - Vista Village Dr (W. Vista Wy to Hacienda Dr)

e Continuation of bike lanes to SR-78 WB ramps
e Extend bike lane striping to intersection at Lado de Loma (northbound and southbound
approach)
e High visibility bike lane striping across right turn pocket opening at W. Vista Wy northbound
e (Caltrans planned pedestrian accommodations/improvements at SR-78 ramps:
o High visibility crosswalks across on-ramp and off-ramp locations
o Curb ramps where they are not existing and needed at crossings
o Bike lanes between SR-78 WB ramps and SR-78 EB ramps (bike box on southbound
Vista Village Dr at SR-78 EB ramp)
o Shared lane markings between SR-78 EB ramps and Hacienda Dr
e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

23 -E. Bobier Dr (N. Santa Fe to E. Vista Wy):
The City has an active funded project that will implement the following improvements:

e Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed)
e Roundabout at Calle Jules and Bobier (already designed)

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

e Curb extensions on Bobier Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
e Kiva Ln (northwest and northeast)
e Goodwin Dr (northwest and northeast)
e Heidi Cir (southwest and southeast)
e Lynette Cir (southwest and southeast)
e San Luis Rey Ave (northwest and northeast)
o AnzaAve W (northeast)
e Cortez Ave (southwest and southeast)
e AnzaAve E (southwest and southeast)

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

e High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

e Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

24 - Olive Ave (Emerald Dr to Vista Village Dr)
The City has an active funded project that will implement the following improvements:

e Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed)
e Convert Olive Ave / Plymouth Dr to all-way stop control (currently side-street stop control)



Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

e Sidewalk infill:
e South side Emerald to 230’ west of Ruby
e North side 400’ between Winter and Galaxy
e North side Burke to 120’ east of Burke
e North side Brookins to Maryland
o North side Melrose to Plymouth
e Convert Olive Ave / Burke Rd to all-way stop control (currently side-street stop control)
e Curb extensions on Olive Ave with the following intersections (corners listed):
e Ruby Dr (southwest and southeast)
e Chalblis Ln (southwest and southeast)
e Grapevine Rd (southwest and southeast)
e Fall Pl (northwest and northeast)
o Winter Rd (northwest and northeast)
e (Cielita Linda Dr (northwest and northeast)
e Bonita (all corners)
e Plymouth Dr (southwest)
e Curb radius reduction at Highland Dr (northeast corner)
e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
e High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings
e Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

25 - Goodwin Dr (Barsby St to Bobier Dr)

e Sidewalk infill east side Barsby St to 150’ north of Ahmu Terrace

e Curb extensions/radius reductions/redesign at Goodwin Dr and Rebecca Ave

e Curb extensions on Goodwin Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Rancho Corte (northwest and southwest)

Ahmu Terrace (northwest and southwest)

Taylor St (all corners)

Christi Dr (northwest and southwest)

Gail Dr (all corners)

Michele Dr (northeast and southeast)

Patti Dr (northeast and southeast)

Lisa Ave (northwest and southwest)

Rush Ave (all corners)
o Torano Dr (northwest and southwest)

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see

project 8)
e High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

0O 0O 0O 0O 0 0O O O



Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

26 - Foothill Dr (Elm Dr to Edgehill Rd)

Potential series of roundabouts on Foothill Dr at:
o ViaChristina
o Beverly Dr
o Warmlands Ave
o ElmDr
Sidewalk infill entire segment
High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

27 - S. Melrose Dr (Oceanside City Boundary to Carlsbad City Boundary)

The City has an active funded project that willimplement the following improvements:

Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed)

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

Signalize S. Melrose Dr and Dawson Dr (CIP project)
Curb radius reduction S. Melrose Dr and Buena Vista Dr northeast corner
Curb extensions on S. Melrose Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Dawson Dr (southwest and northeast corners, northwest and southeast)
Countryside Dr/Stratford Pl (all corners)
Mountain Pass Wy (northwest and southwest)
Countryside Dr (N) (northwest and southwest)
Clearwater Ridge (northeast and southeast)
Aspen Wy (northeast and southeast)
o OakRidge Wy (northeast and southeast)
Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

O O O O O

28 - Poinsettia Ave (Corporate View to Activity Dr)

Sidewalk infill:
o North side from Corporate View to 300’ west of Island View Wy
o North side from Island View Wy to 600’ west of Activity Dr
o South side from Island View WYy to Specialty Dr



Install Class Il bike lanes
Add all-way stop control at Poinsettia Ave intersections:
o Decision Street
o Island View Wy
o Specialty Dr
Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings
Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

29 - Hacienda Dr (City Boundary to Emerald Dr)

Begin eastbound bike lane at Thunder Dr

Continue eastbound bike lane from Via Centre (E) to Emerald

Begin westbound bike lane at Emerald Dr

High visibility treatment for eastbound bike lane to Via Centre (W) intersection transitioning
across trap right turn lane

Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

30 - Foothill Dr (E. Vista Wy to Bonair Rd)

Remove one WB travel lane (planned classification is 2C w/CLTL) between E. Vista Way and
Oak Dr

Roundabout at Foothill and Oak Dr (already designed) (existing all-way stop control)
Potential roundabout at Foothill Dr and Bonair Rd

Sidewalk infill south side from Delpy View Point to Bonair Rd

Opportunity to narrow travel lanes from Oak Dr to Bonair Rd

Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

31 -Hacienda Dr (S. Melrose Dr to Hideaway Terrace)

Sidewalk infill south side Matagual Dr to Vale View Dr
Sidewalk infill south side from 150’ west of Hideaway Terrace to Hideaway Terrace



e Curb radius reduction opportunity at Hideaway Terrace/Hacienda Dr and Vale View
Dr/Hacienda Dr intersections

e Potential series of roundabouts: east shopping center dwy (or Matagual Dr), Vale View Dr,
Hideaway Terrace

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

e High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

e Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

32 - Shadowridge Dr (White Birch Dr to Lupine Hills Dr)

e Class lll sharrows from White Birch Dr to S. Melrose Dr
e Curb extensions on Shadowridge Dr with the following intersections (corners listed):
o Antigua Dr (northwest and southwest)
o Columbus Wy (southwest and southeast)
e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)
o Allstop control legs receive high visibility crosswalks with advanced stop bar

33 -Sycamore Ave (Green Oak Rd to S. Melrose Dr)

The City has an active funded project that willimplement the following improvements:
e Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed)

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

e Sidewalk infill south side (300’ south of Green Oak Rd to La Mirada Dr)

e Sidewalk infill south side (1200’ north of Business Park Dr to 400’ south of Engineer St)

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

o High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

e |Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

34 - Live Oak Rd (S. Melrose Dr to Lupine Hills Dr)

e Convert Live Oak Rd / Lupine Hills Dr to all-way stop control

e Continue existing bike lane striping all the way to Melrose Dr

e Curb extensions at northwest and northeast corner of Oak Glen Dr/ Live Oak Rd

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

e Allstop control legs receive high visibility crosswalks with advanced stop bar



Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

35 - Nevada Ave /Lemon Ave (N. Santa Fe Ave to Raintree Dr)

The City has an active funded projected that will implement the following improvements:

Sidewalk infill various sections (already designed)
All stop control legs receive high visibility crosswalks with advanced stop bar

Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

Curb extensions on all corners of Citrus Ave / Nevada Ave

36 - S. Melrose Dr (Breeze Hill Rd to City Boundary)

The City has an active funded projected that will implement the following improvements:

Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed)

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

Add raised median with landscaping between La Palmas Dr and Sunset Dr

Curb extensions at Branding Iron Circle/Dr (all corners)

Addition of sidewalks on Melrose Drive east side between Pinkard Ln and Sunset Dr
Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

All stop control legs receive high visibility crosswalks with advanced stop bar

Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations

37 - North Ave (City Boundary to N. Melrose Dr)

Class Il bikeway (from school driveway to Melrose)

High visibility bike lane striping eastbound at school driveway intersection right turn pocket
Sidewalk infill north side (from school driveway to Melrose)

High visibility crosswalks on north and east legs of Maryland and North

Improvements at school driveway intersection

All stop control legs receive high visibility crosswalks with advanced stop bar

Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see
project 8)

Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations



38 - Taylor St (N. Santa Fe Ave to Cresthaven Dr)
The City has an active funded projected that will implement the following improvements:

e Class IV bikeway (striping for Class IV facility has been designed)

Additional recommendations not identified in the active funded project above:

e Signalized intersections will have recommendations that are separate from this project (see

project 8)

o High visibility crosswalks and advance stop bar on all stop control crossings

e |Install curb ramps in locations where they are not existing and needed at street crossing
locations
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