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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
ES.1 - STUDY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
Growth and development pressures continue not only within the Cottonwood area of Shasta County but also 
within the City of Anderson.  Planning an efficient and affordable transportation system to alleviate existing 
traffic congestion and support future development within the Shasta County Southern Region is the primary 
focus of this area-wide transportation planning analysis. This study focuses on the need for future north/south and 
east/west arterials within the Southern Region, along with specific analysis of Rhonda Road, Gas Point Road, 
First Street, and Main Street.  
 
Without this comprehensive study, future transportation improvements within the Shasta County Southern 
Region would remain unorganized and without a framework for interconnection.  Over time, increased 
development within the Shasta County Southern Region would create more auto, truck, and pedestrian traffic, all 
using the existing limited transportation infrastructure. This study helps provide a planning framework for the 
necessary transportation improvements that enables the Southern Region to grow and develop in a logical and 
efficient manner, with infrastructure that emphasizes safety and multi-modal transportation opportunities. 
 
ES.2 – SOUTHERN REGION DEVELOPMENT PROJECTIONS 
 
Traffic conditions within the Shasta County Southern Region will change dramatically over the next 20-years, 
primarily due to development within the southern portion of the City of Anderson and the Cottonwood 
community. Population growth projections for this area was estimated based on historical growth rates, the 
Shasta County General Plan, the Cottonwood Area Plan, and professional interpretation of existing opportunity 
and land use constraints within the Southern Region. These projections assume that the existing City and County 
General Plan land use designations will remain unchanged.  
 
Consistent with the Shasta County General Plan Circulation Element, a new north/south arterial between Gas 
Point Road and West Anderson Drive and a new east/west arterial between West Anderson Drive and Rhonda 
Road was analyzed as the arterial/collector transportation system backbone for the Shasta County Southern 
Region.  This study has analyzed five different transportation improvement plans for the north/south arterial 
facility and four different transportation improvement plans for the east/west arterial facility.  
 
ES.3 – MATRIX ANALYSIS 
 
To facilitate the determination of a preferred roadway system and roadway alignments, an Alternative Selection 
Decision Matrix (ASDM) analysis was completed.  The ASDM provides a means to identify and either 
quantitatively or qualitatively evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of each of the five north/south and four 
east/west alternatives.  The ASDM provides a means to "weigh" the importance of each criterion, so that the 
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative can be compared and ranked in relation to each other.  These 
rankings allow the identification of preferred alternative(s), taking into consideration the technical and social 
concerns of the community. 
 
Each transportation alternative likely meets or exceeds the threshold for some criterion, and fall short on others. 
In the end, this ASDM procedure, based upon the criterion importance weighting and scoring, determines the 
relative merits of each alternative.   
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The overall ASDM procedure involves a six-step process: 
 

1) Develop Need and Purpose criteria 
2) Prepare Need and Purpose initial screening check 
3) Develop a list of "evaluation criteria". 
4) Determine "relative weighing" for each evaluation criteria 
5) Score each evaluation criteria for each alternative passing initial Need and Purpose screen check 
6) Calculate the final weighted scores for each alternative 
 

The north/south and east/west alternative roadway alignments were analyzed separately within the matrix 
analysis. A preferred alignment for both the north/south and east/west alternative alignments were first 
determined, then both of these alignments were combined to form the overall preferred facility alignments.   Five 
different alignment options for the north/south corridor and four different alignment options for the east/west 
corridor have been developed for analysis in this study.   Based on the results of the matrix evaluation, 
Alternative 5 of the five north/south alignments and Alternative 2 of the four east/west alignments scored the 
highest. The final preferred north/south and east/west arterial alignments are illustrated on Figure ES1.  
 

ES.4 – REFINED ROADWAY ALIGNMENTS 
 
The matrix evaluation procedure provides a tool to select approximate alignments for the new Southern Region 
transportation facilities.  These approximate alignments (or alignment corridors) provide a guideline for 
preliminary roadway designs.  To the extent possible, the roadway alignments selected have been identified with 
knowledge of development proposals within the Southern Region.  Specifically these developments include: 
 

• Cottonwood Hills Subdivision 
• Oak Ranch Estates 
• Manor Crest Commercial Project 
• Kicker Properties Parkway Development (Development of approximately 6.25 acres of vacant land 

bounded by Interstate 5 and Main Street, north of Gas Point Road to accommodate 5,000 square feet of 
fast-food restaurant, 7,000 square feet of sit-down restaurant, 3 story 72 room hotel and 19,000 square 
feet office building)  

• The Vineyards Specific Plan 
 
Selection of the preferred alignments has been shaped by many factors, including the development interests of 
the above mentioned projects along with both the local transportation needs within the Southern Region of Shasta 
County and regional transportation needs of both Shasta and its neighbors.  Figure ES2 illustrates the refined 
north/south and east/west roadway alignments along with boundaries of the various proposed projects that have 
influenced the alignment selection. 
 
Various segments of the east/west roadway alignments have been eliminated from the refined alignments for 
various reasons.  Travel demand between W. Anderson Drive and easterly destinations is relatively low.  When 
combined with the significant construction costs, topographic constraints, and proposed east/west facilities within 
the Vineyard Specific Plan the decision was made to eliminate these alignments.  However, future development 
within the areas surrounding these corridors may choose to construct these facilities. 
 
It is noted that the City of Anderson is considering the potential for constructing a new interchange referred to as 
the High-Country Lane interchange, north of the Main Street interchange. This interchange would be built in 
concurrent to the development of the Vineyards Specific Plan if approved. However, because of lack of planning 
complete to date, this interchange has not been assumed in the traffic analysis presented in this working paper. 
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ES.5 – SUMMARY OF ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT NEEDS AND PHASING OPTIONS 
 
The needed transportation improvements identified by this study within the Southern Region are required to both 
alleviate existing congestion and support future development.  In order to provide basic circulation needs full 
construction of some north/south and east/west roadways would be required, while construction of the larger 
interchange improvements could be phased in over time.  The following summary of the transportation 
improvement needs and potential interchange phasing options:   
 

New North/South Roadway – A new north/south collector/arterial roadway is required north of First 
Street continuing north of Gas Point Road through the proposed Cottonwood Hills project, continuing 
northeasterly adjacent to the Vineyards Specific Plan eastern boundary and finally connecting to Rhonda 
Road.  This new facility should be designed to County Four Lane Rural Arterial standards with a 84-foot 
minimum right-of-way.  Only two travel lanes plus a center left-turn lane and eight-foot shoulders (with 
bike lanes) are required to satisfy Year 2027 peak hour travel demands.  The additional right-of-way 
should be reserved for future widening to a five-lane arterial.  
 
New East/West Roadway – A new east/west collector roadway is required between the Interstate 5    (I-
5)/Main Street interchange (with the modification described below).  This new facility should be 
designed to County Two Lane Urban Arterial standards with a 76-foot right-of-way.  Only two travel 
lanes plus a center left-turn lane and eight-foot shoulders (with bike lanes) are required to satisfy Year 
2027 peak hour travel demands.  The additional right-of-way should be reserved for future widening to a 
five-lane arterial. 
 
Gas Point Road – The section of Gas Point Road from Happy Valley Road to Rustic Ridge Drive would 
need four foot paved shoulders with an additional four feet of graded gravel shoulders to provide added 
vehicular safety.  From Rustic Ridge Drive to the new north/south collector roadway Gas Point Road 
would require a center twelve-foot left-turn lane and four foot paved plus four-foot gravel shoulders to 
provide added vehicular safety.  
 
First Street – The section from Greengate Road to the I-5 overcrossing would require four feet of paved 
shoulders to provide added vehicular safety. 
 
Rhonda Road – Rhonda Road will require realignment north of Gas Point Road in a northeast direction 
to provide a continuous 45 mph alignment matching the existing portion of Rhonda Road at Robinson 
Glenn Drive.  Two twelve foot travel lanes and a twelve-foot center left-turn lane along with eight-foot 
shoulders.  
 
I-5 Interchange Improvements – Improvements to the existing Gas Point Road and Main Street 
interchanges have been identified within this study as necessary to support future development 
projections. Development plans for the Vineyards Specific Plan may necessitate other transportation 
improvements in addition to those identified in this report. Those improvements, however, will be 
subject to separate analysis and review as part of that plan. 
 
I-5/Gas Point Road Interchange Improvement Phasing Options - Considerable analysis has been 
completed regarding the closely spaced intersection of Rhonda Road in relationship to the interchange 
southbound ramp intersection.  Relocation of Rhonda Road further west was analyzed and determined 
infeasible due to existing residential development along the north side of Gas Point Road.  Signalization 
of the Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road intersection along with the interchange southbound ramps may 
significantly improve existing congestion but may not provide the necessary twenty years of design life 
peak hour capacity.   
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The first phase of interchange improvements may include installation of traffic signals at the interchange 
ramps and at Rhonda Road.  Intersection and roadway widening may be required at both the northbound 
and southbound ramp intersections along with widening on Gas Point Road to provide additional peak 
hour capacity.  No bridge widening is contemplated as part of this first phase.  These first phase 
improvements are anticipated to last approximately 10 years. Figure ES3 illustrates the interim 
improvements at Gas Point Road interchange. 
 
The second phase of interchange modifications may include both bridge widening to four-lanes along 
with on/off ramps relocation and widening.  To provide the necessary intersection spacing the 
interchange southbound ramp intersection may be relocated approximately 150 feet to the east.  This 
may provide approximately 390 feet of spacing to the Rhonda Road signalized intersection.  The second 
phase of improvements will be required based upon the pace of development within the Southern Region 
and the timing of Main Street interchange improvements. Figure ES4 illustrates the ultimate 
improvements at Gas Point Road interchange. 
 
I-5/Main Street Interchange - Improvements at the Main Street interchange would be required to 
support development related traffic in the vicinity of the existing interchange.  The interchange would be 
modified to provide southbound off and northbound on access to I-5 from areas both east and west of the 
interchange.  This design provides for the ability to directly connect Rhonda Road to the southbound off-
ramp intersection.  Figure ES5 illustrated the improvements at Main Street interchange. 
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ES.6 –DETERMINATION OF PROGRAM YEAR 
 
The total cost of improvements associated with a 20-year development in the southern region was calculated to 
be approximately $52,000,000. The amount of fee that can be justified for each development type is calculated by 
dividing the total cost of transportation improvements by the equivalent number of dwelling units (EDUs). The 
equivalent number of dwelling units is calculated based on the PM peak hour trip generation for the single 
family-dwelling units. One PM peak hour trip is equivalent to one EDU. The number of equivalent dwelling units 
for the commercial and industrial land use types is calculated by dividing the PM peak hour trips of each land use 
type by the single-family dwelling unit PM peak hour trip generation rate. The equivalent number of dwelling 
units for each of the land uses and by each of the 5-year bands is shown in Table ES1. 

 
TABLE ES1 

5-YEAR BAND EQUIVALENT NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS 

PM Peak
Total Trips EDU

PM Peak
Total Trips EDU

PM Peak
Total Trips EDU

Year 2010 2,066 2,066 1,685 1,831 95 103 4,000
Year 2015 3,291 3,291 2,329 2,531 190 206 6,028
Year 2020 4,609 4,609 2,562 2,784 285 309 7,702
Year 2027 6,318 6,318 2,745 2,984 379 412 9,714

Total 
EDU

Residential Commercial Industrial

 
 

Transportation fee programs should be adopted with a clear nexus between the improvements being funded and 
the development paying fees.  Fee programs can fund improvements for various time frames, either short-term or 
long-term.  However, since development occurs over a period of years the cost per development unit will range 
based upon when transportation improvements need to be constructed.  This study has reviewed the four different 
development year scenarios (as identified in Table ES1) for setting the fee program costs. 
 
As this development occurs within the Southern Region area, transportation improvements will be required to 
accommodate increase traffic volumes.  Constructing these improvements requires a greater “up front” 
investment to avoid traffic congestion.  This fact results in higher short-term fee program costs as compared with 
longer term programs. Table ES2 summarizes the average cost per EDU for each of the 5-year band development 
scenarios analyzed in this study. {Note: This table represents average cost per EDU for the entire Southern 
Region Area including the Vineyards Specific Plan. These average costs were used to determine an appropriate 
development year for the fee program. The final fee program is divided into three zones of benefit (ZOB) as 
explained later in this executive summary.} 
 

TABLE ES2 
5-YEAR BAND COST PER DWELLING UNIT 

EDU Cost Cost/EDU
Program
Duration

Year 2010 4,000 $13,576,680 $3,394 5 Years
Year 2015 6,028 $28,987,880 $4,809 10 Years
Year 2020 7,702 $36,222,880 $4,703 15 Years
Year 2027 9,714 $36,222,880 $3,729 20 Years  

 
As shown above in Table ES2, the cost per EDU decreases with the increase in the number of years. This results 
from higher initial transportation investments being spread over greater longer term development totals. It is 
recommended that the Shasta County RTPA adopt a 20 year (Year 2027) fee program at an average cost per EDU 
of $3,729. Table ES3 provides a breakdown of the total cost of improvements associated with a 20-year period 
spread over the three major future land uses within the Southern Region. 
 
 
 
 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
Shasta County Southern Region Transportation Planning Study Page xiii 
and Traffic Impact Fee Program Project Final Report  R848TS_Final.doc  

TABLE ES3 
20-YEAR RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 6,318 $23,558,983
Commercial 2,984 $11,126,214
Industrial 412 $1,537,683
Total 9,714 $36,222,880  

 
As shown above in Table ES3, of the $36,222,880 total cost of improvements, the residential development that is 
proposed to occur over a 20-year period would be required to collectively pay $23,558,983, the commercial 
$11,126,214, and the industrial $1,537,683. 
 
ES.7 –DETERMINATION OF ZONE OF BENEFIT STRUCTURES  
 
Transportation mitigation fees summarized in sections ES.6 were calculated treating the entire southern region as 
one large ZOB. Two additional fee program zone of benefit structures were analyzed in this report. The first of 
these calculated the fee based upon four zones of benefit.  Figure ES6 is a map illustrating the four zones of 
benefit.  
 

• ZOB 1 - This region consist of the entire southern region west of the Main Street/I-5 dividing line not 
including the Vineyards Specific Plan development. 

• ZOB 2 - This region consists of the Vineyards Specific Plan development only. 
• ZOB 3 - This region consists of the entire southern region east of the Main Street/I-5 dividing line. 
• ZOB 4 – This regions lies to the west of ZOB 1 as shown on Figure ES 5 

 
Table ES4, Table ES5, Table ES6 and Table ES7 show the costs and transportation mitigation fee per dwelling 
unit for each of the ZOB 1, 2, 3 and 4.   

 
TABLE ES4          TABLE ES5 

 ZOB 1 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE    ZOB 2 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

    

EDU Cost
Residential 1,225 $6,408,375
Commercial 2,488 $13,010,452
Industrial 0 $0
Total 3,713 $19,418,827
Cost/EDU $5,229                                  

EDU Cost
Residential 4,562 $12,626,946
Commercial 172 $475,812
Industrial 0 $0
Total 4,734 $13,102,757
Cost/EDU $2,768  

 
 

TABLE ES6         TABLE ES7 
 ZOB 3 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE    ZOB 4 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 365 $1,065,078
Commercial 324 $945,536
Industrial 412 $1,204,149
Total 1,101 $3,214,763
Cost/EDU $2,920                                      

EDU Cost
Residential 165 $486,532
Commercial 0 $0
Industrial 0 $0
Total 165 $486,532
Cost/EDU $2,942  

 
As shown above in Tables ES4, ES5, ES6 and ES7, the total number of EDUs for each of the land uses 
residential, commercial and industrial were calculated for the three zones of benefit. Nexus Table 1 attached in 
the appendix was used to determine fair share cost of improvements for each of the four zones of benefit. Fair 
share cost calculations for the four zones of benefit were determined based upon PM peak hour volume 
contribution from each of the regions. As shown above in the tables, the fair share cost of improvements for 
ZOB1 was estimated at $19,418,827, for ZOB 2 at $13,102,757, for ZOB 3 at $3,214,763 and for ZOB 4 at 
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$486,532. The transportation mitigation fee for each of the ZOBs was calculated by dividing the fair share cost of 
improvements for each of the ZOB by the total number of EDUs in that ZOB. The cost per dwelling unit in ZOB 
1 was calculated at $5,229, in ZOB 2 at $2,768, ZOB 3 at $2,920 and ZOB 4 at $2,942. 
 
The second transportation mitigation fee was calculated disaggregating the entire southern region into just two 
zone of benefit regions as shown on Figure ES7. Table ES8 and Table ES9 shows the costs and transportation 
mitigation fee per dwelling unit for each of the ZOB 1 and 2.   
 

TABLE ES8 
ZOB 1 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 1,225 $6,408,375
Commercial 2,488 $13,010,452
Industrial 0 $0
Total 3,713 $19,418,827
Cost/EDU $5,229  

 
 

TABLE ES9 
ZOB 2 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 5,092 $14,178,557
Commercial 496 $1,421,348
Industrial 412 $1,204,149
Total 6,000 $16,804,053
Cost/EDU $2,801  

 
Based upon the fee amounts identified above along with yearly development assumptions, a yearly fee accrual to 
cost expenditure chart has been created.  As indicated in Chart ES-1, the fee program is anticipated to collect 
sufficient yearly fees to cover improvements costs.  {Note:  This fee represents a smoothed average pace for both 
development and transportation cost expenditures.  Actually development levels and transportation expenditures 
will occur at various rates.} 
  
The chart below shows revenue and cost tracking over a 20 year period. 
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CHART ES-1 

REVENUE AND COST TRACKING CHART 
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An example fee calculation for various land use types and sizes is presented in Table ES8. 
 
 

TABLE ES8 
FEE CALCULATION EXAMPLE 

Landuse Quantity Unit EDU/unit Total EDU Cost
ZOB 1 - Cost/EDU
Low Density Residential 213 d.u. 0.92 196 $1,024,747
Medium Density Residential 245 d.u. 0.80 196 $1,024,956
High Density Residential 363 d.u. 0.54 196 $1,025,061
Shopping Center 1 71 ksf 2.78 198 $1,032,833
General Office 76 ksf 2.60 198 $1,033,323
Light Industrial (General Park w/o Commercial) 204 ksf 0.96 196 $1,024,120

Shopping Center 2 100 ksf 3.77 377 $1,970,174
Shopping Center 3 200 ksf 3.22 645 $3,372,458

$5,229
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ES.8 – ADDITIONAL REVENUE SOURCES 
 
Additional transportation funding is expected from State and federal funding programs.  These funds would be 
directed towards the Main Street and Gas Point Road I-5 interchange improvements. 
 
ES.9 – DIRECT CONSTRUCTION OF IMPROVEMENTS 
 
As appropriate, the County may choose to provide fee credits to developers who either dedicate land or construct 
transportation facilities included in the fee program.  However, the determination of providing fee credits must be 
based upon the priority of when certain transportation improvements are required.  Lower priority improvements 
may not be eligible for fee credits. 
 
ES.10 – FEE ORDINANCE 
 
The fee ordinance should be updated whenever significant changes to the proposed development patterns occur. 
In addition, it is recommended that the fee ordinance be reviewed every two years. By law, it is required that the 
fee ordinance be reviewed and revised accordingly every five years. The life of the fee presented in this study is 
anticipated to be 20 years and will terminate when all specific improvements identified to be funded by the fee 
program have been fully constructed. For simplification of the administration of the fee program, the four zones 
of benefit identified in the prior sections of this report have been simplified to two zones of benefit as shown on 
Figure ES7. However the fees are based on the nexus analysis of the four zones of benefit modeled. 





ZOB 2

ZOB 1
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CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION  
 
BACKGROUND  
 
Growth and development pressures continue not only within the Cottonwood area of Shasta County but also 
within the City of Anderson.  Planning an efficient and affordable transportation system to alleviate existing 
traffic congestion and support future development within the Shasta County Southern Region is the primary 
focus of this area-wide transportation planning analysis. Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency retained OMNI-MEANS, Ltd. to develop the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) to mitigate future 
impacts on the County’s circulation system from new development based on the nexus between new development 
and the need for additional transportation facilities. The Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee has been determined for 
the buildout Year 2027, and also for Years 2010, 2015 and 2020 which are 5-year increments. 
 
Without this comprehensive study, transportation improvements within the Shasta County Southern Region that 
would occur without a framework for interconnection.  Over time, increased development within the Shasta 
County Southern Region would create more auto, truck, and pedestrian traffic, all using the existing limited 
transportation infrastructure. This study helps provide a planning framework for the necessary transportation 
improvements that enables the Southern Region to grow and develop in a logical and efficient manner, with 
infrastructure that emphasizes safety and multi-modal transportation opportunities. 
 
POPULATION GROWTH  
 
Traffic conditions within the Shasta County Southern Region will change dramatically over the next 20-years, 
primarily due to development within the southern portion of the City of Anderson and the Cottonwood 
community. Population growth projections for this area was estimated based on historical growth rates, the 
Shasta County General Plan, the Cottonwood Area Plan, and professional interpretation of existing opportunity 
and land use constraints within the Southern Region. These projections assume that the existing City and County 
General Plan land use designations will remain unchanged.  
 
The total residential, commercial, and industrial development that is anticipated to occur during each of the 5-
years 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2027 are summarized in Table 1. 
 

TABLE 1 
5-YEAR BAND LAND USE ESTIMATES 

Residential Commercial Industrial
Units d.u. ksf ksf
Year 2010 2,208 480.82 13.88
Year 2015 3,927 861.91 27.77
Year 2020 5,406 958.69 41.65
Year 2027 7,341 1,014.77 55.54  

 
 

As shown in the above able, at the end of the buildout year 2027, the study area is expected to accommodate 
7,341 residential units, 1,014.77 thousand square feet of commercial and 55.54 thousand square feet of industrial 
development. 
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PURPOSE OF STUDY  
 

With growth and development pressures continuing in the Cottonwood area of Shasta County and the City of 
Anderson, the Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency is interested in planning an efficient and 
affordable transportation system that would solve existing traffic congestion and support future development.  
The financing mechanism for these transportation improvements would be a development impact fee. A 
development impact fee is a monetary exaction other than a tax or special assessment that is charged by a local 
governmental agency to an applicant in connection with approval of a development project for the purpose of 
defraying all or a portion of the cost of public facilities related to the development project. 
 
The legal requirements of development impact fee program are referred to as “AB 1600” requirements. AB 1600 
requires that all public agencies satisfy the following requirements when establishing, increasing, or imposing a 
fee as a condition of approval for a development project: 

 
1. Identify the purpose of the fee. 
2. Identify the specific use of the fee. 
3. Determine that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the type of    

development on which the fee is imposed. 
4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and the 

type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 
5. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the cost of 

the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable to the development on which the 
fee is imposed. 

 
The “reasonable relationship” test was supplemented by a test of “rough proportionality” in the 1994 United 
States Supreme Court decision in Dolan V. City of Tigard. In this case, the United States Supreme Court decided 
that, in order to impose and collect any exactions on new developments, the City or the local governing agency 
should show a relationship between the fees imposed and the impact of the proposed development on which the 
fee is imposed. 
    
ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 
The remainder of this report has been organized into following chapters: 
 

Chapter II – Matrix Evaluation 
Provides a detailed explanation regarding how the various alternative transportation improvement plans 
developed for this study were analyzed and the determination of the most preferred alternative. 
 
Chapter III - Southern Region Development Assumptions and Trip Generation Estimates 
Defines the various development assumptions and trip generation estimates. 
 
Chapter IV - Southern Region Transportation Improvement Phasing 
Provides intersection and roadway capacity analysis for each of the 5-year bands and transportation 
improvement phasing for the southern region. 
 
Chapter V - Fee Methodology 
Provides a detailed explanation regarding calculating the Transportation Impact Mitigation Fee for the 
various land use categories. 
 
Chapter VI - Transportation Fee Calculations 
Provides fee calculations based on net transportation improvement costs. 
 
Chapter VII - Transportation Fee Justification, Implementation and Administration 
Provides information on fee justification, implementation, and administrative requirements. 
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CHAPTER II – MATRIX EVALUATION 
 
Background - The Summary of Matrix Evaluation working paper was the third working paper prepared for the 
Shasta County Southern Area study. Prior to this working paper, two working papers were prepared for this 
study region. The first working paper titled Transportation Issues and Options presented a summary of existing 
conditions, forecasts of future traffic volumes, an assessment of improvement needs, and four transportation 
sketch plans that are reiterated below. Working Paper No. 2 entitled Summary of Matrix Evaluation Process 
presented a discussion of the matrix evaluation process which is a screening process designed to provide an 
objective method to compare the alternative transportation improvement plans developed for this study and to 
determine the most preferred alternative.  Four alternative plans were identified in the initial Transportation 
Issues and Options working paper as follows: 
 

Transportation Alternative 1 consists of new north/south arterial facility having its origin at the Shasta 
County/Tehama County line, continuing northwards, intersecting Gas Point Road and finally tying into 
West Anderson Drive. This alternative also includes an east/west arterial facility between West Anderson 
Drive and Rhonda Road. This alternative does not assume the development of the Vineyards project. 
 
Transportation Alternative 2 is identical to alternative 1 but assumes the development of the Vineyards 
project. 
 
Transportation Alternative 3 consists of new north/south arterial facility having its origin at the Shasta 
County/Tehama County line, continuing northwards, intersecting Gas Point Road and finally tying into 
West Anderson Drive. This alternative also includes an east/west arterial facility having its western 
terminus at West Anderson Drive and its eastern terminus at the Main Street/Interstate 5 interchange. The 
new east/west arterial would tie into the Main Street interchange providing a partial interchange with I-5. 
With the construction of a partial interchange at Main Street/I-5, realignment of Rhonda Road would be 
requried. This alternative does not assume the development of Vineyards project. 
 
Transportation Alternative 4 is identical to Alternative 3 but assumes the development of the Vineyards 
project. 

 
Analysis of each of these alternatives provided insight regarding transportation facility sizing.  The conclusion 
reached in Working Paper No. 1 indicates that modification of the Main Street interchange to allow full freeway 
access was necessary to relieve peak hour traffic demands at the Gas Point Road/I-5 interchange.  Without 
modification of the Main Street interchange, a four lane interchange would be required at Gas Point Road. 
 
Subsequent to completion of Working Paper No. 2, additional analysis was completed to determine the affects of 
converting the Main Street interchange into a I-5 northbound off and I-5 northbound on facility.  Currently 
approved projects in the vicinity of the interchange would significantly complicate construction of southbound 
ramps at this interchange. 
 
Constraints Mapping – To facilitate the determination of preferred roadway alignments, an areawide constraints 
mapping procedure was completed.  The following constraint items were included within this analysis: 
 

1. Steep slopes 
2. Recorded and proposed maps 
3. Known wetlands (NWI) 
4. Archaeological sensitive areas (NE) – [Note: record search did not yield any known sites.] 
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5. Known endangered species and sensitive habitats – [Note: record search did not yield any known sites.] 
6. USGS “blue-line” streams 
7. Canals 
8. Parcels and structures 
9. Existing right-of-way 

 
Figure 1 provides an overview of the various constraints mapping items superimposed on the study area 
roadway facility route locations.  This map was used in selecting the alternative roadway alignment routes as 
presented in the working paper. 
   
Matrix Evaluation Approach - The focus of Working Paper No. 3 was to present the full matrix evaluation of 
various north/south and east/west alignments (consistent with guidelines contained within the Shasta County 
General Plan).  The end result of this procedure identified the preferred transportation circulation alternative that 
would serve as a backbone to support the existing and future transportation needs within the Shasta County 
Southern Region. 
 
To facilitate a more direct and not overly complicated matrix evaluation, the project team has chosen to analyze  
future Year 2027 conditions with full development of the Vineyards, modification to the Main Street 
Interchange, and modification to the Gas Point Road interchange.  In addition, the north/south and east/west 
alternative alignments were analyzed separately within the matrix analysis.  A preferred alignment for both the 
north/south and east/west alternative alignments were first determined, then both of these alignments were 
combined to form the overall preferred facility alignments.    
 
Five different alignment options for the north/south corridor and four different alignment options for the 
east/west corridor were developed for analysis in this study.   These alignments are illustrated on Figure 2 and 
Figure 3, respectively. 
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The matrix evaluation is a screening process designed to provide an objective method to compare the different 
north/south and east/west alternative transportation improvement plans developed for this study.  Omni-Means 
has developed the Alternative Selection Decision Matrix (ASDM) to formalize and simplify this procedure. 
 
The ASDM provides a means to identify and either quantitatively or qualitatively evaluate the advantages and 
disadvantages of each of the five north/south and four east/west alternatives.  The ASDM provides a means to 
"weigh" the importance of each criterion, so that the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative can be 
compared and ranked in relation to each other.  These rankings allow the identification of preferred alternative(s), 
taking into consideration the technical and social concerns of the community. 
 
Each alternative likely meets or exceeds the threshold for some criterion, and fall short on others.  In the end, this 
ASDM procedure, based upon the criterion importance weighting and scoring, determines the relative merits of 
each alternative.  The overall ASDM procedure involves a six-step process: 
 

4) Develop Need and Purpose criteria 
5) Prepare Need and Purpose initial screening check 
6) Develop a list of "evaluation criteria". 
4) Determine "relative weighing" for each evaluation criteria 
5) Score each evaluation criteria for each alternative passing initial Need and Purpose screen check 
6) Calculate the final weighted scores for each alternative 
 

The following discussion provides a more detailed description of the process. 
 
2.1 - NEED AND PURPOSE 
The first step in the ASDM process is to develop a list of Need and Purpose criteria that is used to screen the 
alternatives for further matrix evaluation.  Each Need and Purpose criteria have been formulated to relate 
specifically to the goals and objectives of the overall study, along with being consistent with existing General 
Plan policies.  As setforth at by the RTPA, the specific goals and objectives of this study are as follows:  
 

The purpose of the Transportation Planning Study is to identify an efficient and affordable 
transportation system that will minimize congestion and improve safety as development occurs in 
the study area.  The purpose of the Traffic Impact Fee program is to assign a fair share of 
improvement costs to new development.  The study will focus on the need for two new future 
roadways running north/south and east/west through the study area.  The study will also examine 
needed improvements to existing roads such as Rhonda Road, Gas Point Road, First Street and 
Main Street.  In collaboration with Caltrans, the study will also examine improvements to the 
Gas Point Road Interchange and other possible access to Interstate 5.   
 

The need and purpose criteria presented in this working paper have been determined through joint consensus of 
the TAC and agency staff.   
 
Each transportation alternative is reviewed to determine if each need and purpose criteria are met, this is step 
number two.  This initial screening process uses a simple yes “Y” or no “N” scoring of each need and purpose 
criteria.  Those alternatives that score fifty percent or greater “yes” scores for all of the criteria were passed to the 
full evaluation, as described below.  Those alternatives that score less than fifty percent “yes” score were 
eliminated from further consideration. 
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Criteria 1 2 3 4 5
Traffic Operations/Congestion Y Y N Y Y
Safety Y Y N Y Y
Environmental Sensitivity Y Y N Y Y
Community Impacts Y Y N Y Y
Constructability Y Y N Y Y
Design Standards Conformance Y Y N Y Y
Cost Y Y Y Y Y

Meets Pupose and Need? Y Y N Y Y

North/South Collector Facilities
NEED AND PURPOSE CHECKLIST

Alternative No.

 
 
As shown in the above table, Alternative 3 north/south collector facility is not found to meet the purpose and 
need criteria. There is a fatal flaw associated with this alternative as this alternative terminates into Anderson 
Drive within the Vineyards specific plan area. Therefore this alternative will not be considered for subsequent 
evaluation of the alternatives. 
 

Criteria 1 2 3 4
Traffic Operations/Congestion Y Y Y Y
Safety Y Y Y Y
Environmental Sensitivity Y Y Y Y
Community Impacts Y Y Y Y
Constructability Y Y Y Y
Design Standards Conformance Y Y Y Y
Cost Y Y Y Y

Meets Pupose and Need? Y Y Y Y

East/West Collector Facility
NEED AND PURPOSE CHECKLIST

Alternative No.

 
 

2.2 - EVALUATION CRITERIA 
The second step in the ASDM procedure is to develop a list of evaluation criterion for use in scoring each 
alternative under consideration.  The evaluation criteria were derived from the initial list of need and purpose 
criteria as determined through joint consensus of the TAC and agency staff.   
  
Following is a brief description of the seven (7) evaluation categories: 
 

Traffic Operations: This criterion refers to the level of traffic congestion that may be associated with each of 
the alternatives.  Congestion levels are determined through use of the LOS grading system.  This system  
provides the ability to score each alternative based upon anticipated vehicular speeds, density and delay 
times (ie congestion).  The traffic operations criteria specifically relates to the alternatives impact on 
vehicular travel.  

 
Safety: The safety criterion provides a measure of potential safety enhancements within the study area traffic 
circulation system due to the proposed improvement alternatives.  This criteria will specifically assess the 
alternatives impact on known existing high traffic accident locations.    
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Cost:  The cost criteria provides a means to include the expected costs for each alternative, into the decision 
making process, and is based upon rough planning level cost estimates.  This criteria will be used to score the 
cost of each alternative in direct relationship to the other alternatives costs.  {Note:  The costs presented in 
the ASDM are planning level estimates for comparative purposes only and do not represent actual costs. 
Actual project construction costs for each listed component or as totaled may vary substantially and 
therefore should not be used outside of the context of this comparison.} 
 
Environmental Impact: This criterion provides a subjective indication of the possible environmental effects 
resulting from each of the alternatives. 
 
Community Impact:  The community impact criteria specifically relates to how each alternative will impact 
existing residential and commercial properties within the study area.  These impacts are scored based upon 
right-of-way, housing units and commercial square foot taken as a result of the alternative in question.  In 
addition this criteria provides a subjective scoring of the overall community acceptance for each alternative.  
  

 
Design Standards: Roadway and interchange design standards are set by the local agency, Caltrans and the 
FHWA.  This criteria scores each alterantive as it relates to these design standards.  The level of deviation 
from a mandatory or advisory standard is scored.  

 
Constructability:  The constructability criteria has two components; ability to phase, and ability to finance.  
Ablilty to phase refers to the ease of constructing a particular alternative and the impacts expected during the 
construction phase.  Ability to finance refers to funding, and funding timing issues.  

 
 
2.3 - WEIGHING EVALUATION CRITERIA 
The third step in the ASDM evaluation procedure is determining the "relative importance" of each evaluation 
criteria by assigning a weighing value to each.  Certain criterion is considered by both the TAC and community 
to be more important than others.  Therefore, each evaluated criterion is assigned a relative weighted value to 
indicate its relative importance in relation to the other criteria. 
 
Each of the evaluation criterions are weighted on a scale of one to five.  Five is the upper end of the scale and 
indicates that the evaluated criterion is of extreme importance.  One therefore is the low end of the scale and 
indicates that the evaluation criterion is far less important.  Each criterion is weighted independent of the others. 
For example, multiple criteria may be considered extremely important and each assigned a five.  Conversely, 
other criteria may be considered far less important and assigned lower numbers.  
 

1
2
3
4
5 Critical

Relative Weighing Scale
Unimportant

Less Important
Important

Very Important
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Major Catagories
Traffic Operations/Congestion 5
Safety 4
Environmental Sensitivity 4
Right of Way Impacts 3
Constructability 4
Design Standards Conformance 2
Cost 3
Community Impacts
Right-of-Way 2
Residential Unit Take 4
Commercial Square Footage Take 4
Loss of Access 3
Community Acceptance 4

Criteria
Average 

Score

 
 
 

2.4 - EVALUATION CRITERIA SCORING 
The fourth step in the ASDM procedure is evaluating and scoring each alternative (passing the Need and Purpose 
initial screening procedure) within each evaluation category.  The scoring in each evaluation category is then 
multiplied by the “importance weighting” and totaled with the other categories to arrive at an overall ranking.   
 
Within the ASDM, there may be some multiplication of impacts.  For instance, an alternative that impacts a 
commercial building is scored low for the impact, then receive another low score resulting from the cost increase 
for the property acquisition, and if the business required relocation, a low score for relocation assistance.  In this 
way, major impacts are given relatively greater importance within the matrix thereby affecting final scoring 
totals. 
 
Throughout the ASDM, there are various criteria that are not easily quantifiable but nonetheless represent an 
important consideration in the Alternative Selection process.  For these criteria, a qualitative scale of one (1) to 
ten (10) was utilized, where; one (1) represents a significant impact (bad) and therefore does not provide a high 
score, and ten (10) represents little or no impact (good), and scores high.  
 
Following is a description of each recommended evaluation criteria.  
 

Traffic Operations 
This criterion refers to the level of traffic congestion, traffic volumes and travel times associated with 
each of the alternatives.  Congestion levels are determined through use of the LOS grading system.  This 
system  provides the ability to score each alternative based upon anticipated vehicular speeds, density 
and delay times (ie congestion).  Additionally, this criteria also scores the expected vehicles miles 
traveled (VMT), and contributions to I-5 mainline peak hour traffic flows for each alternative.  
 
To score the alternatives based on Levels of Service, a point system was applied to quantify LOS 
operations for the facilities analyzed. Points were assigned for expected changes in LOS from a base “No 
Project” alternative.  Improvements to LOS conditions score higher and LOS deterioration score lower.  
A total of five (5) letter grade changes (both positive and negative) from LOS “A” through “F”.  For 
example, if the “No Project” condition is expected to have a LOS C value and the alternative is expected 
to result in LOS “ E” conditions, then the alternative shows a -2 LOS grade change.  Converseley, if the 
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alternative is expected to result in LOS A conditions then a +2 LOS grade change is scored. Intersection 
and Roadway Levels of service for the “No Project” and “Plus Project” conditions are included in the 
Appendix A   The scoring of each of the eleven grade changes possible are listed below: 
 

Level of Service Grade Change Score

+5 10
+4 9
+3 8
+2 7
+1 6
0 5
-1 4
-2 3
-3 2
-4 1
-5 0

Scoring Scale
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1 2 4 5

Roadways
Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. Anderson Dr 5 5 5 5
Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to I-5 6 6 6 6
4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 5 5 5 5
1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 5 5 5 5
1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 5 5 5 5
Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 5 5 5 5
Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 5 5 5 5
Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 5 5 5 5
Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 5 5 5 5
W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to Olinda Rd. 5 5 5 5
Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 5 5 5 5
Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 5 5 5 5
Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to Deschutes Rd. 5 5 5 5
Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 5 5 5 5
Deschutes Rd. – SR 273 to I-5 5 5 5 5
Deschutes Rd. – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 5 5 5 5
Intersections

5 5 5 5
8 8 8 8
7 7 7 7
8 8 8 8
8 8 8 8
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
8 8 8 8
5 5 5 5
4 4 4 4

Score 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ON STUDY AREA 
ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS

Location

4th Street / Locust Road

Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive
Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road
Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps

4th Street / Main Street

North/South Collector Facilities

Deschutes Road / I-5 NB Ramps / Locust Road
Deschutes Road / I-5 SB Ramps
State Route 273 / Factory Outlet Drive

4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road
1st Street / Main Street
1st Street / Locust Road
Balls’s Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road

Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps

Alternative No.
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1 2 3 4

Roadways
Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. Anderson Dr 5 5 5 5
Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to I-5 6 6 6 6
4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 5 5 5 5
1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 5 5 5 5
1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 5 5 5 5
Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 5 5 5 5
Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 5 5 5 5
Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 5 5 5 5
Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 5 5 5 5
W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to Olinda Rd. 5 5 5 5
Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 5 5 5 5
Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 5 5 5 5
Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to Deschutes Rd. 5 5 5 5
Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 5 5 5 5
Deschutes Rd. – SR 273 to I-5 5 5 5 5
Deschutes Rd. – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 5 5 5 5
Intersections

5 5 5 5
8 8 8 8
7 7 7 7
8 8 8 8
8 8 8 8
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5
8 8 8 8
5 5 5 5
4 4 4 4

Score 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5

Alternative No.

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ON STUDY AREA 
ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS

Location

4th Street / Locust Road

Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive
Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road
Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps

East/West Collector Facility

Deschutes Road / I-5 NB Ramps / Locust Road
Deschutes Road / I-5 SB Ramps
State Route 273 / Factory Outlet Drive

4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road
1st Street / Main Street
1st Street / Locust Road
Balls’s Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road

Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps
4th Street / Main Street

 
 
The second scoring category under this criteria is congested travel time and VMT.  Total congested 
travel time and VMT expected for each alternative with the least expensive alternative is ranked as lower 
than the most expensive alternative. 

 
The scoring scale for this criteria is based upon the relative differential in Travel time and VMT between 
each of the different alternatives.  The median travel time and VMT of all alternatives is determined and 
used as the benchmark score of “5”.   
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Percent Variance from Median Score
25% less than median 10
20% less than median 9
15% less than median 8
10% less than median 7
5% less than median 6
Equal to median 5
5% greater than median 4
10% greater than median 3
15% greater than median 2
20% greater than median 1
25% greater than median 0

Scoring Scale

 
 

 

1 2 4 5

Estimated Travel Time (Minutes) 114.41 109.96 105.52 107.74
109.96

4% 0% -4% -2%
Score 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Estimated VMT 181,243 169,243 157,243 163,243
163,243

11% 4% -4% 0%
Score 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

TRAVEL TIME AND VMT ON STUDY AREA ROADWAYS
North/South Collector Facilities

Median VMT

Median Travel Time
Percent Variance from Median Travel Time

Percent Variance from Median VMT

Alternative No.

 
 
 

1 2 3 4

Estimated Travel Time (Minutes) 109.52 109.96 110.41 110.18
110.29

-1% 0% 0% 0%
Score 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Estimated VMT 168,043 169,243 170,443 169,243
169,243

-1% 0% 1% 0%
Score 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

East/West Collector Facility

Median VMT
Percent Variance from Median VMT

Alternative No.

TRAVEL TIME AND VMT ON STUDY AREA ROADWAYS

Median Travel Time
Percent Variance from Median Travel Time

 
 
 
The final scoring category under this criteria is the expected traffic volume contributions to I-5 mainline 
peak hour traffic flolws.  This scoring category provided the ability to score each alternative in respect to 
its ability to keep locally generated traffic on local parallel facilities as opposed to on I-5 mainline. 
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The scoring scale for this criteria is based upon the relative differential in expected I-5 mainline peak 
hour traffic between each of the different alternatives.  The median peak hour volume contributed to I-5 
of all alternatives is determined and used as the benchmark score of “5”.   

 
 

Percent Variance from Median Traffic 
Increase Score

25% less than median traffic increase 10
20% less than median traffic increase 9
15% less than median traffic increase 8
10% less than median traffic increase 7
5% less than median traffic increase 6
Equal to median traffic increase 5
5% greater than median traffic increase 4
10% greater than median traffic increase 3
15% greater than median traffic increase 2
20% greater than median traffic increase 1
25% greater than median traffic increase 0

Scoring Scale

 
 
 

1 2 4 5

Estimated Mainline Traffic Contribution 2,813 2,063 1,688 1,631
2,063
36% 0% -18% -21%

Score 0 5 8 10

North/South Collector Facilities

Median VMT
Percent Variance from Median VMT

Alternative No.

PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONTRIBUTIONS TO I-5 MAINLINE

Mainline Traffic Contribution

 
 

 
 

1 2 3 4

Estimated Mainline Traffic Contribution 1,875 1,875 1,875 1,875
1,875
0% 0% 0% 0%

Score 5 5 5 5

East/West Collector Facility

Median VMT
Percent Variance from Median VMT

Alternative No.

PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONTRIBUTIONS TO I-5 MAINLINE

Mainline Traffic Contribution

 
 

 
Safety 
Impacts are determined by percentage improvements (subjective determination) to existing high accident 
locations using TASAS and SWITRS for both County and State facilities. Scoring for each alternative is 
based upon percentage improvement of traffic safety (again subjective) as follows. 
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Percentage Improvement Score
100% Improvement 10
90%  Improvement 9
80%  Improvement 8
70%  Improvement 7
60%  Improvement 6
50%  Improvement 5
40%  Improvement 4
30%  Improvement 3
20%  Improvement 2
10%  Improvement 1
0%  Improvement 0

Scoring Scale

 
 
 

1 2 4 5

Percentage Improvement 80% 70% 60% 60%
4 8 7 6 6

8.0 7.0 6.0 6.0

North/South Collector Facilities

Alternative No.

TRAFFIC SAFETY ON THE ROADWAY SYSTEM

Safety Improvement
Importance
Weighing

Weighted Score

 Score 

 
 
 

1 2 3 4

Percentage Improvement 60% 60% 60% 60%
4 6 6 6 6

6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

East/West Collector Facility

Score

Weighted Score

Importance
Weighing

Alternative No.

TRAFFIC SAFETY ON THE ROADWAY SYSTEM

Safety Improvement

 
 
 
Costs  
The individual scoring for each alternative is based on the estimated costs, with the least expensive 
alternative scoring highest, and the most expensive alternative scoring lowest. {The costs presented in 
the ASDM will be for comparative purposes only and will not represent actual costs. Actual project 
construction costs for each listed component or as totaled may vary substantially and therefore should 
not be used outside of the context of this comparison.} 
 
The rating scale for this criteria is based upon the relative cost differential between each of the different 
alternatives.  Preliminary cost estimates for the Gas Point Road and Main Street interchange 
improvements are included in Chapter III.  The median cost of all alternatives was determined and used 
as the benchmark score of “5”.   
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Percent Variance from Median Cost Score
25% less than median improvement cost 10

20% less than median improvement cost 9

15% less than median improvement cost 8

10% less than median improvement cost 7

5% less than median improvement cost 6

Equal to median improvement cost 5

5% greater than median improvement cost 4

10% greater than median improvement cost 3

15% greater than median improvement cost 2

20% greater than median improvement cost 1

25% greater than median improvement cost 0

Scoring Scale

 
 
 

1 2 4 5

New East/West Collector (average cost) $26,432,142 $26,432,142 $26,432,142 $26,432,142

New North/South Collector $12,639,264 $29,350,741 $22,821,572 $17,599,204

I-5/Gas Point Road Interchange Improvements $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000

I-5/Main Street Interchange Improvements $8,181,000 $8,181,000 $8,181,000 $8,181,000

Gas Point Road Improvements $8,230,000 $8,230,000 $8,230,000 $8,230,000

Rhonda Road Improvements $2,264,400 $2,264,400 $2,264,400 $2,264,400
$71,746,806 $88,458,283 $81,929,114 $76,706,746
$79,317,930

-10% 12% 3% -3%
Score 4 2 5 6

Note: 

Total Cost
Median Cost

Percentage Variance from Median Cost

Cost Estimates for the Main Street and Gas Point Road Interchanges are included in Table ES 1.
 The costs do not tie exactly to Table ES 1 because they were refined after the matrix work was completed.

Alternative No.

IMPROVEMENT COSTS WITHIN STUDY AREA

Location

North/South Collector Facilities
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1 2 3 4

New East/West Collector $26,304,749 $26,358,182 $27,149,298 $25,916,339

New North/South Collector (average cost) $21,326,686 $21,326,686 $21,326,686 $21,326,686

I-5/Gas Point Road Interchange Improvements $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 $14,000,000

I-5/Main Street Interchange Improvements $8,181,000 $8,181,000 $8,181,000 $8,181,000

Gas Point Road Improvements $8,230,000 $8,230,000 $8,230,000 $8,230,000

Rhonda Road Improvements $2,264,400 $2,264,400 $2,264,400 $2,264,400
$80,306,835 $80,360,268 $81,151,384 $79,918,425
$80,112,630

0% 0% 1% 0%
Score 5 5 5 5

Cost Estimates for the Main Street and Gas Point Road Interchanges are included in Table ES1.
The costs do not tie exactly to Table ES 1 because they were refined after the matrix work was completed.

Alternative No.

IMPROVEMENT COSTS WITHIN STUDY AREA

Location

East/West Collector Facility

Note:  

Total Cost
Median Cost

Percentage Variance from Median Cost

 
 
 

Environmental Sensitivity 
Environmental sensitivity subjectively (field observations only) considers the potential impacts of the 
alternatives on various environmental criteria such as biological, wetlands, historical, neighborhood, etc. 
 The following rating scale and criteria is used to score each alterantive for environmental impacts: 
 

Severity of Impact Score

No Impact 10
9
8

Potentially Less Than Significant Impact 7
6

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated 5
4

Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated 3
2
1

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact 0

Scoring Scale
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1 2 4 5

5 7 7 7 7
2 7 7 7 7
3 7 7 7 7
5 7 7 7 7

5 3 3 3 3
5 3 3 3 3
5 3 3 3 3
5 3 3 3 3
3 3 3 3 3
3 7 7 7 7

Air 4 2 5 5 5
3 7 7 7 7
3 7 7 7 7

5.1 5.3 5.3 5.3
4.8 5.0 5.0 5.0

Services & Utilities
Aesthetics

Cultural Resources (historical)
Hydrology
Noise

   Wildlife (species of concern)
Riparian Areas

ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY

Land Use
Recreation
Farmlands

North/South Collector Facilities

Total Unweighted Score
Weighted Score

Alternative No.

Criteria

Importance 
Weighting

Socio-Economic (Section 4f)
Biological Resources
   Vegetation

 
 

1 2 3 4

5 7 7 7 7
2 7 7 7 7
3 7 7 7 7
5 7 7 7 7

5 3 3 3 3
5 3 3 3 3
5 3 3 3 3
5 3 3 3 3
3 3 3 3 3
3 7 7 7 7

Air Quality 4 5 5 5 5
3 7 7 7 7
3 7 7 7 7

5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3
5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Services & Utilities
Aesthetics

Cultural Resources (historical)
Hydrology
Noise

Riparian Areas

ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY

Land Use
Recreation
Farmlands

East/West Collector Facility

Total Unweighted Score
Weighted Score

Alternative No.

Criteria

Importance 
Weighting

Socio-Economic (Section 4f)
Biological Resources
   Vegetation
   Wildlife (species of concern)
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Community Impacts 
The scoring scale for this criterion is based upon the level of impacts to currently developed areas within 
the Shasta County Southern Region.  Some alternatives would require relocation of existing buildings, 
while other alternatives affect only undeveloped portions of the study area.  Generally, the total number 
of buildings, and acreage of currently developed parcels was used to determine the level of significance. 
Community impacts criteria are essentially a quantification of impacts by type and include the following 
(and include impacts during project construction): 
 

• Right-of-way taken 
• Residential Impact 
• Commercial square footage (KSF) take 
• Loss of access 
• Community Acceptance 
• Community Accessibility 
• Local economy impacts 

 
Scoring for the community impacts is the same as the scoring for the cost criteria, where the scoring is 
based upon percentage difference from median for all alternatives.  The criteria for right-of-way is acres, 
residential impact in number of units, commercial square footage taken is thousand square feet (KSF), 
and loss of access is  total daily trips affected.  
 

Variance from Median Score
25% less than median 10
20% less than median 9
15% less than median 8
10% less than median 7
5% less than median 6
Equal to median 5
5% greater than median 4
10% greater than median 3
15% greater than median 2
20% greater than median 1
25% greater than median 0

   Adverse Community Impacts

 
 
 

Variance from Median Score
Very Strong Community Acceptance 10

9
Strong Community Acceptance 8

7
6

Community Nuetral 5
4
3

Strong Community Opposition 2
1

Very Strong Community Opposition 0

   Community Acceptance
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1 2 4 5

2 84.63 99.23 84.39 76.58
84.51
0% 17% 0% -9%
5 2 5 7

4 8 12 9 9
9

-11% 33% 0% 0%
7 0 5 5

4 0 0 0 0
0

0% 0% 0% 0%
5 5 5 5

3 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
3,000
0% 0% 0% 0%
5 5 5 5

4 4 4 8 8
4 4 8 8

5.2 3.2 5.6 6.0
5.2 3.2 5.8 6.0

Criteria

Importance 
Weighting

COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Score

   Residential Impact

   Commercial Building Square Footage Take

Median Residential Unit Impact
Percent Variance from Median Residential Unit Impact

North/South Collector Facilities

Median Square Footage Take
Percent Variance from Median Square Footage Take

Score

Score

Adverse Community Impacts
   Right-of-Way Take (Acres)

Median Right-of-Way Take
Percent Variance from Median Right-of-Way Take

Alternative No.

Score

Percent Variance from Median AMT
Median Loss-of-Access ADT

Total Unweighted Score
Weighted Score

Score

   Loss-of-Access (ADT)

Community Acceptance
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1 2 3 4

2 88.82 88.90 90.08 88.24
88.86027

0% 0% 1% -1%
5 5 5 5

4 1 0 0 1
0.5

100% -100% -100% 100%
0 10 10 0

4 0 0 0 0
0

0% 0% 0% 0%
5 5 5 5

3 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
3,000
0% 0% 0% 0%
5 5 5 5

4 6 8 7 6
6 8 7 6

4.2 6.6 6.4 4.2
4.1 7.0 6.7 4.1

Alternative No.
Criteria

Importance 
Weighting

COMMUNITY IMPACTS

   Residential Impact

   Commercial Building Square Footage Take

Median Right-of-Way Take
Percent Variance from Median Right-of-Way Take

Median Residential Unit Impact
Percent Variance from Median Residential Unit Impact

Total Unweighted Score
Weighted Score

Score

   Loss-of-Access (ADT)

Community Acceptance
Score

Score

Percent Variance from Median AMT
Median Loss-of-Access ADT

East/West Collector Facility

Median Square Footage Take
Percent Variance from Median Square Footage Take

Score

Score

Adverse Community Impacts
   Right-of-Way Take (Acres)

 
   

Design Standards Conformance 
Roadway and interchange design standards are set by the local agency, Caltrans and the FHWA. The 
roadway design standars criteria is divided into State and Local facilities. On the State highway system, 
it is required that a Design Exception Fact Sheet be prepared and approved for each deviation from a 
mandatory or advisory standard. Design preferences do not require a separate approval process, however 
any deviation from a preferred design must be justifiable. Relevant standards that can be quantified in 
the ASDM are as follows: 
 

State Facilities: 
• Mandatory Design Exceptions 

o Local Access opposite an Off Ramp 
o Interchange Spacing (<1500m) 
o Intersection Spacing (<125m) 

• Advisory Design Exceptions 
o Intersection Spacing (<160m) 
o Auxiliary Lane Requirements (<600m) 
o Weaving Length (<500m) 
 

• Preferences 
o No Loop Off Ramps 
o No Hook On Ramps 
o Good Pedestrian/ADA and Bicycle Compatibility 
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o Good Driver Expectation 
 
Local Facilities: 

• County Design Standards 
o Roadway Cross-Section 
o Intersection Spacing 
o Design Speed 
o Max. Grade 
o Pedestrian Facility 

 
Points are applied for each standard using the following qualitative ranking scale:  

 
 

Percentage of Design Exceptions Score
0% design exceptions 10
10%  design exceptions 9
20%  design exceptions 8
30%  design exceptions 7
40%  design exceptions 6
50%  design exceptions 5
60%  design exceptions 4
70%  design exceptions 3
80%  design exceptions 2
90%  design exceptions 1
100%  design exceptions 0

Scoring Scale
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1 2 4 5

0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%

10% 10% 10% 10%
10% 10% 10% 10%
10% 10% 10% 10%
0% 0% 0% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%

1 2 4 5

5 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10
4 10 10 10 10
4 9 9 9 9
3 9 9 9 9
3 9 9 9 9
5 10 10 10 10

5 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10
3 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10

Total Unweighted Score 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8
Weighted Score 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8

DESIGN STANDARDS

   Intersection Spacing (<125m)

Alternative No.
Criteria

   Pedestrian Facility

   Turning Pocket Lengths
   Deceleration Distance
   Pedestrian/ADA/Bicycles

   Roadway Cross-Section

   Design Speed
   Max. Grade

County Facilities

   Intersection Spacing

   Aux Lane Length (<600m)
   Design Speed

State Facilities
   Interchange Spacing (<1500m)

Scoring

Importance 
Weighting

Alternative No.
Criteria

   Turning Pocket Lengths
   Deceleration Distance
   Pedestrian/ADA/Bicycles

State Facilities
   Interchange Spacing (<1500m)
   Intersection Spacing (<125m)
   Aux Lane Length (<600m)

North/South Collector Facilities

   Max. Grade
   Pedestrian Facility

Percentage of Design Exceptions

County Facilities
   Roadway Cross-Section
   Intersection Spacing
   Design Speed

   Design Speed
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1 2 3 5

0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%

10% 10% 10% 10%
10% 10% 10% 10%
10% 10% 10% 10%
0% 0% 0% 0%

0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0%

1 2 3 4

5 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10
4 10 10 10 10
4 9 9 9 9
3 9 9 9 9
3 9 9 9 9
5 10 10 10 10

5 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10
3 10 10 10 10
5 10 10 10 10

Total Unweighted Score 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8
Weighted Score 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8

DESIGN STANDARDS

   Intersection Spacing (<125m)

Alternative No.
Criteria

   Pedestrian Facility

   Turning Pocket Lengths
   Deceleration Distance
   Pedestrian/ADA/Bicycles

   Roadway Cross-Section

   Design Speed
   Max. Grade

County Facilities

   Intersection Spacing

   Aux Lane Length (<600m)
   Design Speed

State Facilities
   Interchange Spacing (<1500m)

Scoring

Importance 
Weighting

Alternative No.
Criteria

   Deceleration Distance
   Pedestrian/ADA/Bicycles

State Facilities
   Interchange Spacing (<1500m)
   Intersection Spacing (<125m)
   Aux Lane Length (<600m)

East/West Collector Facility

   Max. Grade
   Pedestrian Facility

Percentage of Design Exceptions

County Facilities
   Roadway Cross-Section
   Intersection Spacing
   Design Speed

   Design Speed
   Turning Pocket Lengths

 
 
 

Constructability 
This criterion is divided into two sections; Ability to Finance and Ability to Phase the project. The rating 
scale for these criteria is based upon the anticipated ability to fund and phase the alternative.  Funding 
mechanisms both internal to the County, and external (State and Federal funding) are considered in this 
category. 

 
Phasing refers to the ease of constructing a particular alternative. In general, this is directly related to 
how efficiently traffic can be handled during construction.  
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Percentage of Design Exceptions Score
Very Strong Possibility of Full 
Funding/Phasing

10

9
Strong Possibility of Full
Funding/Phasing

8

7
6

Likely Possibility of Full
Funding/Phasing

5

4
3

Extremely Difficult to Fund/Phase 2

1
Totally Infeasible to Fund/Phase 0

Scoring Scale

 
  

Project elements such as earthen fills, bridges, ramps, utility relocations and roadways that can be 
constructed with minimal impact to existing facilities are preferred from a constructability standpoint. Points 
are applied using the qualitative ranking scale using the following criteria: 
 

Structure Phasing – ease of constructing a new bridge while utilizing the existing bridge. 
Freeway Ramps - On and off ramps are typically not closed during construction except for brief periods. 
Construction of a new ramp in the same location as an existing ramp will require significant traffic 
handling and staging. One point per conflicting ramp. 
Utilities – Can utilities be relocated ahead of the construction of the project (good), or does the project 
need to be in place to complete the relocation (poor). 
Geometry – Are other roadways available to shift traffic onto? Or must traffic be carried through the 
work zone.  
 

1 2 4 5

5 2 2 2 2
5 2 2 2 2
5 2 2 2 2

5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5

Total Unweighted Score 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Weighted Score 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

   Grading

Ability to Phase
   Intersections
   Roadways
   Ramps

Ability to Finance
   Federal Funding

North/South Collector Facilities
CONSTRUCTABILITY

   State Funding
   Local Funding

Alternative No.

Criteria

Importance 
Weighting

   Structures
   Utilities
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1 2 3 4

5 2 2 2 2
5 2 2 2 2
5 2 2 2 2

5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5
5 5 5 5 5

Total Unweighted 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Weighted Score 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

   Structures
   Utilities
   Grading

Ability to Phase
   Intersections
   Roadways
   Ramps

Ability to Finance
   Federal Funding

East/West Collector Facility
CONSTRUCTABILITY

   State Funding
   Local Funding

Alternative No.

Criteria

Importance 
Weighting

 
 
 

2.5 - COMPOSITE SCORES 
In this six and final step, raw scores earned within each evaluation criteria were adjusted using their 
corresponding relative weighted factor to achieve a corresponding weighted score.  The sum of the weighted 
scores for each alternative will give an overall indication of its standing with respect to the other alternatives.  
The alternative, or alternatives, that receive the highest point total are identified as candidate projects for further 
detailed evaluation.  
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Criteria 1 2 4 5

Traffic Operations/Congestion 5 5.48 5.48 5.48 5.48
Traffic Operations/Travel Time 5 5.00 5.00 5.00 0.00
Traffic Operations/VMT 5 2.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Contribution 5 0.00 5.00 8.00 10.00
Safety 
   Unweighted Score 8.00 7.00 6.00 6.00
   Weighted Score 4 8.00 7.00 6.00 6.00
Environmental Sensitivity
   Unweighted Score 5.08 5.31 5.31 5.31
   Weighted Score 4 4.80 5.04 5.04 5.04
Community Impacts
   Unweighted Score 5.20 3.20 5.60 6.00
   Weighted Score 3 5.22 3.15 5.77 6.04
Constructability
   Unweighted Score 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
   Weighted Score 4 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Design Standards Conformance
   Unweighted Score 9.75 9.75 9.75 9.75
   Weighted Score 2 9.81 9.81 9.81 9.81
Cost 3 4.00 2.00 5.00 6.00

43.51 46.74 54.14 57.54
43.31 46.48 54.10 57.37

4 3 2 1

FINAL SUMMARY
Alternative No.Importance 

Weighing

Total Unweighted Score
Total Weighted Score

North/South Collector Facilities

Alternative Ranking  
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Criteria 1 2 3 4

Traffic Operations/Congestion 5 5.48 5.48 5.48 5.48
Traffic Operation/Travel Time 5 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Traffic Operations/VMT 5 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Contribution 5 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Safety 
   Unweighted Score 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
   Weighted Score 4 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Environmental Sensitivity
   Unweighted Score 5.31 5.31 5.31 5.31
   Weighted Score 4 5.04 5.04 5.04 5.04
Community Impacts
   Unweighted Score 4.20 6.60 6.40 4.20
   Weighted Score 3 4.07 6.97 6.71 4.07
Constructability
   Unweighted Score 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
   Weighted Score 4 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Design Standards Conformance
   Unweighted Score 9.75 9.75 9.75 9.75
   Weighted Score 2 9.81 9.81 9.81 9.81
Cost 3 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

49.74 52.14 51.94 49.74
49.40 52.30 52.04 49.40

3 1 2 3

East/West Collector Facility

Alternative Ranking

FINAL SUMMARY
Alternative No.Importance 

Weighing

Total Unweighted Score
Total Weighted Score

 
 
 
As show in the above tables, Alternative 4 of the north/south alignment and alternative 2 of the east/west 
alignment are ranked the first. These alternatives are identified as project candidates for further detailed 
evaluation. Figure 4 illustrates the topography of the preferred arterial alignments and Figure 5 illustrates the 
preferred arterial alignment improvements  
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CHAPTER III – SOUTHERN REGION DEVELOPMENT 
ASSUMPTIONS AND TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 
 
Land Use and population estimates for the southern portion of the City of Anderson were recently modeled in the 
Southeast Anderson Development Feasibility Study (dated June 2004) and was the focus of the I-5/Deschutes 
Road Interchange PSR/PR Memorandum (dated January 2005). Population growth for the community of 
Cottonwood was estimated by PMC based on the Shasta County General Plan and the Cottonwood Area Plan. 
The land development analysis memorandum prepared by PMC is provided in the previous working papers. 
Much of the population growth projected in the Shasta County Southern Region was based on historical growth 
rates and professional interpretation of existing opportunity and land use constraints within the Study Area. One 
significant assumption made in these projections is that the existing General Plan Land Use Designations will 
remain unchanged. 
 
A study area traffic model was developed using Traffix 7.7 modeling software developed by Dowling Associates 
to provide basis for existing and future traffic volume forecasts. A manual assignment of future trips based on 
Year 2010, 2015, 2020 and 2027 landuse growth assumptions was accomplished using the study area traffic 
model.  The study area consists of approximately 95 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) as shown on Figure 6. In 
order to distribute traffic resulting from landuse growth in these TAZs, the TAZs (shown on Figure 1) were 
aggregated into 20 larger regions as shown on Figure 7 within the study area. The regions were further 
aggregated into four Zone of Benefits (ZOB) as shown on Figure 8. 
 
The growth in landuse estimates by each region and the resulting trip generation from these landuses for the four 
years 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2027 are presented in Table 2 through Table 5. A summary of the total residential, 
commercial/office and industrial development totals using 5-year bands is shown in Table 6. 
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TABLE 2 
YEAR 2010 TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out
2 7 72 6 1 4 8 5 3 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 446 4,268 335 84 251 450 284 167 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 385 3,111 233 51 182 314 203 112 400 16,102 584 434 259 1,431 696 735 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7b 266 2,546 200 50 150 268 170 100 25 1,074 26 16 10 94 45 49 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7c 11 101 8 2 6 11 7 4 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 30 283 22 6 17 30 19 11 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29.61 1,158 89 67 38 109 50 59 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 1,145 10,383 804 193 610 1,081 687 396 454 18,334 699 517 308 1,634 791 842 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 932 8,528 671 168 503 852 537 315 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 932 8,528 671 168 503 852 537 315 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13.88 97 13 11 2 95 11 83

11 1 11 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 76 730 57 19 38 77 48 29 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 10 93 7 2 5 10 6 4 25.43 819 20 16 8 72 34 37 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 1 12 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.05 34 1 1 0 3 1 2 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 1 10 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 90 864 68 22 46 91 57 34 26 853 20 17 8 74 36 39 14 97 13 11 2 95 11 83
4 1 41 392 31 8 23 41 26 15 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 41 392 31 8 23 41 26 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 2,208 20,167 1,573 391 1,182 2,066 1,307 761 481 19,186 720 533 316 1,708 827 881 14 97 13 11 2 95 11 83

Notes:
1  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Signle-Family Detached Housing (210) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips

2  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Shopping Center (820) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips. Trips shown in the table include a 25% pass-by reduction for commercial
3  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse General Light Industrial (110) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips
ZOB 1 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Without Vineyards)
ZOB 2 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Vineyards Only)
ZOB 3 - East of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line
ZOB 4 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Region 1 only)

ZOB

1

2

3

Zone
1000
sq.ft.

Daily 
Trips

1000
sq.ft.

Daily 
Trips

Dwelling 
Units

Daily 
Trips

Residential 1 Commercial 2 Industrial 3

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
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TABLE 3 
YEAR 2015 TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out
2 15 143 11 3 8 15 10 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 446 4,268 335 84 251 450 284 167 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 385 3,111 233 51 182 314 203 112 400 16,102 584 434 259 1,431 696 735 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7b 266 2,546 200 50 150 268 170 98 150 4,831 116 94 22 422 203 220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7c 21 201 16 4 12 21 14 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 59 565 44 11 33 60 38 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 59 2,317 178 135 43 218 100 118 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 1,193 10,840 840 202 637 1,129 717 412 609 23,249 879 663 325 2,071 999 1,072 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 771 5,323 418 89 330 506 326 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 1,701 14,132 1,137 282 855 1,391 882 509 200 1,118 40 29 11 109 47 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 2,472 19,455 1,555 370 1,185 1,897 1,208 689 200 1,118 40 29 11 109 47 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 1 6 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 194 26 22 3 190 23 167
11 2 22 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 153 1,459 114 38 76 154 96 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 20 187 15 4 11 20 12 7 51 1,638 39 32 7 143 69 74 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 3 25 2 0 1 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 67 2 1 0 6 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 2 19 2 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 181 1,728 135 43 92 182 114 68 53 1,706 41 33 8 149 71 77 28 194 26 22 3 190 23 167
4 1 82 783 61 15 46 83 52 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 82 783 61 15 46 83 52 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3,927 32,807 2,592 632 1,960 3,291 2,091 1,200 862 26,073 960 725 343 2,329 1,117 1,212 28 194 26 22 3 190 23 167

Notes:
1  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Signle-Family Detached Housing (210) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips

2  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Shopping Center (820) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips. Trips shown in the table include a 25% pass-by reduction for commercial
3  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse General Light Industrial (110) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips
ZOB 1 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Without Vineyards)
ZOB 2 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Vineyards Only)
ZOB 3 - East of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line
ZOB 4 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Region 1 only)
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Daily 
Trips

1000
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Daily 
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Dwelling 
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Daily 
Trips

1000
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AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
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TABLE 4 
YEAR 2020 TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out
2 22 215 17 4 13 23 14 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 446 4,268 335 84 251 450 284 167 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 385 3,111 233 51 182 314 203 112 400 16,102 584 434 259 1,431 696 735 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7b 266 2,546 200 50 150 268 170 100 150 4,831 116 94 45 422 203 220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7c 32 302 24 6 18 32 20 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 89 848 66 17 50 89 56 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 89 3,475 267 202 65 327 150 177 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 1 7 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 1,241 11,298 876 211 664 1,177 748 431 639 24,408 968 730 369 2,180 1,049 1,131 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 1,046 7,960 620 140 481 772 494 278 20 268 7 4 3 24 12 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 1,701 14,132 1,137 282 855 1,391 882 509 200 1,118 40 29 11 109 47 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7a 1,025 8,847 727 182 545 871 549 322 21 274 7 4 3 25 12 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 3,772 30,939 2,484 603 1,881 3,034 1,925 1,109 241 1,661 54 37 16 158 71 87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 1 10 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 290 38 34 5 285 34 250

11 3 32 3 1 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 229 2,189 172 57 114 231 144 87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 29 280 22 5 16 30 19 11 76 2,457 59 48 11 215 103 112 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 4 37 3 1 2 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17 1 7 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 1 7 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 101 2 2 0 9 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 3 29 2 1 2 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 271 2,592 203 65 138 274 171 103 79 2,558 61 50 11 223 107 116 42 290 38 34 5 285 34 250
4 1 123 1,175 92 23 69 124 78 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 123 1,175 92 23 69 124 78 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 5,406 46,004 3,655 903 2,752 4,609 2,922 1,689 959 28,627 1,083 817 397 2,562 1,227 1,335 42 290 38 34 5 285 34 250

Notes:
1  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Signle-Family Detached Housing (210) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips

2  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Shopping Center (820) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips. Trips shown in the table include a 25% pass-by reduction for commercial
3  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse General Light Industrial (110) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips
ZOB 1 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Without Vineyards)
ZOB 2 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Vineyards Only)
ZOB 3 - East of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line
ZOB 4 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Region 1 only)
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3
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TABLE 5 
YEAR 2027 TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out
2 30 287 22 6 17 30 19 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 446 4,268 335 84 251 450 284 167 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 385 3,111 233 51 182 314 203 112 400 16,102 584 325 259 1,431 696 735 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7b 266 2,546 200 50 150 268 170 100 150 4,831 116 71 45 422 203 220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7c 42 402 32 8 24 42 27 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 118 1,131 89 22 66 119 75 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 118 4,634 356 202 154 436 200 236 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 1 10 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 1,288 11,755 912 220 691 1,225 778 450 668 25,566 1,057 598 458 2,289 1,099 1,190 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2,802 23,417 1,906 472 1,434 2,300 1,455 845 20 268 7 4 3 24 12 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 1,701 14,132 1,137 282 855 1,391 882 509 200 1,118 40 29 11 109 47 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7a 1,025 8,847 727 182 545 871 549 322 21 274 7 4 3 25 12 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 5,528 46,396 3,770 936 2,834 4,562 2,886 1,676 241 1,661 54 37 16 158 71 87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 1 13 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 387 51 45 6 379 46 334

11 4 43 3 1 3 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 305 2,919 229 76 153 308 192 116 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 39 374 29 7 22 39 25 15 102 3,276 79 48 31 286 137 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 5 50 4 1 3 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
17 1 10 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18 1 10 1 0 1 1 1 0 4 135 3 2 1 12 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
19 4 38 3 1 2 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 361 3,456 271 87 184 365 228 137 106 3,411 82 50 32 298 143 155 56 387 51 45 6 379 46 334
4 1 164 1,567 123 31 92 165 104 61 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub.Tot. 164 1,567 123 31 92 165 104 61 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7,341 63,174 5,076 1,274 3,802 6,318 3,996 2,324 1,015 30,638 1,192 685 506 2,745 1,312 1,432 56 387 51 45 6 379 46 334

1  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Signle-Family Detached Housing (210) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips

2  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse Shopping Center (820) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips. Trips shown in the table include a 25% pass-by reduction for commercial
3  Average rates for ITE Landuse Landuse General Light Industrial (110) was used to derive daily, AM and PM peak hour trips

ZOB 4 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Region 1 only)

Total

ZOB 1 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Without Vineyards)
ZOB 2 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Vineyards Only)
ZOB 3 - East of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line

Notes:
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TABLE 6 
5-YEAR BAND LAND DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY 

Units Year 2010 Year 2015 Year 2020 Year 2027
Residential d.u. 2,208 3,927 5,406 7,341
Commercial ksf 480.82 861.91 958.69 1,014.77
Industrial ksf 13.88 27.77 41.65 55.54  

 
Trip distribution patterns for each of the nineteen TAZ regions created for the Southern Region traffic model are 
illustrated on Figures 1 through 16 in the Appendix.  These distribution patterns form the basis for the ZOB 
nexus data. Earlier trip distribution patterns were created assuming that the High Country Lane interchange 
would be constructed by Vineyards. Because of the highly speculative nature of this new interchange without any 
preliminary engineering analysis, only modifications to the Deschutes Road, Main Street and Gas Point Road 
interchanges are assumed in this study. Trip distribution patterns were revised accordingly assuming that High 
Country Lane interchange will not be constructed. In general it is assumed that 75% of the Vineyards generated 
traffic will use facilities to the north or new facilities constructed by Vineyards development. The other 25% of 
the Vineyards traffic is assumed to use the facilities in the southern region. It is assumed that more than 25% of 
the traffic generated in the southern region of Vineyards is assumed to use the southern region facilities (Main 
Street Interchange) due to its location. It is noted that if High Country Lane interchange is constructed, then there 
would be a significant change in the trip distribution patterns that would change the fee. 
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CHAPTER IV – SOUTHERN REGION TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PHASING 
 
This chapter presents intersection and roadway analysis for each of the 5-year band development scenarios 
(Existing, Year 2010, Year 2015, Year 2020 and Year 2027) and the necessary transportation improvements 
required for each of the 5-year bands. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
Table 7 provides a summary of existing intersection AM and PM peak hour LOS and delay values and Table 8 
provides a summary of existing study roadway segments LOS on a daily basis. 
 

TABLE 7 
EXISTING CONDITIONS INTERSECTIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection Control Delay LOS Warrant 

Met? Delay LOS Warrant 
Met? 

1 Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive TWSC 10.7 B no 11.5 B no 
2 Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road AWSC 20.5 C no 45.7 E no 
3 Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps TWSC 39.4 E YES 24.1 C YES 
4 Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps TWSC 102.6 F no 78.2 F no 
5 4th Street / Main Street AWSC 14.6 B no 12.0 B no 
6 4th Street / Locust Road TWSC 10.1 B no 9.8 A no 
7 4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road TWSC 9.9 A no 9.7 A no 
8 1st Street / Main Street AWSC 10.3 B no 8.5 A no 
9 1st Street / Locust Road TWSC 8.8 A no 9.0 A no 
10 Balls Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road TWSC 9.4 A no 9.5 A no 
11 Main Street / I-5 SB Ramp TWSC 9.8 A no 10.9 B no 
12 Main Street / I-5 NB Ramp TWSC 0.4 A no 0.6 A no 

Notes:   TWSC = Two Way Stop Controlled intersection, AWSC = All Way Stop Controlled intersection 

              
Capacity conditions are expressed in terms of Level of Service (LOS), which provides a qualitative measure of 
traffic operating conditions, whereby a letter grade "A" through "F" is assigned to an intersection, or roadway 
segment, representing progressively worsening traffic conditions.  In this analysis, a peak-hour LOS “C” is taken 
as the general threshold for City and County maintained facilities and LOS “D” for state facilities. Capacity 
and/or control based improvements/mitigation measures have been recommended for all intersections where the 
LOS exceeds the acceptable threshold. 
 
As shown in the table above, the following intersections are currently operating at unacceptable level of service 
conditions under Existing conditions. 
 
Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road:  
This unsignalized all-way stop controlled intersection is found to operate at unacceptable LOS “E” during both 
the PM peak hour period. However, this intersection was not found to meet the peak hour volume signal warrant 
during any of the peak hour periods. Although this intersection is not found to meet the signal warrant, it is 
recommended that a signal be installed at this intersection, in-order to prevent vehicles from queuing on Gas 
Point Road and also due to its close proximity to the I-5 SB ramps on Gas Point Road. With the installation of a 
traffic signal at this location, acceptable LOS “C” is projected during both the AM and PM peak hour periods 
under Existing conditions. 
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Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps:  
This unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersection is found to operate at unacceptable LOS “E” during the 
AM peak hour period. This intersection was also found to meet the peak hour volume signal warrant during both 
the peak hour periods. Therefore it is recommended that a signal be installed at this intersection. With the 
installation of a traffic signal at this location, acceptable LOS “C” is projected during both the AM and PM peak 
hour periods under Existing conditions. 
 
Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps:  
This unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersection is found to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” during both 
the AM and PM peak hour periods. However, this intersection was not found to meet the peak hour volume 
signal warrant during any of the peak hour periods because of the low volume on the northbound off-ramp. 
Although this intersection is not found to meet the signal warrant, it is recommended that a signal be installed at 
this intersection, in-order to prevent vehicles from queuing on the northbound off-ramp. With the installation of a 
traffic signal at this location, acceptable LOS “C” is projected during both the AM and PM peak hour periods 
under Existing conditions. 

 
TABLE 8 

EXISTING CONDITIONS: ROADWAY LEVELS-OF-SERVICE 

S.  No Roadway Segment Capacity Configuration 
No. of 
Lanes 

HCM 
Threshold for 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Volumes 

HCM 
Level of 
Service 

1 Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. 
Anderson Dr 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 3,926 A 

2 Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to I-5 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 4,379 A 
3 4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 1,931 A 
4 1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 932 A 
5 1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 579 A 
6 Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 5,363 A 
7 Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 7,051 A 
8 Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 5,387 A 
9 Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,853 A 

10 W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to 
Olinda Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 968 A 

11 Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 273 A 
12 Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 764 A 

13 Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to 
Deschutes Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 4,950 A 

14 Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,714 A 
Notes: The HCM threshold for acceptable LOS is “C” 
 
As shown in the above table, all roadway facilities in the study region are currently operating at acceptable 
conditions. 
 
YEAR 2010 CONDITIONS 
 
Year 2010 conditions levels of service at study intersections and roadway segments are shown in Table 9 and 
Table 10. It is noted that the improvements recommended under Existing conditions are assumed to be in place 
by Year 2010. 
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TABLE 9 
YEAR 2010 CONDITIONS INTERSECTIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection Control Delay LOS Warrant 

Met? Delay LOS Warrant 
Met? 

1 Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive TWSC 11.8 B no 12.7 B no 
2 Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road Signal 48.8 D - 113.2 F - 
3 Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps Signal 25.3 C - 65.6 E - 
4 Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps Signal 39.4 D - 49.6 D - 
5 4th Street / Main Street AWSC 16.3 C no 14.2 B no 
6 4th Street / Locust Road TWSC 10.4 B no 10.1 B no 
7 4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road TWSC 9.9 A no 9.7 A no 
8 1st Street / Main Street AWSC 10.3 B no 8.5 A no 
9 1st Street / Locust Road TWSC 8.8 A no 9.0 A no 
10 Balls Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road TWSC 9.4 A no 9.6 A no 
11 Deschutes Road / I-5 NB Ramps / Locust Road Roundabout 2.0 A - 3.6 A - 
11 Main Street / I-5 SB Ramp TWSC 9.8 A no 10.9 B no 
12 Main Street / I-5 NB Ramp TWSC 0.4 A no 0.6 A no 

Notes:   TWSC = Two Way Stop Controlled intersection, AWSC = All Way Stop Controlled intersection 

             
As shown in the table above, the following intersections are projected to operate at unacceptable LOS conditions 
under Year 2010 with the improvements recommended under Existing conditions assumed to be in place. 
 
Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road:  
This intersection is found to operate at unacceptable LOS “D” during both the AM and PM peak hour periods 
under Year 2010 conditions. This unacceptable LOS is caused by the increased traffic volume using the Gas 
Point Road interchange. In order to mitigate to acceptable LOS conditions, it is recommended that the interim 
improvements shown on Figure 9 be constructed in order to improve the capacity at the Gas Point Road 
interchange. In addition, it is recommended that the Main Street half interchange be improved to provide 
additional capacity.  
 
The improvements at Main Street interchange include extension of Main Street to the west over the freeway, 
reconstruction of Rhonda Road to form the south leg of the I-5 / Main Street SB off-ramp intersection and 
constructing roundabouts at the two ramp intersections on Main Street. These improvements would provide 
access to I-5 north for development north of Gas Point Road thus reducing the traffic at Gas Point Road 
interchange. With these improvements, acceptable LOS “C” are projected during both the AM and PM peak hour 
conditions. 
 
Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps:  
This intersection is found to operate at unacceptable LOS “D” during the PM peak hour period under Year 2010 
conditions. However, with the improvements recommended at the Main Street interchange acceptable LOS “B” 
and LOS “C” are found during the AM and PM peak hour periods under Year 2010 conditions.  
 
Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps: 
This intersection that was recommended to be signalized under Existing conditions is found to operate at 
unacceptable LOS “D” during the PM peak hour period under Year 2010 conditions.  Acceptable LOS “C” 
conditions are projected during both the AM and PM peak hour periods under Year 2010 conditions with interim 
improvements at Gas Point Road interchange improvements.  
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Deschutes Road / I-5 SB Ramps: 
This signalized intersection is found to operate at unacceptable LOS “D” during the PM peak hour period under 
Year 2010 conditions. In order to achieve acceptable LOS at this intersection it is recommended that a 
roundabout be constructed at this location in accordance with the PSR study for the Deschutes Road interchange 
that is currently in progress. It is noted that Deschutes Road interchange improvements are covered by separate 
City/County fee program and therefore the cost of Deschutes Road improvements are not included in this fee 
study. 
 

TABLE 10 
YEAR 2010 CONDITIONS: ROADWAY LEVELS-OF-SERVICE 

S.  No Roadway Segment Capacity Configuration 
No. of 
Lanes 

HCM 
Threshold for 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Volumes 

HCM 
Level of 
Service 

1 Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. 
Anderson Dr 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 4,329 A 

2 Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to I-5 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 10,597 B 
3 4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 3,012 A 
4 1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 932 A 
5 1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 582 A 
6 Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 5,369 A 
7 Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 7,060 A 
8 Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 6,406 A 
9 Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 7,754 C 

10 W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to 
Olinda Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 2132 A 

11 Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 273 A 
12 Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 992 A 

13 Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to 
Deschutes Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 5,030 A 

14 Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,717 A 
Notes: The HCM threshold for acceptable LOS is “C” 
 
As shown in the above table, all roadway facilities are projected to operate at acceptable LOS conditions on a 
daily basis under Year 2010 conditions. 
 
In addition to the recommendations discussed above, it is recommended that all the improvements mentioned 
under Year 2010 in Table 19 be constructed in order to improve the accessibility to the Main Street interchange. 
Improvements to the Main Street interchange are illustrated on Figure 10. 
 
 



CHAPTER IV – SOUTHERN REGION TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PHASING  

 
Shasta County Southern Region Transportation Planning Study Page 46 
and Traffic Impact Fee Program Project Final Report  R848TS_Final.doc  

YEAR 2015 CONDITIONS 
 
Year 2015 conditions levels of service at study intersections and roadway segments are shown in Table 11 and 
Table 12. It is noted that the improvements recommended under Existing conditions and Year 2010 conditions 
are assumed to be in place by Year 2015. 
 

TABLE 11 
YEAR 2015 CONDITIONS INTERSECTIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection Control Delay LOS Warrant 

Met? Delay LOS Warrant 
Met? 

1 Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive TWSC 11.4 B no 12.5 B no 
2 Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road Signal 28.4 C - 31.8 C - 
3 Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps Signal 13.5 B - 12.3 B - 
4 Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps Signal 18.1 B - 23.8 C - 
5 4th Street / Main Street AWSC 18.8 C no 19.2 C no 
6 4th Street / Locust Road TWSC 10.4 B no 10.3 B no 
7 4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road TWSC 10.0 B no 9.7 A no 
8 1st Street / Main Street AWSC 10.3 B no 8.5 A no 
9 1st Street / Locust Road TWSC 8.9 A no 9.0 A no 

10 Balls Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road TWSC 9.4 A no 9.6 A no 
11 Main Street / I-5 SB Ramp Roundabout 3.3 A - 3.4 A - 
12 Main Street / I-5 NB Ramp Roundabout 4.9 A - 5.4 A - 

Notes:   TWSC = Two Way Stop Controlled intersection, AWSC = All Way Stop Controlled intersection 

              
As shown in the above table, all intersections are projected to operate at acceptable conditions under Year 2015 
conditions. 
 

TABLE 12 
YEAR 2015 CONDITIONS: ROADWAY LEVELS-OF-SERVICE 

S.  No Roadway Segment Capacity Configuration 
No. of 
Lanes 

HCM 
Threshold for 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Volumes 

HCM 
Level of 
Service 

1 Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. 
Anderson Dr 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 4,530 A 

2 Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to I-5 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 10,351 B 
3 4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 4,343 A 
4 1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 932 A 
5 1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 584 A 
6 Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 5,375 A 
7 Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 7,068 A 
8 Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 7,677 A 
9 Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 3,773 A 

10 W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to 
Olinda Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,504 A 

11 Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 273 A 
12 Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,066 A 

13 Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to 
Deschutes Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 4,956 A 

14 Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,719 A 
Notes: The HCM threshold for acceptable LOS is “C” 
 
As shown in the above table, all  roadway segments in the study area are projected to operate at acceptable LOS 
conditions on a daily basis. 
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YEAR 2020 CONDITIONS 
 
Year 2020 conditions levels of service at study intersections and roadway segments are shown in Table 13 and 
Table 14. It is noted that the improvements recommended under Existing conditions, Year 2010 and Year 2015 
conditions are assumed to be in place by Year 2020. 
 

TABLE 13 
YEAR 2020 CONDITIONS INTERSECTIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE  

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
# Intersection Control Dela

y LOS Warrant 
Met? Delay LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive TWSC 12.2 B no 13.3 B no 
2 Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road Signal 28.9 C - 138.4 F - 
3 Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps Signal 16.9 B - 51.0 D - 
4 Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps Signal 23.7 C - 84.7 F - 
5 4th Street / Main Street AWSC 24.1 C no 33.6 D no 
6 4th Street / Locust Road TWSC 10.5 B no 10.5 B no 
7 4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road TWSC 10.0 A no 9.8 A no 
8 1st Street / Main Street AWSC 10.3 B no 8.5 A no 
9 1st Street / Locust Road TWSC 8.9 A no 9.0 A no 
10 Balls Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road TWSC 9.4 A no 9.6 A no 
11 Main Street / I-5 SB Ramp Roundabout 5.1 A - 4.9 A - 
12 Main Street / I-5 NB Ramp Roundabout 6.2 A - 6.4 A - 

Notes:    TWSC = Two Way Stop Controlled intersection, AWSC = All Way Stop Controlled intersection 
              

 
As shown in the above table, The following study intersection are projected to operate at unacceptable level of 
service conditions during the PM peak hour period: 
 
Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road 
 
This signalized intersection is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” during the PM peak hour period. In 
order to mitigate this unacceptable LOS to acceptable conditions, it would be required to construct the ultimate 
improvements at Gas Point road as shown on Figure 11. The ultimate improvements on Gas Point Road include, 
reconstructing the I-5 over crossing to include a five lane structure. With the ultimate improvements at Gas Point 
Road constructed by Year 2027, acceptable LOS “C” is projected during the PM peak hour period. It is noted that 
in addition to the two alternatives provided in this report, Caltrans is interested in maintaining the option of a 
higher capacity interchange alternative like a partial clover leaf interchange at Gas Point Road. 
 
Gas Point Road/ I-5 SB Ramps 
 
This signalized intersection is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “D” during the PM peak hour period 
under Year 2020 conditions. With the ultimate improvements constructed at Gas Point Road, acceptable LOS “C” 
is projected at this intersection under Year 2020 conditions. 
 
Gas Point road/ I-5 NB Ramps 
 
This signalized intersection is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” during the Pm peak hour period 
under Year 2020 conditions. With the ultimate improvements at Gas Point Road constructed by Year 2020, 
acceptable LOS “C” is projected during the PM peak hour period under Year 2020 conditions. 
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4th Street/ Main Street 
 
This all-way stop controlled intersection is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “D” during the Pm peak 
hour period under Year 2020 conditions.  With the ultimate improvements at Gas Point Road constructed by Year 
2020, acceptable LOS “C” is projected during the PM peak hour period under Year 2020 conditions. 
 

TABLE 14 
YEAR 2020 CONDITIONS: ROADWAY LEVELS-OF-SERVICE 

S.  No Roadway Segment Capacity Configuration 
No. of 
Lanes 

HCM 
Threshold for 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Volumes 

HCM 
Level of 
Service 

1 Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. 
Anderson Dr 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 4,694 A 

2 Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to 
I-5 2 Lane Divided Arterial 2 14,500 22,076 F 

3 4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 5,769 A 
4 1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 932 A 
5 1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 587 A 
6 Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 5,381 A 
7 Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 7,077 A 
8 Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 9,033 A 
9 Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 7,522 C 

10 W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to 
Olinda Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 2,309 A 

11 Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 273 A 
12 Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,208 A 

13 Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to 
Deschutes Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 4,950 A 

14 Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,722 A 
Notes: The HCM threshold for acceptable LOS is “C” 
 
As shown in the above table, the following roadway segment in the study area is projected to operate at 
unacceptable LOS conditions on a daily basis. 
 
Gas Point Road – West Anderson Drive to I-5 
This roadway segment is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “F” on daily basis under Year 2020 
conditions. With the ultimate improvements at Gas Point Road constructed, which included widening the Gas 
Point Road over crossing to a five lane structure, acceptable LOS “A” is projected on this roadway segment. 
 
YEAR 2027 CONDITIONS 
 
Year 2027 conditions levels of service at study intersections and roadway segments are shown in Table 15 and 
Table 16. It is noted that the improvements recommended under Existing conditions, Year 2010 and Year 2015 
conditions are assumed to be in place by Year 2027. 
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TABLE 15 

YEAR 2027 CONDITIONS INTERSECTIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE  
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

# Intersection Control Delay LOS Warrant 
Met? Delay LOS Warrant 

Met? 
1 Gas Point Road / W. Anderson Drive TWSC 13.3 B no 14.4 B no 
2 Gas Point Road / Rhonda Road Signal 24.6 C - 33.0 C - 
3 Gas Point Road / I-5 SB Ramps Signal 13.8 B - 17.9 B - 
4 Gas Point Road / I-5 NB Ramps Signal 21.5 C - 33.9 C - 
5 4th Street / Main Street AWSC 20.4 C no 35.2 E YES 
6 4th Street / Locust Road TWSC 10.5 B no 10.8 B no 
7 4th Street / Ball’s Ferry Road TWSC 10.0 A no 9.8 A no 
8 1st Street / Main Street AWSC 10.3 B no 8.5 A no 
9 1st Street / Locust Road TWSC 8.9 A no 9.0 A no 
10 Balls Ferry Road / Panorama Point Road TWSC 9.4 A no 9.6 A no 
11 Main Street / I-5 SB Ramp Roundabout 7.2 A - 6.1 A - 
12 Main Street / I-5 NB Ramp Roundabout 7.7 A - 7.8 A - 

Notes: TWSC = Two Way Stop Controlled intersection, AWSC = All Way Stop Controlled intersection 
 Intersection delays and Levels of service for intersections 11, 12 and 13 are quoted from the I-5/Deschutes Road Interchange PSR/PR 

 

As shown in the above table, the following intersection is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS conditions in 
Year 2027. 
 
4th Street/ Main Street 
This all way stop controlled intersection is projected to operate at unacceptable LOS “E” during the PM peak 
hour conditions under Year 2027 even with the ultimate improvements on Gas Point Road in place. This 
intersection is also found to meet the peak hour volume warrant signal. With the installation of a traffic signal at 
this location, acceptable LOS “C” is projected during the PM peak hour period under Year 2027 conditions. 
 

TABLE 16 
YEAR 2027 CONDITIONS: ROADWAY LEVELS-OF-SERVICE 

S.  No Roadway Segment Capacity Configuration 
No. of 
Lanes 

HCM 
Threshold for 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Volumes 

HCM 
Level of 
Service 

1 Gas Point Rd. – Happy Valley to W. 
Anderson Dr 2 Lane Divided Arterial 2 14,500 4,880 A 

2 Gas Point Rd. – W. Anderson Dr. to I-5 4 Lane Divided Arterial 2 29,000 25,499 C 
3 4th St – I-5 to Ball’s Ferry Rd. 2 Lane Arterial 2 12,000 7,050 A 
4 1st St. – Greengate Rd. to I-5 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 932 A 
5 1st St. - I-5 to Locust St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 590 A 
6 Main St. – County Line to 1st St. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 5,387 A 
7 Main St. – 1st St. to Gas Point Rd. 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 7,086 A 
8 Main St. – Gas Point Rd to I-5 4 Lane Divided Arterial 4 29,000 10,250 A 
9 Rhonda Rd. – Gas Point Rd. to SR 273 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 8,871 C 

10 W. Anderson Dr. – Gas Point Rd to 
Olinda Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 3,131 A 

11 Locust Rd. – 1st St to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 273 A 
12 Locust Rd. – 4th St. to Kimberly Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,356 A 

13 Locust Rd. – Kimberly Rd. to 
Deschutes Rd. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 4,950 A 

14 Balls Ferry Road – 1st St. to 4th St. 2 Lane Collector 2 9,000 1,725 A 
Notes: The HCM threshold for acceptable LOS is “C” 
 
As shown in the above table, all roadway segments are projected to operate at acceptable daily LOS. 
 



CHAPTER IV – SOUTHERN REGION TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PHASING  

 
Shasta County Southern Region Transportation Planning Study Page 50 
and Traffic Impact Fee Program Project Final Report  R848TS_Final.doc  

It is noted that this report does not present any analysis of the I-5 mainline segments. However, based upon other 
planning studies, I-5 will need to be widened from a 6-lane freeway to an 8-lane freeway in the next 20 years. 
 
The cost estimates for all the improvements in the southern regions are shown in Table 17. The cost estimates 
included in Table 17 are the costs associated with partial improvements to the facilities in the southern region. 
Partial improvements are the improvements that are required to be constructed by Year 2027. Table 18 shows the 
costs associated with full/ultimate improvements. Ultimate improvements are improvements that would be 
required beyond Year 2027. It is noted that some of the costs shown in the partial improvements cost estimates 
table are included in the fee for the southern region. 
Table 19 shows the revised 5 year band cost estimates. Only costs associated with partial construction is included 
in Table 19. The table shows cost estimates for improvements that will be required in each of 5 years. The table 
also shows the funding that will be available from various sources, including State/Federal funding and local 
development construction. As summarized in the table, approximately $10,000,000 is expected to be available 
from State and Federal funding. Fifty percent of the State/Federal funding is assumed to be available for the Main 
Street interchange improvements and another fifty percent is assumed to be available for the Gas Point Road 
interchange improvements. It is also assumed that the local development will construct improvements worth 
approximately $11,000,000 as shown in Table 4. The total cost of improvements to be included in the fee 
program is $36,612,720.  
 
It is noted that the cost of Deschutes Road interchange improvements are covered by separate City/County fee 
program and therefore not included in the southern region fee calculations.  
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TABLE 17 
PARTIAL IMPROVEMENTS PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES 

Right-of-Way
Length of 

section

Average 
Construction 

Width Total Area
Construction 
Unit Cost 6

Construction 
Total Cost

Existing 
R/W

Existing 
Prescriptive 

R/W

Additional 
R/W 

Required
Approx. 

R/W Area
R/W Unit 

Cost 6
R/W Total 

Cost 9
Estimated Total 

Cost
ft ft ft ft2 $/ft2 $ ft ft2 $/ft2 $ $

Gas Point Rd 1 Happy Valley Rd to Joanne Ln 2-Lane Rural Arterial 60 4' shoulder widening 5,300 12 63,600 $10 $636,000 0 40 20 106,000 $3 $334,000 $970,000

Gas Point Rd 1 Joanne Ln. to New N-S Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 widen to add 12' 
TWLTL & 6' shoulders 25,080 24 601,920 $10 $6,019,200 0 40 44 1,103,520 $1 $1,147,000 $7,166,200

Gas Point Rd 1 New N-S Arterial to Rhonda Rd 4-Lane Urban Arterial 96 widen to 5-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 4,350 52 226,200 $10 $2,262,000 0 40 56 243,600 $2 $469,000 $2,731,000

N-S Arterial 2 First St to Gas Point Rd 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 construct 2-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 1,160 40 46,400 $8 $1,191,200 0 0 84 97,440 $2 $194,880 $1,386,080

N-S Arterial 3 Gas Point Rd to E-W Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 construct 3-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 6,400 52 332,800 $8 $3,462,400 0 0 84 537,600 $2 $1,075,200 $4,687,600

N-S Arterial 4 New E-W Arterial to Rhonda Rd 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 construct 3-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 8,950 52 465,400 $8 $6,523,200 0 0 84 751,800 $2 $751,800 $7,275,000

E-W Arterial Oak Ranch Estates west limits to 
Main St Interchange 2-Lane Urban Arterial 76 construct 3-12' lanes & 

8' shoulders 4,150 52 215,800 $8 $1,726,400 0 0 76 315,400 $2 $630,800 $2,357,200

Rhonda Rd (widen) 5 Gas Point Rd to E-W Arterial 2-Lane Urban Arterial 76
widen to add 12' 
TWLTL & 10' 

shoulders
7,450 32 238,400 $10 $2,384,000 40 0 36 268,200 $2 $536,400 $3,920,400

Rhonda Rd (minor realignmen New E-W Arterial to New N-S 
Arterial 2-Lane Rural Arterial 60 construct 2-12' lanes & 

8' shoulders 2,000 40 80,000 $8 $640,000 0 0 60 120,000 $2 $240,000 $880,000

First St (widen) N-S Arterial to Exist Overcrossing @ 
SR 5 2-Lane Rural Arterial 60 4' shoulder widening 3,350 12 40,200 $10 $402,000 0 40 20 67,000 $2 $160,800 $562,800

$9,781,000
$3,789,000
$12,235,000

$150,000
$150,000
$150,000

$58,191,280

Abbreviations:
TWLTL:  Two-way left turn lane
R/W:  Right-of-Way
N-S:  North to South 
E-W:  East to West 
Const.:  Construction

Year 2025 
ImprovementsFacility Limits

Roadway Classification 
(per Shasta County 

Stds)

Intersection Locations

Signal at Gas Point Road/I-5 NB Ramps (Existing Deficiency)

Signal at Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road ( Existing Deficiency)

Roadway Segments

Main Street/Route 5 Interchange (Roundabout Option 1) 7

Gas Point Road/Route 5 Interchange (Ultimate - Signalized Intersections Alternative) 8
Gas Point Road/Route 5 Interchange - Interim Improvements

Interchange Locations

Notes:
1) R/W needs determined by Shasta County DPW from existing data
2) The total cost estimate for this section of the roadway segment includes a cost of $820,000 for a potential new reinforced concrete double box culvert at the A.C.I.D. canal crossing.

Signal at Gas Point Road/I-5 SB Ramps (Existing Deficiency)

3) The total cost estimate for this section of the roadway segment includes a cost of $800,000 for a potential new bridge and a cost of $150,000 associated with signalizing the Gas Point Road/New N/S Arterial

7) The cost estimate for this improvement includes the cost of $1,600,000 associated with right-of-way acquisition for the SB on ramp and NB off ramp beyondYear 2027
8) The cost estimate for this improvement include the cost of $235,000 associated with ramp metering of the SB  and NB on ramps.

General Notes:

5) The total cost estimate for this section of roadway segment includes a cost of $1,000,000 for a potential new bridge.
4) The total cost estimate for this section of roadway segment includes a cost of $2,800,000 for a potential new bridge.

6) Source: Shasta County Department of Public Works

9) Cost include acquisition of perscriptive R/W at $0.2 per square foot.

A) Cost(s) do not include potential slope and utility easements that may be required on one or both sides of R/W.
B) Construction and R/W costs are approximate only. Information shown is for cost estimating purposes only and not accurate for determining construction units or R/W acquisitions.
C)Cost Estimates presented in this table are based upon Year 2005 dollars.

D) The total cost estimated for the ultimate improvements at Gas Point Road interchange is $14,000,000 as shown in the Appendix. This table shows a cost of $12,000,000 as approximately $2,000,000 of the interim improvements at the Gas Point Road interchan

F)Average Construction width assume 2:1 fill slopes

E) $450,000 associated with the cost of signalizing the I-5 NB Ramps, SB Ramps and Rhonda Road intersections on Gas Point Road, treated as existing deficiencies is removed from the total cost of $4,239,000 associated with the Interim 
improvements at Gas 
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TABLE 18 

ULTIMATE IMPROVEMENTS PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES 

Right-of-Way
Length of 

section

Average 
Construction 

Width Total Area
Construction 
Unit Cost 6

Construction 
Total Cost

Existing 
R/W

Existing 
Prescriptive 

R/W

Additional 
R/W 

Required
Approx. 

R/W Area
R/W Unit 

Cost 6
R/W Total 

Cost 9
Estimated Total 

Cost
ft ft ft ft2 $/ft2 $ ft ft2 $/ft2 $ $

Gas Point Rd 1 Happy Valley Rd to Joanne Ln 2-Lane Rural Arterial 60 4' shoulder widening 5,300 12 63,600 $10 $636,000 0 40 20 106,000 $3 $334,000 $970,000

Gas Point Rd 1 Joanne Ln. to New N-S Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 widen to add 12' 
TWLTL & 6' shoulders 25,080 24 601,920 $10 $6,019,200 0 40 44 1,103,520 $1 $1,147,000 $7,166,200

Gas Point Rd 1 New N-S Arterial to Rhonda Rd 4-Lane Urban Arterial 96 widen to 5-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 4,350 52 226,200 $10 $2,262,000 0 40 56 243,600 $2 $469,000 $2,731,000

N-S Arterial 2 First St to Gas Point Rd 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 construct 4-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 1,160 64 74,240 $8 $1,413,920 0 0 84 97,440 $2 $194,880 $1,608,800

N-S Arterial 3 Gas Point Rd to E-W Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 construct 5-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 6,400 76 486,400 $8 $4,691,200 0 0 84 537,600 $2 $1,075,200 $5,916,400

N-S Arterial 4 New E-W Arterial to Rhonda Rd 4-Lane Rural Arterial 84 construct 5-12' lanes & 
8' shoulders 8,950 76 680,200 $8 $8,241,600 0 0 84 751,800 $2 $751,800 $8,993,400

E-W Arterial Oak Ranch Estates west limits to 
Main St Interchange 2-Lane Urban Arterial 76 construct 3-12' lanes & 

8' shoulders 4,150 52 215,800 $8 $1,726,400 0 0 76 315,400 $2 $630,800 $2,357,200

Rhonda Rd (widen) 5 Gas Point Rd to E-W Arterial 2-Lane Urban Arterial 76
widen to add 12' 
TWLTL & 10' 

shoulders
7,450 32 238,400 $10 $2,384,000 40 0 36 268,200 $2 $536,400 $3,920,400

Rhonda Rd (minor realignmen New E-W Arterial to New N-S 
Arterial 2-Lane Rural Arterial 60 construct 2-12' lanes & 

8' shoulders 2,000 40 80,000 $8 $640,000 0 0 60 120,000 $2 $240,000 $880,000

First St (widen) N-S Arterial to Exist Overcrossing @ 
SR 5 2-Lane Rural Arterial 60 4' shoulder widening 3,350 12 40,200 $10 $402,000 0 40 20 67,000 $2 $160,800 $562,800

$9,781,000
$3,789,000
$12,235,000

$150,000
$150,000
$150,000

$61,361,200

Abbreviations:
TWLTL:  Two-way left turn lane
R/W:  Right-of-Way
N-S:  North to South 
E-W:  East to West 
Const.:  Construction

A) Cost(s) do not include potential slope and utility easements that may be required on one or both sides of R/W.
B) Construction and R/W costs are approximate only. Information shown is for cost estimating purposes only and not accurate for determining construction units or R/W acquisitions.
C)Cost Estimates presented in this table are based upon Year 2005 dollars.

D) The total cost estimated for the ultimate improvements at Gas Point Road interchange is $14,000,000 as shown in the Appendix. This table shows a cost of $12,000,000 as approximately $2,000,000 of the interim improvements at the Gas Point Road interchan

F)Average Construction width assume 2:1 fill slopes

E) $450,000 associated with the cost of signalizing the I-5 NB Ramps, SB Ramps and Rhonda Road intersections on Gas Point Road, treated as existing deficiencies is removed from the total cost of $4,239,000 associated with the Interim 
improvements at Gas 

3) The total cost estimate for this section of the roadway segment includes a cost of $800,000 for a potential new bridge and a cost of $150,000 associated with signalizing the Gas Point Road/New N/S Arterial

7) The cost estimate for this improvement includes the cost of $1,600,000 associated with right-of-way acquisition for the SB on ramp and NB off ramp beyondYear 2027
8) The cost estimate for this improvement include the cost of $235,000 associated with ramp metering of the SB  and NB on ramps.

General Notes:

5) The total cost estimate for this section of roadway segment includes a cost of $1,00,000 for a potential new bridge.

9) Cost include acquisition of perscriptive R/W at $0.2 per square foot.

6) Source: Shasta County Department of Public Works

4) The total cost estimate for this section of roadway segment includes a cost of $2,800,000 for a potential new bridge.

Notes:
1) R/W needs determined by Shasta County DPW from existing data
2) The total cost estimate for this section of the roadway segment includes a cost of $820,000 for a potential new reinforced concrete double box culvert at the A.C.I.D. canal crossing.

Signal at Gas Point Road/I-5 SB Ramps (Existing Deficiency)

Roadway Segments

Main Street/Route 5 Interchange (Roundabout Option 1) 7

Gas Point Road/Route 5 Interchange (Ultimate - Signalized Intersections Alternative) 8
Gas Point Road/Route 5 Interchange - Interim Improvements

Interchange Locations

Intersection Locations

Signal at Gas Point Road/I-5 NB Ramps (Existing Deficiency)

Signal at Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road ( Existing Deficiency)

Year 2025 
ImprovementsFacility Limits

Roadway Classification 
(per Shasta County 

Stds)
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TABLE 19 
5-YEAR BAND TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND COST ESTIMATES 

Cost

State & 
Federal 
Funding

Facilities to be
constructed by

 Local development

Total Cost 
to be 

included in
Fee Program

Interim Improvements at Gas Point Road Interchange $3,789,000 $3,789,000
Gas Point Road - N/S Arterial to Rhonda Road $2,731,000 $2,731,000
Rhonda Road (widen) - Gas Point Road to E-W Arterial $3,920,400 $3,282,400 $638,000
Rhonda Road (Realign) - north of E/W Arterial $880,000 $880,000
First Street (widen) - N/S Arterial to existing overcrossing @ I-5 $562,800 $562,800
Main Street Interchange Improvements $9,781,000 $5,000,000 $4,781,000
New N/S Arterial - Gas Point Road to New E/W Arterial 1 $4,687,600 $4,687,600
New N/S Arterial - First Street to Gas Point Road 2 $1,386,080 $1,191,200 $194,880
New E/W Arterial - New N/S Arterial to Main Street Interchange $2,357,200 $2,357,200
Year 2010 Total Cost $30,095,080 $11,518,400 $13,576,680

Gas Point Rd - Happy Valley Road to Joanne Lane $970,000 $0 $970,000
Gas Point Rd - Joanne Lane to N/S Arterial $7,166,200 $0 $7,166,200
New N/S Arterial - New E/W Arterial to Rhonda Road (N) 3 $7,275,000 $0 $7,275,000
Year 2015 Total Cost $45,506,280 $11,518,400 $28,987,880

Gas Point Road Interchange Improvements $12,235,000 $5,000,000 $0 $7,235,000
State & Federal Funding $0
Year 2020 Total Cost $57,741,280 $11,518,400 $36,222,880

No Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0
Year 2027 Total Cost $57,741,280 $10,000,000 $11,518,400 $36,222,880

2) Only the Right-of-way cost associated with constructing this facility is included in the fee program. The actual cost of constructing
 this facility is assumed to be funded by local development
3) The total cost of constructing this facility, both the construction cost and right-of-way acquisition cost is included in the fee program

4) The interim improvements at Gas Point Road interchange does not inlcude the cost of signalizing the Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road, 
Gas Point Road/I-5 SB Ramps and Gas Point Road/I-5 NB ramp intersections as they are considered as existing deficiencies. The cost 
associated with these existing deficiencies is approximately $450,000. As noted in the footnote of Table 17, the $450,000 associated with 
signalizing these three intersection is removed from the total improvement costs of $ 4,239,000 at the Gas Point Rd interchange

Other
Funding

YEAR

Note:

YEAR 2010

YEAR 2015

YEAR 2020

YEAR 2027

1) The cost of constructing this facility is not included in the fee program as it is assumed that this facility will be constructed by local 
development in the area
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CHAPTER V – FEE METHODOLOGY 
 
As stated in Chapter I, a number of findings must be made to ensure that there is a reasonable relationship or a 
rough proportionality between the fee imposed and the development on which that fee is imposed. Although the 
U.S. Supreme Court specifically stated that “no precise mathematical calculation is required...,” an analysis 
should be presented in enough detail to demonstrate that logical, thorough consideration was applied in the 
process of defining the fee levied on new development. There are several generally accepted methodologies to 
determine fees for new development. The choice of methodology used depends on the type of facility for which a 
fee is being calculated. Following is a brief discussion of the methodology used to calculate the new TIMF for 
the Shasta County Southern Region. 
 
PLAN-BASED METHODOLOGY 
 
The plan-based methodology is used for facilities that must be designed based on future demand projections and 
the geographic location of anticipated growth. The need for road improvements depends specifically on the 
projected number of trips that must be accommodated from development occurring in a growth area, in this case 
the southern region of Shasta County. The need for roadways and other transportation facilities does not increase 
proportionately for each residential unit or nonresidential acre developed in an area. Existing facilities, 
geographic constraints, and current levels of service must be considered to identify future facility needs. 
Therefore, to develop a facilities plan for road improvements, a projection for the amount and location of future 
development is required. The steps to calculate the fee under the plan-based methodology are as follows: 
 

Step 1 Identify the time horizon and the development growth projections within the time horizon. 
Step 2  Determine the transportation facilities needed to serve the projected growth.  
Step 3 Estimate the gross cost of facilities needed to serve projected growth; the costs of facilities 

needed to correct existing deficiencies in the transportation system should be excluded from the 
total cost. 

Step 4  Subtract revenues available from alternative funding sources to identify a total net facilities cost. 
Step 5  Assign PM peak hour trip rates generated by each land use category; these will be used to 

determine the benefit received by each development type and also to allocate facilities costs to 
each development type/land use. 

Step 6  Determine the total projected trips that will be generated by future development by multiplying 
the expected future development by it’s respective PM peak hour trip rate. 

Step 7  Divide the total net facilities cost by the total projected trips from Step 6 to calculate a cost per 
trip. 

Step 8  Finally, multiply the cost per trip by the trip rate assigned to each land use category in Step 5 to 
determine the fee for each land use category 
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CHAPTER VI – TRANSPORTATION FEE CALCULATION AND 
JUSTIFICATION 
 
Transportation fee calculations for the Southern Region were based upon anticipated peak hour traffic generation 
for future development.  The variable that is used to quantify the impacts of this new development on the 
transportation system is trip generation. This analysis uses the PM peak hour trip generation to calculate the 
impacts of new development. PM peak hour periods are observed to be the busiest period of the day. Therefore, 
the usage of the PM peak hour trip rates accounts for the heightened level of usage of the transportation facilities. 
Transportation fee for the proposed development in the southern region is calculated for each of the 5-years 
bands 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2027. 
 
The amount of fee that can be justified for each development type is calculated by dividing the total cost of 
transportation improvements by the EDU. The EDU is calculated based on the PM peak hour trip generation for 
the single family-dwelling units. One PM peak hour trip is equivalent to one dwelling unit. The number of EDU 
for the commercial and industrial land use types is calculated by dividing the PM peak hour trips of each land use 
type by the single-family dwelling unit PM peak hour trip generation rate.  
 
The PM peak hour trip generation rates for the various landuses were calculated based on the PM peak hour trips 
shown in the trip generation tables for each scenario and the landuse quantities. Trip generation rates for the 
various landuses are shown below in Table 20. It is noted that the commercial category trip generation rate was 
reduced by 25% to account for “pass-by” trips (Note: 25% Pass-by is the approximate average for pass-by 
percentages identified for different land uses in Table 30 presented later in the report). Pass-by trips are those 
trips that are already assigned to another land-use category and are already present on the current roadway 
facilities. An example of a pass-by trip would be a stop at a pharmacy on the way to home from work. 
 

TABLE 20 
PM PEAK HOUR TRIP GENERATION RATES 

Landuse
Single Family Dwelling Units 0.92 per dwelling units
Commercial (before pass-by) 3.86 per 1000 square feet
Commercial (after pass-by) 2.895 per 1000 square feet
Industrial 1.44 per 1000 square feet

PM Peak Hour
Trip Rate

 
 
 The equivalent number of dwelling units for each of the land uses and by each of the 5-year bands is shown in 
Table 21. 

TABLE 21 
5-YEAR BAND EQUIVALENT NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS 

PM Peak
Total Trips EDU

PM Peak
Total Trips EDU

PM Peak
Total Trips EDU

Year 2010 2,066 2,066 1,708 1,857 95 103 4,025
Year 2015 3,291 3,291 2,329 2,531 190 206 6,028
Year 2020 4,609 4,609 2,562 2,784 285 309 7,702
Year 2027 6,318 6,318 2,745 2,984 379 412 9,714

Total 
EDU

Residential Commercial Industrial

 
 

The fee amount that can be levied on each development type is calculated by dividing the total net cost of 
transportation facilities by the number of equivalent dwelling units for each development to determine the cost 
per dwelling unit.  The total number of equivalent dwelling units for each of the 5-year bands, the total cost of 
improvements for each of the 5-year bands, and the cost per EDU for each of the 5-year bands is shown below in 
Table 22.  
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TABLE 22 
5-YEAR BAND COST PER DWELLING UNIT 

EDU Cost Cost/EDU
Program
Duration

Year 2010 4,025 $13,576,680 $3,373 5 Years
Year 2015 6,028 $28,987,880 $4,809 10 Years
Year 2020 7,702 $36,222,880 $4,703 15 Years
Year 2027 9,714 $36,222,880 $3,729 20 Years  

 
As shown above in Table 22, the cost per EDU decreases with the increase in the number of years. It is 
recommended that the Shasta County RTPA adopt a 20-year fee program at $3,729 per EDU that spreads the cost 
of improvements over 20-year development following approval by the Board of Supervisors and City of 
Anderson. Table 23 shows the total cost of improvements associated with a 20-year period spread over different 
land uses. 

 
TABLE 23 

20-YEAR RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION FEE 
EDU Cost

Residential 6,318 $23,558,983
Commercial 2,984 $11,126,214
Industrial 412 $1,537,683
Total 9,714 $36,222,880  

 
As shown above in Table 23, of the $36,222,880 total cost of improvements, the residential development that is 
proposed to occur over a 20-year period would be required to collectively pay $23,558,983, the commercial 
$11,126,214, and the industrial $1,537,683.  
 
The above transportation mitigation fees were calculated treating the entire southern region as one ZOB and 
represent average fees for the entire region.  Additional analysis has also been completed to determine a multi-
ZOB fee structure.  The purpose of multiple fee zones of benefit is to further refine the nexus between 
development fees and the improvements they represent as required by AB 1600.  
 
Four ZOB Fee Structure - The southern regions is split into four zones of benefit as was illustrated on Figure 8 
and defined below. The transportation fee is calculated for each of the four zones of benefit based on the Nexus 
relationship shown in the nexus table included in the appendix. 
 

• ZOB 1 - This region consist of the entire southern region west of the Main Street/I-5 dividing line not 
including the Vineyards Specific Plan development. 

• ZOB 2 - This region consists of the Vineyards Specific Plan development only. 
• ZOB 3 - This region consists of the entire southern region east of the Main Street/I-5 dividing line. 
• ZOB 4 – This regions lies to the west of ZOB 1  

 
Table 24, Table 25, Table 26 and Table 27 shows the costs and transportation mitigation fee per dwelling unit 
for each of the zones of benefit 1, 2, 3 and 4.   
 

TABLE 24 
ZOB 1 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 1,225 $6,408,375
Commercial 2,488 $13,010,452
Industrial 0 $0
Total 3,713 $19,418,827
Cost/EDU $5,229  
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TABLE 25 
ZOB 2 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 4,562 $12,626,946
Commercial 172 $475,812
Industrial 0 $0
Total 4,734 $13,102,757
Cost/EDU $2,768  

 
TABLE 26 

ZOB 3 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 
EDU Cost

Residential 365 $1,065,078
Commercial 324 $945,536
Industrial 412 $1,204,149
Total 1,101 $3,214,763
Cost/EDU $2,920  

 
TABLE 27 

ZOB 4 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 
EDU Cost

Residential 165 $486,532
Commercial 0 $0
Industrial 0 $0
Total 165 $486,532
Cost/EDU $2,942  

 
Two Zones of benefit Fee Structure – For simplification of the administration of the fee program, the four zones 
of benefit identified in the prior sections of this report have been simplified to two zones of benefit as shown on 
Figure 12. However the fees are based on the nexus analysis of the four zones of benefit modeled. Table 28 and 
Table 29 show the costs and transportation mitigation fee per dwelling unit for ZOB 1 and ZOB 2. 
 

TABLE 28 
ZOB 1 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 

EDU Cost
Residential 1,225 $6,408,375
Commercial 2,488 $13,010,452
Industrial 0 $0
Total 3,713 $19,418,827
Cost/EDU $5,229  

 
TABLE 29 

ZOB 2 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION FEE 
EDU Cost

Residential 5,092 $14,178,557
Commercial 496 $1,421,348
Industrial 412 $1,204,149
Total 6,000 $16,804,053
Cost/EDU $2,801  

 
It is recommended that the two zones of benefit fee structure be adopted for the southern region.  
 
Based upon the fee amounts identified above along with yearly development assumptions, a yearly fee accrual to 
cost expenditure chart has been created.  As indicated in Chart 1, the fee program is anticipated to collect 
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sufficient yearly fees to cover improvements costs.  {Note:  This fee represents a smoothed average pace for both 
development and transportation cost expenditures.  Actually development levels and transportation expenditures 
will occur at various rates.} 
 

CHART 1 
REVENUE AND COST TRACKING CHART 

Comparison of Accrued Fee VS Cost
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Table 30 below provides a summary of PM peak hour trips rates, associated pass-by reduction percentages, and 
equivalent number of dwelling units for different land use types. 
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TABLE 30 

EDU EQUIVALENTS 

Land Use Descriptor

PM Peak 
Hour Trip 

Rate
Pass-by 

Reduction

EDUs
(per descriptor 

unit)
AIRPORT
Commercial Flight 7.00 0% 7.00
COMMERCIAL-RETAIL
Automobile Services:
Car Dealer 1,000 Sq. Ft. 4.00 10% 3.60
Car Wash (Full Service) Site 81.00 50% 40.50
Car Wash (Self Service) Wash Stall 8.00 50% 4.00
Gasoline Station (with food mart) Fueling Station 12.00 80% 2.40
Gasoline Station (with food mart & 
fully automated car wash) Fueling Station 14.00 80% 2.80
Parts Sale 1,000 Sq. Ft. 6.20 10% 5.58
Repair Shop 1,000 Sq. Ft. 2.20 10% 1.98
Tire Store 1,000 Sq. Ft. 2.75 8% 2.53
Convenience Market Chain:
Open uo to 16 Hours per day 1,000 Sq. Ft. 40.00 50% 20.00
Open 24 hours 1,000 Sq. Ft. 49.00 50% 24.50
Discount Store/Discount Club 1,000 Sq. Ft. 7.00 30% 4.90
Drugstore 1,000 Sq. Ft. 9.00 56% 3.96
Furniture Store 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.54 10% 0.49
Lomber/Home Improvement Store 1,000 Sq. Ft. 2.70 10% 2.43
Nursery 1,000 Sq. Ft. 4.00 10% 3.60
Restaurant:
Quality 1,000 Sq. Ft. 8.00 10% 7.20
High Turnover (sit-down) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 10.40 20% 8.32
Fast Food (with or without drive-through) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 56.00 40% 33.60
Shopping Center:
  Shopping Center (0-50,000 Sq. Ft.) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 7.95 65% 2.78
  Shopping Center (50,000 - 100,000 Sq. Ft.) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 6.28 40% 3.77
  Shopping Center (100,000 - 200,000 Sq. Ft.) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 4.96 35% 3.22
  Shopping Center (200,000 - 500,000 Sq. Ft.) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 3.60 25% 2.70
Specialty Retail Center/Strip Commercial 1,000 Sq. Ft. 3.60 10% 3.24
Supermarket 1,000 Sq. Ft. 15.00 40% 9.00
EDUCATION
University (4 years or higher) Acre 9.00 0% 9.00
Community College ( 2 years) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.44 0% 1.44
Hight School 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.54 0% 1.54
Junior High/Middle School 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.84 0% 0.84
Elementary School 1,000 Sq. Ft. 7.41 0% 7.41
Day Care Center 1,000 Sq. Ft. 14.40 0% 14.40
FINANCIAL INSTITUTION (Bank or Credit Union)
Excluding Drive-through 1,000 Sq. Ft. 12.00 25% 9.00
With drive-through 1,000 Sq. Ft. 20.00 25% 15.00
Drive-through only Lane 32.50 25% 24.38
HOSPITAL
Convalescent/nursing Bed 0.21 0% 0.21
General 1,000 Sq. Ft. 2.00 0% 2.00
HOUSE OF WORSHIP
General 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.20 40% 0.72
Without School or Day Care 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.40 0% 0.40
INDUSTRIAL
  Light Industrial (Industrial Park w/o Commercial) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.96 0% 0.96
Industrial/Business Park 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.92 0% 1.92
Small Industrial Park 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.80 0% 1.80
Large Industrial Park 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.96 0% 0.96
Manufacturing/Assembly 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.80 0% 0.80
Rental Storage 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.18 0% 0.18
Scientific Research Development 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.12 0% 1.12
Truck Terminal 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.80 0% 0.80
Warehousing 1,000 Sq. Ft. 0.80 0% 0.80
LIBRARY 1,000 Sq. Ft. 5.00 0% 5.00
LODGING
Hotel (w/convention facilities/restaurant) Room 0.80 0% 0.80
Motel Room 0.81 0% 0.81
Resort Hotel Room 0.56 0% 0.56
OFFICE
General Office 1,000 Sq. Ft. 2.60 0% 2.60
Commercial Office 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.45 0% 1.45
Corporate Headquarters/Single Tenant Office 1,000 Sq. Ft. 1.50 0% 1.50
Department of Motor Vehicles 1,000 Sq. Ft. 19.80 90% 1.98
Government Offcie 1,000 Sq. Ft. 3.60 0% 3.60
Medical Office 1,000 Sq. Ft. 5.00 0% 5.00
Post Office:
Distribution (central/walk-in only) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 6.30 16% 5.29
Community (without mail drop lane) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 18.00 16% 15.12
Community (with mail drop lane) 1,000 Sq. Ft. 27.00 16% 22.68
RECREATION
Bowling Center Lane 3.00 0% 3.00
Golf Course Hole 3.60 0% 3.60
Marina Berth 0.28 0% 0.28
Movie Theater 1,000 Sq. Ft. 6.40 0% 6.40
Park:
Developed Acre 4.00 0% 4.00
Undeveloped Acre 0.40 0% 0.40
Racquetball/Tennis/Health Club 1,000 Sq. Ft. 3.60 0% 3.60
RESIDENTIAL
Single Family Detached (Urbanized Area) Dwelling Units 0.92 0% 0.92
Single Family Detached (Urbanizing Area) Dwelling Units 1.00 0% 1.00
Congragate Care Facility Dwelling Units 0.16 0% 0.16
Mobile Home Dwelling Units 0.60 0% 0.60
Multiple Dwelling Unit:
Under 20 dwelling units/acre Dwelling Units 0.80 0% 0.80
Over 20 dwelling uits/acre Dwelling Units 0.54 0% 0.54  
   Notes: 
1) PM peak hour trip generation per single family detached unit of 0.92. 
2) Big Box retail uses less than 500,000 square feet. 
3) Regional Commercial uses greater than 500,000 square feet. 
4)Source for the Pass-by percentages is the ITE Trip Generation Hand Book 
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Based on the equivalent dwelling units listed in the Table 32, Table 31 below shows an example of fee 
calculation in ZOB 1, where the cost per EDU is $5,229.  The first portion of this table provides various 
developments that would generate approximately $1,000,000 of fee. 
 

TABLE 31 
FEE CALCULATION EXAMPLE 

Landuse Quantity Unit EDU/unit Total EDU Cost
ZOB 1 - Cost/EDU
Low Density Residential 213 d.u. 0.92 196 $1,024,747
Medium Density Residential 245 d.u. 0.80 196 $1,024,956
High Density Residential 363 d.u. 0.54 196 $1,025,061
Shopping Center 1 71 ksf 2.78 198 $1,032,833
General Office 76 ksf 2.60 198 $1,033,323
Light Industrial (General Park w/o Commercial) 204 ksf 0.96 196 $1,024,120

Shopping Center 2 100 ksf 3.77 377 $1,970,174
Shopping Center 3 200 ksf 3.22 645 $3,372,458

$5,229

 
 
A parcel list with APN numbers and the zone of benefit based on the two ZOB structure is shown in Table 32 
and Table 33. 



ZOB 2

ZOB 1

5

ZOB 2

City of Anderson
Refer to APN
List Table #35

Refer to Shasta County
APN List Table #34

             = Zone of Benifit Boundaries
             = Anderson City Limit
Legend:
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TABLE 32 SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 086060012000 1 086100018000 1 086130023000 
1 086060014000 1 086100019000 1 086130024000 
1 086060015000 1 086100020000 1 086130026000 
1 086060016000 1 086100021000 1 086130028000 
1 086070007000 1 086100022000 1 086130029000 
1 086070011000 1 086100023000 1 086130030000 
1 086070015000 1 086100024000 1 086130031000 
1 086070017000 1 086100025000 1 086130032000 
1 086070021000 1 086100026000 1 086140 
1 086070029000 1 086100027000 1 086140019000 
1 086070030000 1 086100029000 1 086140020000 
1 086070031000 1 086110001000 1 086140028000 
1 086070032000 1 086110002000 1 086140029000 
1 086070033000 1 086110005000 1 086140031000 
1 086070034000 1 086110015000 1 086140032000 
1 086070035000 1 086110016000 1 086140033000 
1 086070036000 1 086110017000 1 086140034000 
1 086070037000 1 086110018000 1 086140035000 
1 086070043000 1 086110019000 1 086140036000 
1 086070056000 1 086110020000 1 086140037000 
1 086070058000 1 086110021000 1 086140038000 
1 086080010000 1 086110022000 1 086140039000 
1 086080013000 1 086110024000 1 086140040000 
1 086080014000 1 086110025000 1 086140041000 
1 086080015000 1 086110026000 1 086140042000 
1 086080018000 1 086110027000 1 086140043000 
1 086080019000 1 086110028000 1 086140044000 
1 086080021000 1 086110031000 1 086140045000 
1 086080022000 1 086110032000 1 086140046000 
1 086080024000 1 086120001000 1 086140047000 
1 086080025000 1 086120002000 1 086140049000 
1 086080026000 1 086120003000 1 086140050000 
1 086080027000 1 086120004000 1 086140051000 
1 086080028000 1 086120006000 1 086140051000A 
1 086080029000 1 086120007000 1 086140052000 
1 086080030000 1 086120008000 1 086140053000 
1 086080030000 1 086120010000 1 086140054000 
1 086090008000 1 086120014000 1 086140055000 
1 086090009000 1 086120015000 1 086140056000 
1 086090010000 1 086120016000 1 086140057000 
1 086090011000 1 086120018000 1 086140058000 
1 086090012000 1 086130001000 1 086140059000 
1 086090013000 1 086130002000 1 086140060000 
1 086090014000 1 086130004000 1 086140061000 
1 086100001000 1 086130006000 1 086140062000 
1 086100002000 1 086130007000 1 086140063000 
1 086100003000 1 086130015000 1 086140064000 
1 086100004000 1 086130019000 1 086140065000 
1 086100006000 1 086130020000 1 086140066000 
1 086100007000 1 086130021000 1 086140067000 
1 086100016000 1 086130022000 1 086150001000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 086150002000 1 086180008000 1 086250004000 
1 086150005000 1 086180009000 1 086250005000 
1 086150009000 1 086180010000 1 086250006000 
1 086150016000 1 086180011000 1 086250007000 
1 086150017000 1 086180012000 1 086260013000 
1 086150020000 1 086180017000 1 086260014000 
1 086150021000 1 086180018000 1 086260015000 
1 086150022000 1 086180019000 1 086260016000 
1 086150023000 1 086190002000 1 086260017000 
1 086150024000 1 086190003000 1 086260018000 
1 086160004000 1 086190004000 1 086260019000 
1 086160005000 1 086190007000 1 086260020000 
1 086160007000 1 086190016000 1 086260021000 
1 086160009000 1 086190017000 1 086260022000 
1 086160010000 1 086190018000 1 086260023000 
1 086160011000 1 086190019000 1 086260024000 
1 086160012000 1 086190022000 1 086260025000 
1 086160018000 1 086190023000 1 086260026000 
1 086160019000 1 086190024000 1 086260027000 
1 086160020000 1 086190025000 1 086260028000 
1 086160021000 1 086200004000 1 086260029000 
1 086160022000 1 086200005000 1 086260030000 
1 086160023000 1 086200006000 1 086260031000 
1 086160024000 1 086200007000 1 086260036000 
1 086160025000 1 086200009000 1 086260037000 
1 086160026000 1 086200010000 1 086260038000 
1 086160028000 1 086200012000 1 086260039000 
1 086160028000 1 086200013000 1 086260040000 
1 086160029000 1 086200014000 1 086260041000 
1 086170001000 1 086200015000 1 086260042000 
1 086170002000 1 086210001000 1 086260043000 
1 086170003000 1 086210003000 1 086260044000 
1 086170004000 1 086210005000 1 086260045000 
1 086170006000 1 086210006000 1 086260046000 
1 086170007000 1 086220004000 1 086260047000 
1 086170008000 1 086220007000 1 086260048000 
1 086170009000 1 086220009000 1 086260049000 
1 086170010000 1 086220010000 1 086260050000 
1 086170011000 1 086220012000 1 086260051000 
1 086170012000 1 086220013000 1 086260052000 
1 086170013000 1 086220015000 1 086260053000 
1 086170014000 1 086240014000 1 086260054000 
1 086170015000 1 086240018000 1 086260055000 
1 086170016000 1 086240019000 1 086260056000 
1 086180001000 1 086240021000 1 086260057000 
1 086180002000 1 086240023000 1 086260058000 
1 086180003000 1 086240025000 1 086260059000 
1 086180004000 1 086240027000 1 086260060000 
1 086180005000 1 086240029000 1 086270002000 
1 086180006000 1 086240033000 1 086270003000 
1 086180007000 1 086250003000 1 086270004000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 086270011000 1 086300013000 1 086310038000 
1 086270013000 1 086300015000 1 086310039000 
1 086270028000 1 086300016000 1 086310040000 
1 086270040000 1 086300020000 1 086310041000 
1 086270041000 1 086300022000 1 086310042000 
1 086270042000 1 086300023000 1 086310043000 
1 086270045000 1 086300024000 1 086310044000 
1 086270053000 1 086300027000 1 086310045000 
1 086270057000 1 086300028000 1 086310046000 
1 086270058000 1 086300029000 1 086310047000 
1 086270059000 1 086300030000 1 086310048000 
1 086270060000 1 086300031000 1 086310049000 
1 086270061000 1 086300032000 1 086310050000 
1 086270063000 1 086300033000 1 086310051000 
1 086270064000 1 086300034000 1 086310052000 
1 086270065000 1 086300035000 1 086310053000 
1 086270066000 1 086310001000 1 086310054000 
1 086270067000 1 086310002000 1 086310055000 
1 086270068000 1 086310003000 1 086310056000 
1 086270069000 1 086310004000 1 086310057000 
1 086270070000 1 086310005000 1 086310059000 
1 086270071000 1 086310006000 1 086320001000 
1 086270072000 1 086310007000 1 086320002000 
1 086270073000 1 086310008000 1 086320003000 
1 086270074000 1 086310009000 1 086320004000 
1 086270075000 1 086310010000 1 086320005000 
1 086270076000 1 086310011000 1 086320006000 
1 086270077000 1 086310012000 1 086320007000 
1 086270078000 1 086310013000 1 086320008000 
1 086270079000 1 086310014000 1 086320009000 
1 086270080000 1 086310015000 1 086320010000 
1 086270083000 1 086310016000 1 086320011000 
1 086270084000 1 086310017000 1 086320012000 
1 086280009000 1 086310018000 1 086320013000 
1 086280040000 1 086310019000 1 086320014000 
1 086280041000 1 086310020000 1 086320015000 
1 086280041000 1 086310021000 1 086320016000 
1 086280042000 1 086310022000 1 086320017000 
1 086280043000 1 086310023000 1 086320018000 
1 086290002000 1 086310024000 1 086320019000 
1 086290003000 1 086310025000 1 086320020000 
1 086290005000 1 086310026000 1 086320021000 
1 086290006000 1 086310027000 1 086320022000 
1 086290007000 1 086310028000 1 086320023000 
1 086290008000 1 086310030000 1 086320024000 
1 086290009000 1 086310031000 1 086320025000 
1 086300001000 1 086310032000 1 086320026000 
1 086300002000 1 086310033000 1 086330006000 
1 086300006000 1 086310035000 1 086330007000 
1 086300007000 1 086310036000 1 086330009000 
1 086300008000 1 086310037000 1 086330010000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 086330012000 1 086350013000 1 086380022000 
1 086330018000 1 086350014000 1 086380023000 
1 086330019000 1 086350015000 1 086380024000 
1 086340001000 1 086350016000 1 086390001000 
1 086340002000 1 086350017000 1 086390002000 
1 086340003000 1 086350018000 1 086390003000 
1 086340004000 1 086350019000 1 086390004000 
1 086340005000 1 086350020000 1 086390005000 
1 086340006000 1 086350021000 1 086390008000 
1 086340007000 1 086350022000 1 086390009000 
1 086340008000 1 086350023000 1 086390010000 
1 086340009000 1 086350024000 1 086390011000 
1 086340010000 1 086350025000 1 086390012000 
1 086340011000 1 086350026000 1 086390013000 
1 086340012000 1 086350027000 1 086390014000 
1 086340013000 1 086350028000 1 086390015000 
1 086340014000 1 086350029000 1 086390016000 
1 086340015000 1 086350030000 1 086390017000 
1 086340016000 1 086350031000 1 086390018000 
1 086340018000 1 086350032000 1 086390019000 
1 086340019000 1 086350033000 1 086390021000 
1 086340020000 1 086350034000 1 086390021000 
1 086340021000 1 086350035000 1 086390022000 
1 086340022000 1 086350036000 1 086390023000 
1 086340023000 1 086350037000 1 086390024000 
1 086340024000 1 086350038000 1 086390025000 
1 086340025000 1 086350039000 1 086390027000 
1 086340026000 1 086350040000 1 086400001000 
1 086340027000 1 086350041000 1 086400002000 
1 086340028000 1 086370001000 1 086400003000 
1 086340029000 1 086370002000 1 086400004000 
1 086340030000 1 086370003000 1 086400005000 
1 086340031000 1 086380001000 1 086400006000 
1 086340032000 1 086380002000 1 086400007000 
1 086340033000 1 086380003000 1 086400008000 
1 086340034000 1 086380004000 1 086400009000 
1 086340035000 1 086380005000 1 086400010000 
1 086340036000 1 086380006000 1 086400011000 
1 086340037000 1 086380009000 1 086400014000 
1 086340038000 1 086380010000 1 086400015000 
1 086340039000 1 086380011000 1 086400017000 
1 086350001000 1 086380012000 1 086400018000 
1 086350002000 1 086380013000 1 086400020000 
1 086350003000 1 086380014000 1 086410001000 
1 086350004000 1 086380015000 1 086410002000 
1 086350005000 1 086380016000 1 086410003000 
1 086350006000 1 086380017000 1 086410004000 
1 086350007000 1 086380018000 1 086410005000 
1 086350008000 1 086380019000 1 086410006000 
1 086350009000 1 086380020000 1 086410007000 
1 086350010000 1 086380021000 1 086410008000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 086410009000 1 087020017000 1 087030058000 
1 086410010000 1 087020019000 1 087030059000 
1 086410011000 1 087020024000 1 087030060000 
1 086410012000 1 087020025000 1 087030061000 
1 086410013000 1 087020026000 1 087030062000 
1 086410014000 1 087020027000 1 087030063000 
1 086410015000 1 087020029000 1 087030064000 
1 086410016000 1 087020030000 1 087030065000 
1 086410017000 1 087020031000 1 087030066000 
1 086410018000 1 087020032000 1 087030067000 
1 086410019000 1 087020034000 1 087030068000 
1 086410020000 1 087020035000 1 087030069000 
1 086410021000 1 087020036000 1 087030070000 
1 086410022000 1 087020037000 1 087030071000 
1 086410023000 1 087020040000 1 087030072000 
1 086410024000 1 087020041000 1 087030073000 
1 086410025000 1 087020042000 1 087030074000 
1 086410026000 1 087020043000 1 087030075000 
1 086410027000 1 087020044000 1 087030076000 
1 086410028000 1 087020045000 1 087030077000 
1 086410029000 1 087020046000 1 087030078000 
1 086410030000 1 087020047000 1 087030079000 
1 086410031000 1 087030004000 1 087040004000 
1 086410032000 1 087030005000 1 087040017000 
1 086410033000 1 087030010000 1 087040020000 
1 086410034000 1 087030011000 1 087040021000 
1 086410035000 1 087030012000 1 087040024000 
1 086410036000 1 087030013000 1 087040025000 
1 086410037000 1 087030014000 1 087040026000 
1 086410038000 1 087030015000 1 087040027000 
1 086410042000 1 087030016000 1 087040028000 
1 086410043000 1 087030017000 1 087040029000 
1 086410044000 1 087030018000 1 087040030000 
1 086410045000 1 087030019000 1 087040031000 
1 086410051000 1 087030020000 1 087040032000 
1 086410053000 1 087030025000 1 087040033000 
1 086410054000 1 087030026000 1 087040035000 
1 087010005000 1 087030034000 1 087040039000 
1 087010006000 1 087030036000 1 087040041000 
1 087010007000 1 087030038000 1 087040042000 
1 087010008000 1 087030039000 1 087040043000 
1 087010009000 1 087030040000 1 087040044000 
1 087010010000 1 087030043000 1 087040045000 
1 087010011000 1 087030048000 1 087040046000 
1 087010012000 1 087030049000 1 087040048000 
1 087020004000 1 087030050000 1 087040049000 
1 087020005000 1 087030052000 1 087040050000 
1 087020007000 1 087030053000 1 087040051000 
1 087020009000 1 087030054000 1 087050002000 
1 087020013000 1 087030056000 1 087050003000 
1 087020016000 1 087030057000 1 087050005000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 087050006000 1 087110006000 1 087140004000 
1 087050007000 1 087110007000 1 087140005000 
1 087050015000 1 087110008000 1 087140006000 
1 087050016000 1 087110009000 1 087140007000 
1 087050017000 1 087120001000 1 087140008000 
1 087050018000 1 087120003000 1 087140009000 
1 087050019000 1 087120004000 1 087140010000 
1 087050020000 1 087120006000 1 087140011000 
1 087050021000 1 087120007000 1 087140012000 
1 087050022000 1 087120008000 1 087140013000 
1 087050023000 1 087120009000 1 087140014000 
1 087050024000 1 087120010000 1 087140015000 
1 087050025000 1 087120013000 1 087140016000 
1 087050026000 1 087120015000 1 087140017000 
1 087060001000 1 087120016000 1 087140018000 
1 087060007000 1 087120017000 1 087140019000 
1 087060009000 1 087120018000 1 087140020000 
1 087060013000 1 087120020000 1 087140021000 
1 087060014000 1 087120021000 1 087150004000 
1 087060015000 1 087120022000 1 087150006000 
1 087060016000 1 087120023000 1 087150007000 
1 087060017000 1 087120024000 1 087150008000 
1 087060018000 1 087120025000 1 087150009000 
1 087070003000 1 087130002000 1 087150010000 
1 087080001000 1 087130007000 1 087150011000 
1 087080002000 1 087130008000 1 087150012000 
1 087080007000 1 087130009000 1 087150014000 
1 087080008000 1 087130010000 1 087150016000 
1 087090005000 1 087130011000 1 087150018000 
1 087090006000 1 087130012000 1 087150019000 
1 087090007000 1 087130013000 1 087160001000 
1 087090008000 1 087130015000 1 087160002000 
1 087090009000 1 087130016000 1 087160003000 
1 087090010000 1 087130017000 1 087160004000 
1 087090011000 1 087130018000 1 087160005000 
1 087090016000 1 087130019000 1 087160008000 
1 087090017000 1 087130020000 1 087160009000 
1 087090018000 1 087130021000 1 087160012000 
1 087090019000 1 087130022000 1 087160013000 
1 087100004000 1 087130023000 1 087170001000 
1 087100006000 1 087130024000 1 087170002000 
1 087100008000 1 087130025000 1 087170003000 
1 087100009000 1 087130026000 1 087170004000 
1 087100011000 1 087130027000 1 087170005000 
1 087100012000 1 087130028000 1 087170006000 
1 087100013000 1 087130029000 1 087170007000 
1 087100014000 1 087130030000 1 087170008000 
1 087110001000 1 087130031000 1 087170011000 
1 087110003000 1 087140001000 1 087170012000 
1 087110004000 1 087140002000 1 087170013000 
1 087110005000 1 087140003000 1 087170014000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 087170015000 1 087190017000 1 087240014000 
1 087170016000 1 087190019000 1 087240015000 
1 087170017000 1 087190020000 1 087240016000 
1 087170018000 1 087190027000 1 087250002000 
1 087170019000 1 087190028000 1 087250003000 
1 087170020000 1 087190029000 1 087250004000 
1 087170024000 1 087190036000 1 087250005000 
1 087170025000 1 087190037000 1 087250007000 
1 087170026000 1 087190038000 1 087250010000 
1 087170027000 1 087190040000 1 087250011000 
1 087170028000 1 087190041000 1 087250012000 
1 087180001000 1 087190042000 1 087250013000 
1 087180002000 1 087190043000 1 087250014000 
1 087180004000 1 087190044000 1 087260001000 
1 087180011000 1 087190049000 1 087260002000 
1 087180012000 1 087190050000 1 087260004000 
1 087180013000 1 087190051000 1 087260006000 
1 087180017000 1 087190052000 1 087260007000 
1 087180019000 1 087190053000 1 087260008000 
1 087180021000 1 087190054000 1 087260009000 
1 087180022000 1 087190055000 1 087260010000 
1 087180023000 1 087190056000 1 087260011000 
1 087180024000 1 087200002000 1 087260012000 
1 087180025000 1 087200003000 1 087260013000 
1 087180026000 1 087200004000 1 087260014000 
1 087180030000 1 087200006000 1 087260016000 
1 087180031000 1 087200011000 1 087260017000 
1 087180032000 1 087200012000 1 087260019000 
1 087180034000 1 087200013000 1 087260020000 
1 087180035000 1 087200014000 1 087260021000 
1 087180036000 1 087200015000 1 087260022000 
1 087180037000 1 087200016000 1 087260023000 
1 087180038000 1 087200018000 1 087260024000 
1 087180039000 1 087210001000 1 087260025000 
1 087180040000 1 087220001000 1 087260026000 
1 087180041000 1 087220002000 1 087260027000 
1 087180042000 1 087220003000 1 087260028000 
1 087180043000 1 087220005000 1 087270001000 
1 087180044000 1 087220007000 1 087270002000 
1 087180045000 1 087220012000 1 087270006000 
1 087180052000 1 087220013000 1 087270007000 
1 087180053000 1 087220014000 1 087280012000 
1 087180054000 1 087220015000 1 087280015000 
1 087190004000 1 087230002000 1 087280019000 
1 087190005000 1 087230004000 1 087280021000 
1 087190006000 1 087240003000 1 087280022000 
1 087190007000 1 087240004000 1 087280023000 
1 087190008000 1 087240005000 1 087280024000 
1 087190010000 1 087240011000 1 087290001000 
1 087190013000 1 087240012000 1 087290003000 
1 087190014000 1 087240013000 1 087290004000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 087290008000 1 087310035000 1 088060029000 
1 087300001000 1 087310036000 1 088060030000 
1 087300007000 1 087310037000 1 088060034000 
1 087300008000 1 087310038000 1 088060035000 
1 087300009000 1 087310039000 1 088060036000 
1 087300010000 1 087310040000 1 088060039000 
1 087300019000 1 087310041000 1 088060040000 
1 087300020000 1 087310042000 1 088060041000 
1 087300021000 1 087310043000 1 088060042000 
1 087300022000 1 087310044000 1 088060043000 
1 087300023000 1 087310045000 1 088060044000 
1 087300026000 1 087310046000 1 088060045000 
1 087300030000 1 087310047000 1 088060046000 
1 087300031000 1 087310048000 1 088060047000 
1 087300033000 1 087310049000 1 088060048000 
1 087300034000 1 087310050000 1 088060049000 
1 087300035000 1 087310051000 1 088060050000 
1 087310001000 1 087310052000 1 088060051000 
1 087310002000 1 087310053000 1 088060053000 
1 087310003000 1 087310054000 1 088060054000 
1 087310004000 1 087310055000 1 088060055000 
1 087310005000 1 087310056000 1 088070001000 
1 087310006000 1 087310057000 1 088070002000 
1 087310007000 1 087310058000 1 088070003000 
1 087310008000 1 088050014000 1 088070004000 
1 087310009000 1 088050015000 1 088070005000 
1 087310010000 1 088050016000 1 088070006000 
1 087310011000 1 088050017000 1 088070007000 
1 087310012000 1 088050018000 1 088070008000 
1 087310013000 1 088050019000 1 088070009000 
1 087310014000 1 088050020000 1 088070010000 
1 087310015000 1 088050031000 1 088070011000 
1 087310016000 1 088050032000 1 088070012000 
1 087310017000 1 088060003000 1 088070013000 
1 087310018000 1 088060004000 1 088070014000 
1 087310019000 1 088060005000 1 088070015000 
1 087310020000 1 088060006000 1 088130005000 
1 087310021000 1 088060007000 1 088130006000 
1 087310022000 1 088060011000 1 088130007000 
1 087310023000 1 088060012000 1 088130008000 
1 087310024000 1 088060013000 1 088140004000 
1 087310025000 1 088060015000 1 088140005000 
1 087310026000 1 088060018000 1 088140007000 
1 087310027000 1 088060019000 1 088140008000 
1 087310028000 1 088060020000 1 088140009000 
1 087310029000 1 088060021000 1 088140014000 
1 087310030000 1 088060022000 1 088140018000 
1 087310031000 1 088060025000 1 088140022000 
1 087310032000 1 088060026000 1 088140023000 
1 087310033000 1 088060027000 1 088140026000 
1 087310034000 1 088060028000 1 088140027000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 088140029000 1 088160043000 1 207120017000 
1 088140030000 1 088160044000 1 207120018000 
1 088140032000 1 088160048000 1 207120019000 
1 088140033000 1 088160049000 1 207120020000 
1 088140035000 1 088160054000 1 207120021000 
1 088140040000 1 088160056000 1 207120022000 
1 088140041000 1 088160057000 1 207120023000 
1 088140042000 1 088160059000 1 207120024000 
1 088140043000 1 088170001000 1 207120025000 
1 088140044000 1 088170002000 1 207120029000 
1 088140046000 1 088170003000 1 207120030000 
1 088150002000 1 088170004000 1 207120031000 
1 088150003000 1 088170005000 1 207120032000 
1 088150004000 1 088170006000 1 207120034000 
1 088150005000 1 088170007000 1 207120035000 
1 088150006000 1 088170008000 1 207120038000 
1 088150007000 1 088170010000 1 207120039000 
1 088150008000 1 088170011000 1 207120045000 
1 088150009000 1 088170012000 1 207120046000 
1 088150010000 1 088170013000 1 207120047000 
1 088150011000 1 088170018000 1 207120049000 
1 088150012000 1 088170019000 1 207120050000 
1 088150013000 1 088170020000 1 207120051000 
1 088150014000 1 088170021000 1 207120052000 
1 088150015000 1 088180001000 1 207120054000 
1 088150016000 1 088180002000 1 207130001000 
1 088150017000 1 088180003000 1 207130003000 
1 088150018000 1 202100022000 1 207130004000 
1 088150019000 1 202100070000 1 207130005000 
1 088150020000 1 202100071000 1 207130007000 
1 088150021000 1 202680012000 1 207130008000 
1 088150022000 1 202680013000 1 207130009000 
1 088150023000 1 202680014000 1 207130010000 
1 088150024000 1 202680021000 1 207130012000 
1 088150025000 1 202680022000 1 207130013000 
1 088150026000 1 207110001000 1 207130014000 
1 088150027000 1 207110036000 1 207130015000 
1 088150028000 1 207110037000 1 207130016000 
1 088150030000 1 207120001000 1 207130018000 
1 088150031000 1 207120004000 1 207130019000 
1 088150032000 1 207120005000 1 207130024000 
1 088150033000 1 207120006000 1 207130025000 
1 088150034000 1 207120007000 1 207140001000 
1 088150035000 1 207120008000 1 207140002000 
1 088150036000 1 207120009000 1 207140006000 
1 088150037000 1 207120011000 1 207140024000 
1 088160020000 1 207120012000 1 207140025000 
1 088160023000 1 207120013000 1 207140026000 
1 088160028000 1 207120014000 1 207140027000 
1 088160031000 1 207120015000 1 207140028000 
1 088160032000 1 207120016000 1 207150001000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 207150002000 1 207150059000 1 207280016000 
1 207150003000 1 207150061000 1 207280017000 
1 207150004000 1 207150062000 1 207280018000 
1 207150005000 1 207160016000 1 207280019000 
1 207150006000 1 207170008000 1 207280020000 
1 207150007000 1 207170009000 1 207280021000 
1 207150008000 1 207170012000 1 207280022000 
1 207150009000 1 207170012000 1 207280023000 
1 207150010000 1 207170013000 1 207280024000 
1 207150011000 1 207170014000 1 207280025000 
1 207150012000 1 207170015000 1 207290001000 
1 207150013000 1 207170016000 1 207290002000 
1 207150014000 1 207170042000 1 207290003000 
1 207150015000 1 207270001000 1 207290004000 
1 207150016000 1 207270002000 1 207290005000 
1 207150017000 1 207270003000 1 207290006000 
1 207150018000 1 207270004000 1 207290007000 
1 207150019000 1 207270005000 1 207290008000 
1 207150020000 1 207270006000 1 207290009000 
1 207150021000 1 207270007000 1 207290010000 
1 207150022000 1 207270008000 1 207290011000 
1 207150023000 1 207270009000 1 207290012000 
1 207150024000 1 207270010000 1 207290013000 
1 207150025000 1 207270011000 1 207290014000 
1 207150026000 1 207270012000 1 207290015000 
1 207150027000 1 207270013000 1 207290016000 
1 207150028000 1 207270016000 1 207290017000 
1 207150031000 1 207270017000 1 207290018000 
1 207150032000 1 207270018000 1 207290019000 
1 207150033000 1 207270019000 1 207290020000 
1 207150034000 1 207270020000 1 207290021000 
1 207150035000 1 207270021000 1 207290022000 
1 207150038000 1 207270022000 1 207290023000 
1 207150039000 1 207270023000 1 207290024000 
1 207150040000 1 207270024000 1 207300001000 
1 207150041000 1 207270025000 1 207300002000 
1 207150042000 1 207280001000 1 207300003000 
1 207150043000 1 207280002000 1 207300004000 
1 207150044000 1 207280003000 1 207300005000 
1 207150045000 1 207280004000 1 207300006000 
1 207150048000 1 207280005000 1 207300008000 
1 207150049000 1 207280006000 1 207300009000 
1 207150050000 1 207280007000 1 207300010000 
1 207150051000 1 207280008000 1 207300011000 
1 207150052000 1 207280009000 1 207300012000 
1 207150053000 1 207280010000 1 207300013000 
1 207150054000 1 207280011000 1 207300014000 
1 207150055000 1 207280012000 1 207300015000 
1 207150056000 1 207280013000 1 207300016000 
1 207150057000 1 207280014000 1 207300017000 
1 207150058000 1 207280015000 1 207300018000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 207310001000 1 207330014000 1 207380008000 
1 207310002000 1 207330015000 1 207380009000 
1 207310003000 1 207330016000 1 207380010000 
1 207310004000 1 207330017000 1 207380043000 
1 207310005000 1 207330018000 1 207380044000 
1 207310006000 1 207330019000 1 207380053000 
1 207310007000 1 207330020000 1 207380054000 
1 207310008000 1 207330021000 1 207380055000 
1 207310009000 1 207330022000 1 207380056000 
1 207310010000 1 207330023000 1 207390001000 
1 207310011000 1 207330034000 1 207390002000 
1 207310013000 1 207330035000 1 207390003000 
1 207310014000 1 207330036000 1 207390004000 
1 207310015000 1 207360001000 1 207390005000 
1 207310016000 1 207360002000 1 207390009000 
1 207310017000 1 207360003000 1 207390010000 
1 207320001000 1 207360004000 1 207390011000 
1 207320002000 1 207360005000 1 207390012000 
1 207320003000 1 207360008000 1 207390013000 
1 207320004000 1 207360012000 1 207390014000 
1 207320005000 1 207360013000 1 207390015000 
1 207320006000 1 207360015000 1 207390016000 
1 207320007000 1 207360016000 1 207390017000 
1 207320008000 1 207360017000 1 207410001000 
1 207320009000 1 207360018000 1 207410002000 
1 207320010000 1 207360019000 1 207410003000 
1 207320011000 1 207360020000 1 207410004000 
1 207320012000 1 207360021000 1 207410005000 
1 207320013000 1 207360022000 1 207410008000 
1 207320014000 1 207360024000 1 207410009000 
1 207320015000 1 207360026000 1 207410012000 
1 207320016000 1 207360027000 1 207410015000 
1 207320017000 1 207360028000 1 207410017000 
1 207320018000 1 207360032000 1 207410018000 
1 207320019000 1 207360033000 1 207410019000 
1 207320020000 1 207360034000 1 207410020000 
1 207320021000 1 207360036000 1 207410021000 
1 207320022000 1 207360037000 1 207410022000 
1 207320023000 1 207360038000 1 207410023000 
1 207320024000 1 207360040000 1 207410026000 
1 207320025000 1 207360041000 1 207410027000 
1 207330004000 1 207360042000 1 207410029000 
1 207330005000 1 207360046000 1 207410030000 
1 207330006000 1 207360048000 1 207420005000 
1 207330007000 1 207370045000 1 207420006000 
1 207330008000 1 207380001000 1 207420007000 
1 207330009000 1 207380002000 1 207420020000 
1 207330010000 1 207380003000 1 207420021000 
1 207330011000 1 207380004000 1 207420023000 
1 207330012000 1 207380007000 1 207420024000 
1 207330013000 1 207380007000A 1 207420029000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

1 207420033000 1 207450013000 1 207560016000 
1 207420037000 1 207450014000 1 207560017000 
1 207420040000 1 207450015000 1 207560018000 
1 207420041000 1 207450016000 1 207560019000 
1 207420042000 1 207450017000 1 207560020000 
1 207430001000 1 207450018000 1 207560021000 
1 207430003000 1 207450019000 1 207560022000 
1 207430007000 1 207450020000 1 207560023000 
1 207430008000 1 207450021000 1 207570041000 
1 207430009000 1 207450022000 1 207570048000 
1 207430012000 1 207450023000 1 207570050000 
1 207430013000 1 207460001000 1 207570051000 
1 207430015000 1 207460002000 1 207570054000 
1 207430016000 1 207460003000 1 207570056000 
1 207430023000 1 207460004000 1 207570058000 
1 207430024000 1 207460006000 1 207570060000 
1 207430025000 1 207460007000 1 207570062000 
1 207430026000 1 207460008000 1 207570071000 
1 207440001000 1 207460009000 1 207570074000 
1 207440002000 1 207460010000 1 207570075000 
1 207440003000 1 207460011000 1 207570076000 
1 207440004000 1 207460012000 1 207570078000 
1 207440011000 1 207460013000 1 207570080000 
1 207440020000 1 207460015000 2 029000029000 
1 207440022000 1 207460016000 2 086010007000 
1 207440024000 1 207460017000 2 086010008000 
1 207440027000 1 207480001000 2 086010009000 
1 207440028000 1 207480002000 2 086010010000 
1 207440029000 1 207480003000 2 086010011000 
1 207440030000 1 207480004000 2 086020013000 
1 207440031000 1 207480005000 2 086020014000 
1 207440032000 1 207480006000 2 086020015000 
1 207440038000 1 207480007000 2 086020016000 
1 207440042000 1 207480008000 2 086030015000 
1 207440044000 1 207480009000 2 086030016000 
1 207440045000 1 207480010000 2 086030018000 
1 207440047000 1 207560001000 2 086030019000 
1 207440049000 1 207560002000 2 086030020000 
1 207440051000 1 207560003000 2 086030021000 
1 207450001000 1 207560004000 2 086050001000 
1 207450002000 1 207560005000 2 086050005000 
1 207450003000 1 207560006000 2 086050006000 
1 207450004000 1 207560007000 2 086050007000 
1 207450005000 1 207560008000 2 086050008000 
1 207450006000 1 207560009000 2 086060006000 
1 207450007000 1 207560010000 2 086060018000 
1 207450008000 1 207560011000 2 086360001000 
1 207450009000 1 207560012000 2 086360002000 
1 207450010000 1 207560013000 2 086360003000 
1 207450011000 1 207560014000 2 086360004000 
1 207450012000 1 207560015000 2 086360005000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

2 086360006000 2 088030015000 2 088070022000 
2 086360007000 2 088030016000 2 088070023000 
2 086370004000 2 088030017000 2 088070024000 
2 086370005000 2 088030018000 2 088070025000 
2 086370006000 2 088030020000 2 088070026000 
2 086370007000 2 088030021000 2 088070027000 
2 086370008000 2 088040001000 2 088070030000 
2 088010002000 2 088040004000 2 088070031000 
2 088010004000 2 088040005000 2 088070032000 
2 088010005000 2 088040006000 2 088070033000 
2 088010006000 2 088040008000 2 088070034000 
2 088010007000 2 088040009000 2 088070035000 
2 088010008000 2 088040010000 2 088070036000 
2 088010009000 2 088040011000 2 088070037000 
2 088010010000 2 088040012000 2 088070038000 
2 088010011000 2 088040013000 2 088070040000 
2 088020003000 2 088040014000 2 088070041000 
2 088020006000 2 088040015000 2 088070042000 
2 088020007000 2 088040016000 2 088070043000 
2 088020008000 2 088040017000 2 088070044000 
2 088020009000 2 088040018000 2 088070045000 
2 088020010000 2 088040019000 2 088070047000 
2 088020011000 2 088040020000 2 088070048000 
2 088020012000 2 088040021000 2 088070049000 
2 088020013000 2 088040022000 2 088070050000 
2 088020014000 2 088040023000 2 088070051000 
2 088020015000 2 088040026000 2 088070052000 
2 088020017000 2 088040032000 2 088070053000 
2 088020020000 2 088040033000 2 088070054000 
2 088020024000 2 088040034000 2 088070055000 
2 088020025000 2 088040035000 2 088070056000 
2 088020027000 2 088040036000 2 088070057000 
2 088020029000 2 088050002000 2 088070058000 
2 088020032000 2 088050003000 2 088070059000 
2 088020033000 2 088050004000 2 088080001000 
2 088020035000 2 088050005000 2 088080002000 
2 088020036000 2 088050006000 2 088080004000 
2 088020037000 2 088050007000 2 088080005000 
2 088020038000 2 088050008000 2 088080006000 
2 088030002000 2 088050011000 2 088080007000 
2 088030003000 2 088050012000 2 088080008000 
2 088030004000 2 088050013000 2 088080009000 
2 088030005000 2 088050027000 2 088080011000 
2 088030006000 2 088050028000 2 088080012000 
2 088030007000 2 088050029000 2 088080013000 
2 088030009000 2 088050030000 2 088080014000 
2 088030010000 2 088070017000 2 088080015000 
2 088030011000 2 088070018000 2 088080016000 
2 088030012000 2 088070019000 2 088080017000 
2 088030013000 2 088070020000 2 088080018000 
2 088030014000 2 088070021000 2 088080019000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

2 088080022000 2 088100002000 2 088110031000 
2 088080023000 2 088100003000 2 088110032000 
2 088080024000 2 088100004000 2 088110034000 
2 088080025000 2 088100005000 2 088110035000 
2 088080026000 2 088100006000 2 088110038000 
2 088080027000 2 088100008000 2 088110039000 
2 088080028000 2 088100009000 2 088110040000 
2 088080029000 2 088100010000 2 088110041000 
2 088080030000 2 088100011000 2 088110045000 
2 088080047000 2 088100012000 2 088110046000 
2 088080049000 2 088100013000 2 088110047000 
2 088080050000 2 088100014000 2 088110048000 
2 088080051000 2 088100016000 2 088110049000 
2 088080052000 2 088100017000 2 088110050000 
2 088090001000 2 088100018000 2 088110051000 
2 088090006000 2 088100019000 2 088110052000 
2 088090009000 2 088100020000 2 088110053000 
2 088090010000 2 088100026000 2 088110054000 
2 088090012000 2 088100028000 2 088110056000 
2 088090013000 2 088100029000 2 088110057000 
2 088090014000 2 088100030000 2 088110058000 
2 088090015000 2 088100031000 2 088110060000 
2 088090017000 2 088100033000 2 088110061000 
2 088090018000 2 088100035000 2 088110062000 
2 088090019000 2 088100036000 2 088110063000 
2 088090023000 2 088110001000 2 088110065000 
2 088090024000 2 088110002000 2 088110066000 
2 088090025000 2 088110003000 2 088110067000 
2 088090026000 2 088110004000 2 088120001000 
2 088090027000 2 088110005000 2 088120004000 
2 088090028000 2 088110006000 2 088120005000 
2 088090029000 2 088110007000 2 088120006000 
2 088090030000 2 088110008000 2 088120007000 
2 088090031000 2 088110009000 2 088120009000 
2 088090032000 2 088110011000 2 088120010000 
2 088090034000 2 088110012000 2 088120011000 
2 088090035000 2 088110014000 2 088120012000 
2 088090036000 2 088110015000 2 088120013000 
2 088090037000 2 088110016000 2 088120014000 
2 088090039000 2 088110017000 2 088120015000 
2 088090042000 2 088110018000 2 088120016000 
2 088090045000 2 088110019000 2 088120018000 
2 088090048000 2 088110020000 2 088120019000 
2 088090050000 2 088110021000 2 088120020000 
2 088090053000 2 088110022000 2 088120021000 
2 088090054000 2 088110023000 2 088190002000 
2 088090055000 2 088110025000 2 088190003000 
2 088090058000 2 088110027000 2 088190004000 
2 088090059000 2 088110028000 2 088190005000 
2 088090060000 2 088110029000 2 088190006000 
2 088100001000 2 088110030000 2 088190007000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

2 088190008000 2 088260018000 2 088460013000 
2 088190009000 2 088260019000 2 088460014000 
2 088190011000 2 088270001000 2 088460015000 
2 088190023000 2 088270002000 2 088460016000 
2 088190024000 2 088450001000 2 088460017000 
2 088190036000 2 088450002000 2 088460018000 
2 088190037000 2 088450003000 2 088460019000 
2 088190041000 2 088450004000 2 088460020000 
2 088190042000 2 088450005000 2 088460021000 
2 088200001000 2 088450006000 2 088460022000 
2 088200002000 2 088450007000 2 088460023000 
2 088200003000 2 088450008000 2 088460024000 
2 088200004000 2 088450009000 2 088460025000 
2 088200007000 2 088450010000 2 088460026000 
2 088200008000 2 088450011000 2 088460028000 
2 088210001000 2 088450012000 2 088460029000 
2 088210002000 2 088450013000 2 088460030000 
2 088210003000 2 088450014000 2 088460031000 
2 088210004000 2 088450015000 2 088460032000 
2 088220002000 2 088450016000 2 088460033000 
2 088230003000 2 088450017000 2 088460034000 
2 088230008000 2 088450018000 2 088460035000 
2 088230010000 2 088450019000 2 088460037000 
2 088230011000 2 088450020000 2 088470001000 
2 088230013000 2 088450021000 2 088470002000 
2 088230014000 2 088450022000 2 088470003000 
2 088230015000 2 088450023000 2 088470004000 
2 088230016000 2 088450024000 2 088470005000 
2 088230017000 2 088450026000 2 088470006000 
2 088230018000 2 088450027000 2 088470007000 
2 088240002000 2 088450030000 2 088470008000 
2 088240004000 2 088450031000 2 088470009000 
2 088240006000 2 088450032000 2 088470010000 
2 088240007000 2 088450033000 2 088470011000 
2 088240008000 2 088450034000 2 088470012000 
2 088250001000 2 088450035000 2 088470013000 
2 088250009000 2 088450036000 2 088470014000 
2 088250012000 2 088450037000 2 088470015000 
2 088250013000 2 088450038000 2 088470016000 
2 088250014000 2 088450039000 2 088470017000 
2 088250015000 2 088450040000 2 088470018000 
2 088250017000 2 088450041000 2 088470019000 
2 088250018000 2 088460001000 2 088470020000 
2 088260001000 2 088460002000 2 088470021000 
2 088260003000 2 088460003000 2 088470022000 
2 088260004000 2 088460004000 2 088470023000 
2 088260005000 2 088460008000 2 088470024000 
2 088260006000 2 088460009000 2 088470025000 
2 088260007000 2 088460010000 2 088470026000 
2 088260008000 2 088460011000 2 088470027000 
2 088260011000 2 088460012000 2 088470028000 



CHAPTER VI – TRANSPORTATION FEE CALCULATION AND JUSTIFICATION 

 
Shasta County Southern Region Transportation Planning Study Page 80 
and Traffic Impact Fee Program Project Final Report  R848TS_Final.doc  

TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN ZOB APN 

2 088470029000 2 090360031000 2 090400003000 
2 088470030000 2 090360032000 2 090400004000 
2 088470031000 2 090360033000 2 090400005000 
2 088470032000 2 090360035000 2 090400006000 
2 088470033000 2 090360036000 2 090400007000 
2 088470034000 2 090360037000 2 090400008000 
2 088470035000 2 090360042000 2 090400009000 
2 088480001000 2 090360043000 2 090400010000 
2 088480002000 2 090360044000 2 090400011000 
2 088480003000 2 090360045000 2 090400012000 
2 088480004000 2 090360046000 2 090400013000 
2 088480005000 2 090360047000 2 090400019000 
2 088480006000 2 090360048000 2 090400020000 
2 088480007000 2 090360049000 2 090400021000 
2 088480008000 2 090360050000 2 090400022000 
2 088480009000 2 090360051000 2 090400023000 
2 088480010000 2 090370001000 2 090400024000 
2 088480011000 2 090370002000 2 090400025000 
2 088480012000 2 090370003000 2 090400026000 
2 088480013000 2 090370004000 2 090400033000 
2 088480014000 2 090380002000 2 090400035000 
2 088480015000 2 090380003000 2 090400036000 
2 088480016000 2 090380027000 2 090400037000 
2 088480017000 2 090380028000 2 090400038000 
2 088480018000 2 090380035000 2 090400041000 
2 088480019000 2 090380036000 2 090400042000 
2 088480020000 2 090380054000 2 090410001000 
2 088480021000 2 090380055000 2 090410006000 
2 088480022000 2 090380056000 2 090410008000 
2 088480023000 2 090380064000 2 090410008000 
2 088480024000 2 090380065000 2 090410009000 
2 088480025000 2 090380072000 2 090410010000 
2 088480026000 2 090380073000 2 090410011000 
2 088480027000 2 090380074000 2 090410012000 
2 088480028000 2 090390002000 2 090410018000 
2 090350001000 2 090390006000 2 090410019000 
2 090360002000 2 090390007000 2 090410020000 
2 090360004000 2 090390009000 2 090410021000 
2 090360009000 2 090390011000 2 090420001000 
2 090360011000 2 090390012000 2 090420003000 
2 090360013000 2 090390013000 2 090420006000 
2 090360014000 2 090390014000 2 090420007000 
2 090360015000 2 090390016000 2 090420008000 
2 090360016000 2 090390017000 2 090420009000 
2 090360017000 2 090390018000 2 090420010000 
2 090360023000 2 090390019000 2 090420011000 
2 090360024000 2 090390020000 2 090420012000 
2 090360027000 2 090390021000 2 090420014000 
2 090360028000 2 090390022000 2 090420015000 
2 090360029000 2 090400001000 2 090420016000 
2 090360030000 2 090400002000 2 090430002000 
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TABLE 32: SHASTA COUNTY PARCEL LIST (Contd..) 
ZOB APN ZOB APN 

2 090430003000 2 090480005000 
2 090440002000 2 090480006000 
2 090450001000 2 090480007000 
2 090450003000 2 090480008000 
2 090450004000 2 090480009000 
2 090460005000 2 090480010000 
2 090460009000 2 090480011000 
2 090460010000 2 090480012000 
2 090460012000 2 090480013000 
2 090460017000 2 090480014000 
2 090460019000 2 090480015000 
2 090460022000 2 090480016000 
2 090460023000 2 090480017000 
2 090460024000 2 090490001000 
2 090460025000 2 090490002000 
2 090460026000 2 090490003000 
2 090460027000 2 090490011000 
2 090460029000 2 090490012000 
2 090460031000 2 090490013000 
2 090460032000 2 090490014000 
2 090460033000 2 090490016000 
2 090460034000 2 090490022000 
2 090460035000 2 090490023000 
2 090460036000 2 090490025000 
2 090460037000 2 201700010000 
2 090460038000 2 201700011000 
2 090460039000 2 202710004000 
2 090460040000 2 202710009000 
2 090470001000 2 202710010000 
2 090470002000 2 202790002000 
2 090470003000 2 207170001000 
2 090470005000 2 207170002000 
2 090470006000 2 207170003000 
2 090470008000 2 207170004000 
2 090470009000 2 207170005000 
2 090470010000 2 207170006000 
2 090470011000 2 207170007000 
2 090470012000 2 207170010000 
2 090470013000 2 207170025000 
2 090470014000 2 207170043000 
2 090470015000 2 207170044000 
2 090470016000 2 207180017000 
2 090470017000 2 207180018000 
2 090470018000 2 207180019000 
2 090470019000 2 207180020000 
2 090470020000 2 207180021000 
2 090470021000 2 207200026000 
2 090480001000 2 090470014000A 
2 090480002000 2 090470015000A 
2 090480003000 2 201700010A00 
2 090480004000 2 207180020000A 



CHAPTER VI – TRANSPORTATION FEE CALCULATION AND JUSTIFICATION 

 
Shasta County Southern Region Transportation Planning Study Page 82 
and Traffic Impact Fee Program Project Final Report  R848TS_Final.doc  

TABLE 33 
CITY OF ANDERSON PARCEL LIST 
ZOB APN 

1 086060017000 
1 086060018000 
1 086070049000 
1 086070059000 
1 086070063000 
1 086070061000 
2 086070060000 
2 086060007000 
2 086060003000 
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CHAPTER VII – FEE IMPLEMENTATION AND ANNUAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES 
 
FEE IMPLEMENTATION 
According to California Government Code, prior to levying a new fee or increasing an existing fee, an agency 
must hold at least one open and public meeting.  At least 10 days prior to this meeting, the agency must make 
data on infrastructure costs and funding sources available to the public.  Notice of the time and place of the 
meeting, and a general explanation of the matter, are to be published in accordance with Section 6062a of the 
Government Code, which states that publication of notice shall occur, for 10 days in a newspaper regularly 
published once a week or more.  The County may then adopt the new fees at the second reading. 
 
The updated traffic fees should be adopted through a County or City ordinance or resolution.  Any future 
increases to the traffic fee resulting from annual inflation or minor adjustments can be tied to an inflation 
adjustment factor or could be adopted annually by resolution.  Once the updated traffic fees are adopted by the 
County Board of Supervisors or City Council, they shall become effective no sooner than sixty days later, unless 
an urgency measure is adopted. An urgency measure is an interim authorization that waives the sixty-day waiting 
period and allows the new fees to be collected immediately if a finding of a current and immediate threat to the 
public health, welfare, and safety can be demonstrated.  The interim authorization requires a four-fifths vote of 
the Board or City Council and stays in effect for thirty days; no more than two extensions of the authorization 
can be granted. 
 

ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES 
The Government Code requires the agency to report every year and every fifth year certain financial information 
regarding the fees.  The agency must make available within 180 days after the last day of each fiscal year the 
following information for the prior fiscal year: 
 

(a) A brief description of the type of fee in the account or fund. 
(b) The amount of the fee. 
(c) The beginning and ending balance in the account or fund. 
(d) The amount of the fee collected and the interest earned. 
(e) An identification of each public improvement for which fees were expended and the amount of 

expenditures. 
(f) An identification of an approximate date by which time construction on the improvement will 

commence if it is determined that sufficient funds exist to complete the project. 
(g) A description of each interfund transfer or loan made from the account and when it will be 

repaid. 
(h) Identification of any refunds made once it is determined that sufficient monies have been 

collected to fund all fee-related projects. 
 

The agency must make this information available for public review and must also present it at the next regularly 
scheduled public meeting not less than 15 days after this information is made available to the public. 
 
For the fifth fiscal year following the first deposit into the account or fund, and every 5-years thereafter, the 
agency must make the following findings with respect to any remaining funds in the fee account, regardless of 
whether those funds are committed or uncommitted: 
 

(1) Identify the purpose to which the fee is to be put. 
(2) Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for which it is charged. 
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(3) Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing any incomplete 

improvements. 
(4) Designate the approximate dates on which funding in item (3) above is expected to be deposited into 

the fee account 
 
As with the annual disclosure, the five-year report must be made public within 180 days after the end of the 
agency’s fiscal year and must be reviewed at the next regularly scheduled public meeting.  These findings must 
be made by the agency otherwise the law requires that the agency refund the money to the then current record 
owners of the development projects on a prorated basis. 
 
INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS 
All fees calculated in this report are reflected in year 2005 dollars.  These fees should be adjusted in future years 
to reflect revised facility standards, receipt of additional funding from alternative sources (i.e., state or federal 
grants), revised replacement costs, or changes in demographics or the County's land use plan.  In addition to such 
periodic adjustments, the fees should be inflated each year by a predetermined index, such as the Engineering 
News Record 20-City Construction Cost Index. 
 
FEE CREDITS OR REIMBURSEMENTS 
The County may provide fee credits or possibly reimbursements to developers who dedicate land or construct 
facilities that are shown in fee program as being fee-funded.  Fee credits or reimbursements may be provided up 
to the cost of the improvement included in the fee program, subject to periodic inflation adjustments, or the actual 
cost paid by the developer, whichever is lower.  For construction cost overruns, only that amount shown in the 
fee program, subject to periodic inflation adjustments, should be credited or reimbursed.   
 
The County will evaluate the appropriate fee credit or reimbursement based on the value of the dedication or 
improvement.  Credits or reimbursements may be repaid based on the priority of the capital improvements, as 
determined by the County.  In some cases, repayment for constructed facilities that have low priority may be 
postponed.  The determination of providing fee credits must be based upon the priority of when certain 
transportation improvements are required.  Lower priority improvements may not be eligible for fee credits. 
 
PROJECT COSTS 
Actual costs for a particular project may be more or less than the fee portion calculated for that project.  It is 
expected that on average, the amount collected will be appropriate for financing the planned projects.  Fee 
adjustments will need to be made during periodic updates to the fee program for differences based on actual costs 
incurred on project work completed and revised cost estimates for remaining projects. 
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YEAR 2027 NEXUS TABLE 
 

ZOB CONTRIBUTION TABLE 



YEAR 2027 NEXUS TABLE

Total Cost

$36,222,880

Regions

PM Peak 
Hour
Trip 

Generation %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost %distri. % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost
2 30 10% 5.86% 3 $56,806 50% 5.18% 15 $371,206 45% 1% 14 $27,720 0% 0% 0 $0 5% 1% 2 $4,323 5% 0% 2 $3,558 0% 0% 0 $0 45% 1% 14 $62,426 $526,040
4 450 5% 43.55% 23 $422,429 25% 38.52% 113 $2,760,402 45% 15% 203 $412,275 5% 3% 23 $40,648 5% 11% 23 $64,297 5% 1% 23 $52,920 45% 12% 203 $550,176 40% 7% 180 $825,275 $5,128,423
6 1,745 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 10% 13% 175 $354,951 5% 10% 87 $157,482 0% 0% 0 $0 60% 33% 1047 $2,460,348 5% 5% 87 $236,839 15% 11% 262 $1,199,012 $4,408,633

7b 690 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 20% 10% 138 $280,773 30% 25% 207 $373,714 5% 18% 35 $98,523 10% 2% 69 $162,182 40% 16% 276 $749,376 50% 14% 345 $1,580,734 $3,245,302
7c 42 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 15% 0% 6 $12,813 20% 1% 8 $15,160 50% 11% 21 $59,949 25% 0% 11 $24,671 25% 1% 11 $28,499 35% 1% 15 $67,329 $208,420
8 119 15% 34.61% 18 $335,694 85% 34.69% 101 $2,486,112 75% 7% 89 $182,014 10% 1% 12 $21,535 15% 9% 18 $51,095 10% 0% 12 $28,036 10% 1% 12 $32,386 65% 3% 78 $355,240 $3,492,113

13 436 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 7.45% 22 $534,150 10% 3% 44 $88,641 10% 5% 44 $78,655 5% 11% 22 $62,208 5% 1% 22 $51,201 50% 12% 218 $591,453 50% 9% 218 $998,090 $2,404,399
16 1 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 0.02% 0 $1,238 15% 0% 0 $308 5% 0% 0 $91 5% 0% 0 $144 5% 0% 0 $119 30% 0% 0 $822 60% 0% 1 $2,776 $5,498

3,514 84.01% 43 $814,929 85.86% 251 $6,153,108 50% 668 $1,359,497 45% 381 $687,286 61% 119 $340,539 37% 1184 $2,783,035 46% 807 $2,189,551 46% 1,112 $5,090,881 $19,418,827
3 2,325 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 10% 17% 232 $472,788 10% 28% 232 $419,527 0% 0% 0 $0 30% 22% 697 $1,638,567 10% 13% 232 $630,929 20% 19% 465 $2,129,414 $5,291,224
5 1,500 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 10% 11% 150 $305,040 10% 18% 150 $270,676 0% 0% 0 $0 30% 14% 450 $1,057,192 10% 9% 150 $407,072 20% 12% 300 $1,373,884 $3,413,863
7a 896 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 25% 17% 224 $455,530 5% 5% 45 $80,843 5% 23% 45 $127,876 90% 25% 806 $1,894,508 25% 13% 224 $607,900 30% 11% 269 $1,231,012 $4,397,670

4,720 0.00% 0 $0 0.00% 0 $0 45% 606 $1,233,358 51% 427 $771,045 23% 45 $127,876 61% 1954 $4,590,267 34% 606 $1,645,900 43% 1034 $4,734,310 $13,102,757
9 381 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0.00% 0 $0 0% 0% 0 $0 0% 0% 0 $0 0% 0% 0 $0 0% 0% 0 $0 5% 1% 19 $51,668 15% 2% 57 $261,572 $313,240

11 5 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 0.08% 0 $5,563 5% 0% 0 $462 5% 0% 0 $410 5% 0% 0 $648 0% 0% 0 $0 50% 0% 2 $6,160 25% 0% 1 $5,197 $18,439
12 308 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 5.27% 15 $377,544 5% 1% 15 $31,326 5% 2% 15 $27,797 5% 8% 15 $43,970 5% 0% 15 $36,190 40% 7% 123 $334,437 25% 3% 77 $352,731 $1,203,995
14 326 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 5.57% 16 $399,014 10% 2% 33 $66,216 5% 2% 16 $29,378 5% 8% 16 $46,470 5% 1% 16 $38,248 60% 11% 195 $530,184 30% 4% 98 $447,349 $1,556,859
15 5 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 0.09% 0 $6,464 10% 0% 1 $1,073 5% 0% 0 $476 5% 0% 0 $753 5% 0% 0 $620 60% 0% 3 $8,589 30% 0% 2 $7,247 $25,221
17 1 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 0.02% 0 $1,238 15% 0% 0 $308 5% 0% 0 $91 5% 0% 0 $144 5% 0% 0 $119 30% 0% 0 $822 60% 0% 1 $2,776 $5,498
18 13 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 0.22% 1 $15,652 15% 0% 2 $3,896 5% 0% 1 $1,152 5% 0% 1 $1,823 5% 0% 1 $1,500 30% 0% 4 $10,399 60% 0% 8 $35,097 $69,520
19 4 0% 0.00% 0 $0 5% 0.07% 0 $4,951 15% 0% 1 $1,233 5% 0% 0 $365 5% 0% 0 $577 5% 0% 0 $475 30% 0% 1 $3,290 60% 0% 2 $11,102 $21,992

1,042 0.00% 0 $0 11.31% 33 $810,427 4% 51 $104,513 4% 33 $59,669 17% 33 $94,384 1% 33 $77,151 20% 348 $945,549 10% 245 $1,123,071 $3,214,763
4 1 165 5% 15.99% 8 $155,071 5% 2.83% 8 $202,665 10% 1% 17 $33,632 0% 0% 0 $0 0% 0% 0 $0 5% 0% 8 $19,427 0% 0% 0 $0 10% 1% 17 $75,738 $486,532

165 15.99% 8 $155,071 2.83% 8 $202,665 1% 17 $33,632 0% 0 $0 0% 0 $0 0% 8 $19,427 0% 0 $0 1% 17 $75,738 $486,532
Total 9,442 100% 52 $970,000 100.00% 292 $7,166,200 100% 1,343 $2,731,000 100% 841 $1,518,000 100% 197 $562,800 100% 3,179 $7,469,880 100% 1,762 $4,781,000 100% 2,407 $11,024,000 $36,222,880

ZOB 1 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Without Vineyards)
ZOB 2 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Vineyards Only)

The "Trips" listed under each facility when added across will not equate to the PM peak hour trips as some of the PM peak hour trips are distributed on to roadways not included in the fee program.

ZOB 3 - East of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line

Gas Point Road 
(bet. Happy Valley Rd. & Joanne Ln.)

$970,000

Notes:

ZOB 2 Total

Transportation Imp. Cost 

ZOB

$1,518,000

First Street (Widen)
N/S Arterial to I-5 Overcrossing

$562,800

ZOB 4 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Region 1 only)

Gas Point Rd.
(bet. N-S Arterial & Rhonda Rd)

$2,731,000

ZOB 3 Total

ZOB 4 Total

1

2

3

ZOB 1 Total

% contr. - Percentage of PM peak hour trips from each Region on the transportation facility

FEE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS

Gas Point Road 
Interchange Imp.

$11,024,000

N-S Arterial
(bet. E-W Arterial & Rhonda Rd (north))

$7,469,880

Main Street
 Interchange Imp.

$4,781,000

Gas Point Rd.
(bet. 2200' west of W. Anderson Dr & N-S 

Arterial)

$7,166,200

Rhonda Road (Realign)
Gas Point Rd. to E-W Arterial



ZOB CONTRIBUTION

Total Cost

$36,222,880

PM Peak 
Hour
Trip 

Generation % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost % contr. Trips
Fair Share

Cost
3,514 84.01% 43 $814,929 85.86% 251 $6,153,108 50% 668 $1,359,497 45% 381 $687,286 61% 119 $340,539 37% 1184 $2,783,035 46% 807 $2,189,551 46% 1,112 $5,090,881 $19,418,827
4,720 0.00% 0 $0 0.00% 0 $0 45% 606 $1,233,358 51% 427 $771,045 23% 45 $127,876 61% 1954 $4,590,267 34% 606 $1,645,900 43% 1034 $4,734,310 $13,102,757
1,042 0.00% 0 $0 11.31% 33 $810,427 4% 51 $104,513 4% 33 $59,669 17% 33 $94,384 1% 33 $77,151 20% 348 $945,549 10% 245 $1,123,071 $3,214,763
165 15.99% 8 $155,071 2.83% 8 $202,665 1% 17 $33,632 0% 0 $0 0% 0 $0 0% 8 $19,427 0% 0 $0 1% 17 $75,738 $486,532

9,442 100% 52 $970,000 100.00% 292 $7,166,200 100% 1,343 $2,731,000 100% 841 $1,518,000 100% 197 $562,800 100% 3,179 $7,469,880 100% 1,762 $4,781,000 100% 2,407 $11,024,000 $36,222,880

Gas Point Rd.
(bet. N-S Arterial & Rhonda Rd)

$2,731,000

ZOB 1

% contr. - Percentage of PM peak hour trips from each Region on the transportation facility

ZOB 2

Notes:
Total

ZOB 3
ZOB 4

ZOB 3 - East of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line

ZOB 1 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Without Vineyards)
ZOB 2 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Vineyards Only)

ZOB 4 - West of Main Street/I-5 Dividing Line (Region 1 only)

Gas Point Road 
Interchange Imp.

$11,024,000

N-S Arterial
(bet. E-W Arterial & Rhonda Rd 

(north))

$7,469,880

Main Street
 Interchange Imp.

$4,781,000$1,518,000

Gas Point Rd.
(bet. 2200' west of W. Anderson Dr 

& N-S Arterial)

$7,166,200

First Street (Widen)
N/S Arterial to I-5 Overcrossing

$562,800

ZOB

Rhonda Road (Realign)
Gas Point Rd. to E-W ArterialGas Point Road 

(bet. Happy Valley Rd. & Joanne 
Ln.)

$970,000Transportation Imp. Cost 
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TRIP DISTRIBUTION GRAPHICS 
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PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES 
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APPENDIX D 
 

MEETING MINUTES 



Community Outreach and Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summary 
 
Meetings Prior to Study 
 
Various scoping meetings were held with the Cottonwood community to identify the following 
project issues and options: 
 

• Roles and responsibilities  
• Determination of study area 
• What are the problems 
• What is the study scope 
• What are the relevant public policies 
• Role of traffic consultant 

 
The detailed agenda worksheets for these early meetings are contained at the end of this section. 
 
Project Technical Advisory (TAC) and Open House Meetings 
 
The following TAC and Open House meetings have occurred to date: 
 

• 1/27/05 - Initial kickoff meeting with County 
Meeting Highlights: 

1. Introductions  
2. Project Scope of Services (see attached)  
3. Agency review procedures  
4. TAC formation  
5. Format for Public Workshops  
6. Daily and peak hour traffic counts  
7. GIS data  
8. Digital image files  
9. Existing land use information  
10. Year 2015 and 2030 land use projections  
11. Traffic models (Traffix or TransCAD)  
12. Synchro/SimTraffic capacity models  
13. Roadway improvement alternatives  
14. Roadway planline layouts  
15. Cost estimates  
16. Matrix analysis  
17. Improvement phasing options  
18. Zone of Benefit analysis  
19. Traffic Impact Fee calculations  
20. Traffic Impact Fee ordinance  
21. Draft and Final Reports  
22. Public hearings  
23. Project schedule (see attached)  



 
 
• 4/7/05 – First Open House meeting 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. The project team presented work completed to date. 
2. Existing and future traffic conditions were identified. 
3. Safety concerns were discussed. 
4. Development assumptions were reviewed. 
5. Matrix analysis procedures were reviewed. 
6. Community member discussed concerns both to the group and individually with 

project team members. 
7. Community input included the following concerns: 

 Traffic congestion at Gas Point Road/I-5 Interchange 
 Heavy traffic volumes on Gas Point Road 
 School and afternoon traffic congestion on Gas Point Road 
 School traffic on First Street 
 Safety concerns regarding accidents on Gas Point Road 
 Concerns regarding location of new north/south and east/west roadways 
 Concerns regarding widening of Gas Point Road and taking of existing 

property 
 Bicycle circulation and safety 
 Pedestrian circulation and safety 

 
• 6/1/05 – First TAC meeting 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. Overview of study and methodologies employed 
2. Development growth assumptions 
3. Existing and future peak hour capacity conditions 
4. Matrix analysis procedures 
5. Next steps 

 
• 6/14/05 – Second Open House meeting 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. The project team presented work completed to date. 
2. Existing and future traffic conditions were identified. 
3. Safety concerns were discussed. 
4. Development assumptions were reviewed. 
5. Matrix analysis procedures were reviewed. 
6. Peak hour level of service conditions were presented 
7. Interchange improvement concepts were presented 
8. Community member discussed concerns both to the group and individually with 

project team members. 
9. Community input included the following concerns: 

 Traffic congestion at Gas Point Road/I-5 Interchange 
 Heavy traffic volumes on Gas Point Road 
 School and afternoon traffic congestion on Gas Point Road 
 School traffic on First Street 
 Safety concerns regarding accidents on Gas Point Road 
 Concerns regarding location of new north/south and east/west roadways 
 Concerns regarding widening of Gas Point Road and taking of existing 

property 



 Bicycle circulation and safety 
 Pedestrian circulation and safety 

 
• 6/29/05 – Second TAC meeting 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. Overview of study and methodologies employed 
2. Development growth assumptions 
3. Existing and future peak hour capacity conditions 
4. Matrix analysis procedures 
5. Presentation of preliminary list of roadway alternatives 
6. Next steps 
 

• 7/7/05 – Third Open House meeting 
Meeting Highlights: 

1. The project team presented work completed to date. 
2. Matrix analysis procedures were reviewed. 
3. Preliminary list of alternatvies 
4. Community member discussed concerns both to the group and individually with 

project team members. 
5. Community input included the following concerns: 

 Traffic congestion at Gas Point Road/I-5 Interchange 
 Heavy traffic volumes on Gas Point Road 
 School and afternoon traffic congestion on Gas Point Road 
 School traffic on First Street 
 Safety concerns regarding accidents on Gas Point Road 
 Concerns regarding location of new north/south and east/west roadways 
 Concerns regarding widening of Gas Point Road and taking of existing 

property 
 
• 8/25/05 – Third TAC meeting 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. Review of Working Paper No. 3. 
2. Summary of Matrix evaluation 
3. Overview of matrix evaluation selection procedure 
4. Review of alternatives 
5. Preliminary cost estimates 
6. Discussion of interchange alternatives and modifications 
7. Discussion of improvements needed on Gas Point Road, Rhonda Road 
8. Next steps 

 
• 8/30/05 – Fourth Open House meeting  

Meeting Highlights: 
1. The project team presented work completed to date. 
2. Revised and updated matrix analysis procedures were reviewed. 
3. Matrix evaluation results were presented 
4. Final preferred roadway alignment corridors were presented 
5. Community member discussed concerns both to the group and individually with 

project team members. 
6. Community input included the following concerns: 

 Traffic congestion at Gas Point Road/I-5 Interchange 



 Heavy traffic volumes on Gas Point Road 
 School and afternoon traffic congestion on Gas Point Road 
 School traffic on First Street 
 Safety concerns regarding accidents on Gas Point Road 
 Concerns regarding location of new north/south and east/west roadways 
 Concerns regarding widening of Gas Point Road and taking of existing 

property 
 
• 10/10/05 – Project meeting 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. Gas Point Road/I-5 Interchange and Rhonda Road design plans were presented 

and discussed. 
2. Overview of Working Paper #3 status 
3. Discussion of minor changes to N/S and E/W roadway alignments 
4. Discussion of utilizing Rhonda Road as extension of N/S roadway 
5. Discussion of The Vineyards project and utilization of modified I-5/Main Street 

interchange 
6. Discussion of potential new I-5 interchange at High Country location 
7.  

 
• 10/18/05 – Project meeting with Caltrans 

Meeting Highlights: 
1. Overview of Southern Region Study status and comments 
2. RTPA provided an overview of earlier meetings with Caltrans and County 
3. Caltrans indicated that the section of I-5 south of the City of Redding was 

designated as "rural" and would require a minimum of two mile interchange 
spacing.  Section of I-5 north of Cottonwood are designated "urban" and would 
require a minimum of one mile interchange spacing.It would really tick me off if 
the north-south arterial uses Rancho Estates Road. 

4. The County provided a graphic showing Urban Boundary areas within 
Cottonwood that indicate the section of I-5 between Main Street interchange and 
Gas Point interchange is designated as "urban". 

5. Caltrans commented that regardless of the urban/rural designation, their desire 
would be to minimize new interchanges along this section of I-5 to maintain 
mainline capacity. 

6. Caltrans further commented that if the new High Country interchange was 
considered by the local jurisdictions to be necessary to support local 
development, then the I-5 ramps at both the SR 273 and Main Street interchanges 
may need to be removed. 

7. Caltrans commented that if the Main Street interchange were improved as a full 
interchange then auxiliary lanes may be required south to Gas Point Road 
interchange ramps. 

8. Caltrans reiterated the need for local agencies to plan for locally generated traffic 
through design and construction of local transportation facilities.  State and 
Federal transportation improvements would be reviewed in the context of how 
each local agency is planning for movement of local traffic on locally owned and 
operated facilities. 

9. Based upon the input from both Caltrans and the City of Anderson, Shasta 
County RTPA directed Omni-Means to proceed with the Southern Region Study 
based upon the following: 



a) Analysis will be completed to determine impacts to the Gas Point Road 
interchange resulting from only constructing a half interchange at Main 
Street.  A full interchange improvement concept will be incorporated for 
purposes of securing right-of-way, but will be beyond the 20-year 
improvement program. 

b) Designs for the Main Street half interchange will include both a direct 
connection of Rhonda Road to the southbound off-ramp intersection, and 
realignment of Rhonda Road to connect to the new East/West collector 
road, or directly to the roundabout, to provide adequate intersection 
spacing with the southbound off-ramp. 

c) Improvements to the Gas Point Road interchange would be phased as 
follows: 

a. Phase I - Installation of traffic signals at Rhonda Road, 
Southbound Ramps, Northbound Ramps, and Main Street. 

b. Phase II – Widening bridge structure to three lanes and relocate 
ramp intersections closer to I-5 mainline to provide improved 
intersection spacing along Gas Point Road.  (Note:  This may not 
be feasible due to design speed standards exemption to be 
required from Caltrans.  This would be noted in the report. 

c. Modified Phase II – The report will mention that if the Main 
Street interchange is not constructed then the Phase II 
interchange modifications would required a four lane 
interchange.  The design parameters for this facility would 
require a design exception for interchange spacing or elimination 
of left-turn access at Rhonda Road and Park Way.  The report 
will make a note of this. 

 
7) The Southern Region Study will discuss the potential future need for the High 

Country interchange, but that no planning documents within either the City of 
Anderson or Shasta County mention or include this interchange.  The conclusion 
of this discussion will be that the Southern Region Study will include potential 
for a new interchange and discuss potential impacts to transportation facility 
planning within the Cottonwood area should this interchange be constructed. 
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MEETING AGENDA 
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SIGN-IN SHEETS 
 
 
 
 






































