
   

  
 

Board of Zoning Appeals 
MEETING AGENDA 

Tuesday, July 15, 2025 - 9:00 AM 
Council Chambers, Easton Town Office 

14 S Harrison Street  
 

 

 
1. Call to Order  
  
2. Approval of Minutes  
  
  a. Approval of the Draft Decision Summary from the June 17, 2025 meeting. 
   
3. Applications  
  a. Application: V - 1490 / V 25 - 04 

Applicant: Rauch Inc.  
Location: 52 S. Washington Street (Foundation of 

Hope Inc.) 
Tax Map 0104, Grid 0000, Parcel 1463 

Zoning District: CB 
Request: Variance request pursuant to Section 2-

1303.5 C of the Town of Easton Zoning 
Ordinance from the Development 
Standard in Section 28-1001.2.K, the 
required ten (10) foot setback for any 
parking or maneuvering space to any 
street line, sidewalk or property line for 
a commercial use. The Applicant is 
seeking to construct a two-story, 5,135 
square foot office building to be utilized 
for nonprofit and community group use. 
 
This project received Sketch Site Plan 
approval (application 2025-1454) and a 
Certificate of Appropriateness 
(application 2025-1485) for the 
construction of the two-story 
commercial training building. 

      
  b. Application: SE - 1489 / SE 25 - 07 

Applicant: BGFY, LLC 
c/o Zachary A. Smith, Esq. 
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Location: 8493 Ocean Gateway 
Tax Map 0102, Grid 00EA, Parcel 
2938B, Lot 4 

Zoning District: CG 
Request: Special Exception request pursuant to 

Section 28-1303.5 B of the Zoning 
Ordinance of the Town of Easton, use 
(6) 603.1 in Table 2.1 of Section 28-201 
to be utilized as a Cannabis 
Dispensary* in the CG - Commercial 
General zoning district. 

      
4. Discussion Item  
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1 

1 

2 

3 

Town of Easton Board of Zoning Appeals 4 

Draft Decision Summary 5 
Tuesday, June 17, 2025 at 9:00 a.m. 6 

Town Hall Chamber 2 7 

14 S. Harrison Street, Easton, Maryland 8 

9 

10 

11 

Archived video of the meeting is available at: 12 

Town of Easton Agendas and Minutes 13 

(eastonmd.gov) 14 

15 

Attendance:16 
Board Members: 17 

Gary Molchan, Vice Chairman 18 

Meredith Girard, Esq. 19 

Paul Weber20 

Staff: 21 

Miguel Salinas, Planning and Zoning Director 22 

Lynn B. Thomas AICP, Town Planner - 23 
Long Range 24 
Nicholas Johnson AICP, Town Planner - 25 
Current 26 
Sharon Van Emburgh, Esq. Town Attorney 27 

Aaron Cooper, Esq. Legal Associate 28 

Samantha Smith, Administrative Specialist29 

Absent: 30 
Board Members: 31 

Zakary Krebeck, Alternate 32 

33 
Staff: 34 

Joseph Mayer, Plan Reviewer 35 

36 

37 

38 

1. Call to Order — Vice Chairman Molchan called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.39 

40 

41 

2. Decision Summary Review —42 

43 

Board Member Weber moved to approve the May 20, 2025 Decision Summary. Vice 44 

Chairman Molchan seconded the motion. 45 

46 
Vote 2 - 0 - 1 47 

FOR: 2 - Molchan, Weber 48 

AGAINST: 0   49 

ABSTAIN: 1 - Girard  50 
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2 

ABSENT: 0 51 

 52 

 53 

3. Oath to Testify — Vice Chairman Molchan called for all witnesses to declare and affirm 54 

under penalty of perjury that he or she solemnly swear to testify truthfully before the 55 

Board. 56 

 57 

4. Applications —  58 

 59 

a. File No.: SE - 1472 / SE 25 - 06  60 

Applicant: Gant & Associates LLC 61 

   on behalf of Robert and Maureen Fogarty  62 
 Location:  203 S. Harrison Street, Easton, MD 21601 63 

   Tax Map 0105, Grid 0000, Parcel 2099  64 

 Zoning:   R-10A      65 

Request: The Applicant is requesting a Special Exception pursuant to 66 

Section 28-1303.5 B of the Zoning Ordinance of the Town of Easton, use (1) 101 67 

in Table 2.1 of Section 28-201 to be utilized as a Accessory Dwelling Unit* in the 68 

R-10A zoning district. The Applicant is seeking to repurpose an existing 24’ x 24’ 69 

garage to a one-bedroom cottage. 70 

 71 

Staff recommends the following conditions: 72 

 73 

1. The Applicant shall obtain a rental housing license if the new dwelling 74 

unit is to be rented. 75 

 76 

2. The Applicant shall demonstrate during the building permit review 77 

process that one additional off-street parking space is being provided. This 78 

parking space must meet the minimum dimensions found in Table 10.1 of 79 

the Zoning Ordinance and be constructed of a material that is dust free and 80 

resistant to erosion. 81 

 82 

3. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the proposed alterations 83 

within two (2) years from the date the special exception is granted. 84 

 85 

 86 

Staff Presentation: 87 
  Nicholas Johnson AICP, Planner 88 

Miguel Salinas, Director of Planning and Zoning 89 

   90 

  Applicant Presentation:   91 

  Kurt Gant, Gant & Associates 92 

  Maureen Fogarty 93 

 94 

Public Comment — None 95 

 96 
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 Public Comment Written: 97 
 John Mann and Dru Haines 98 

 99 

Board Member Weber moved to approve the Special Exception request subject to 100 

the following conditions: 101 

 102 

1. The Applicant shall obtain a rental housing license if the new dwelling unit is 103 

to be rented. 104 

 105 

2. The Applicant shall demonstrate during the building permit review process 106 

that one (1) additional off-street parking space is provided. This parking 107 

space must meet the minimum dimensions found in Table 10.1 of the Zoning 108 

Ordinance, and shall be constructed of a material that is dust free and 109 

resistant to erosion. 110 

 111 

3. The Applicant shall obtain a building permit for the proposed alterations 112 

within two (2) years from the date the Special Exception is granted. 113 

 114 

Vice Chairman Molchan seconded the motion.  115 
 116 

Vote             3 - 0 117 

       FOR:   3 - Molchan, Girard, Weber 118 

AGAINST: 0   119 

ABSTAIN: 0  120 

ABSENT: 0 121 

 122 

 123 

4. Election of Officers — The election of officers was postponed to a future meeting.  124 

 125 
 126 

5. Adjournment — Vice Chairman Molchan motioned to adjourn. Board Member Girard 127 

seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 9:23 a.m.  128 
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TOWN OF EASTON 
Planning & Zoning Department 

14 South Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

​
 

 
EXHIBIT SUMMARY​

for 52 S. WASHINGTON STREET 
V - 1490 / V 25 - 04 

2025 - 07 - 15 
 
 
 
Applicant notified of hearing date:  Email: 2025-06-27 – 18 days 
​ ​ ​
 
Exhibit A: P&Z Staff Report: 2025-07-08  – 7 days​
​       Easton Utilities Review Letter: 2025-06-26 – 12 days 
​
 
Exhibit B: Application 
​ ​
​ Application:  2025-06-17 – 28 days​
​ ​ Varinace Application V - 1490 / V 25 - 04 

Applicant Exhibit A: Purpose of Appeal 
​ ​ Applicant Exhibit B: Existing Conditions and Demolition Plan 
​ ​ Applicant Exhibit C: Overall Site Plan 
​ ​ Applicant Exhibit D: Site Plan with Development Standard Requirement 
​ ​ Applicant Exhibit E: June 4, 2025 Owner Authorization Email (Foundation of Hope Inc.)​
​ ​ Applicant Exhibit F: July 2021 Recorded Deed 
​ ​ ​
​ Proof of Payment:  2025-06-17 – 28 days 
​
 
Exhibit C: Notices 
 

Applicant Hearing Letter: 2025-06-27 – 18 days​
 
400’ Notices Distributed: 2025-06-27 – 18 days 
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Picture of Property Sign Posting:  2025-06-27 – 18 days 
​
 
Exhibit D: Public Advertisement 
 

Advertisement sent to the Star Democrat: 2025-06-25 –  20 days 
 
Advertisement run in Star Democrat: 2025-06-28 – 16 days​
​ Star Democrat Proof 
​ Certificate of Publication 
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Date of Hearing: July 7, 2025 

# 3a 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

STAFF REPORT 

SUBJECT: VARIANCE-1490 

ELECTION WARD:     Ward 4 

CRITICAL ACTION DATE:   At the pleasure of the Board. 

STAFF CONTACTS:          Nicholas Johnson, AICP – Town Planner 

Miguel Salinas - Director of Planning and Zoning 

APPLICANT: Rauch Inc on behalf of Foundation of Hope Inc. 

PURPOSE: The applicant is seeking a variance from §28-1001.2.K of the Town’s Zoning 

Ordinance to construct a seven (7) space off-street parking facility within ten (10) feet of the side 

property line. The proposed parking area is located a minimum of two (2) feet and maximum of 

four and one-half (4.5) feet from the northern side property line. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff supports a Board approval of this request as submitted. 

APPLICATION INFORMATION: 

APPLICANT: 

Rauch Inc. 

106 N Harrison Street 

Easton MD, 21601 

REPRESENTATIVE: 

Brian Fitzgerald, P.E. 

PARCELS/ACREAGE: 

Parcel Information Acreage 

Map 104, Parcel 1463, Lot 2 0.25 
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Item 3A, V-1490, Foundation of Hope 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

July 15, 2025 

Page 2 

ACCEPTANCE DATE: 

June 16, 2025 
LOCATION: 

52 S Washington Street 

EXISTING ZONING 

Central Business (CB) 
EXISTING LAND USE: 

Vacant 

HISTORIC DISTRICT: 

Yes 
FUTURE LAND USE: 

Commercial 

CONTEXT: 

Location/Site Access – The subject property is located directly north of the intersection of S. 

Washington Street and South Street. There is currently no vehicular access to the property. 

However, the sketch site plan (See Background) depicts a new curb cut being installed on S. 

Washington Street to provide vehicular access for the new off-street parking facility. Pedestrian 

access is provided through an existing public sidewalk along both the S Washington Street and 

South Street frontages. 
Figure 1: Sketch Site Plan 

Existing Conditions/Background – On 

June 24th 2025, the Planning 

Commission approved a sketch site 

plan (Figure 1) for the construction of a 

new 5,315 square foot structure on this 

property. This approval was 

conditioned upon the applicant either 

adhering to the ten (10) foot side 

setback for parking and maneuvering 

spaces or obtaining a variance.  

Prior to the Planning Commission 

granting sketch site plan approval, the 

Historic District Commission issued a 

certificate of appropriateness for both 

the site work and the proposed structure 

(Figure 2). This certificate of 

F

i

g

u

r

e

S

E

Q

F

i

g

u

r

e

\

*

A

R

F
i
g
u
r
e
A
p
p
r
o
v
e

Page 9 of 350



Item 3A, V-1490, Foundation of Hope 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

July 15, 2025 

Page 3 

 

appropriateness was conditioned upon the applicant installing a landscape buffer of at least three 

(feet) between the edge of the parking lot and S Washington Street.  

 
Figure 2 Historic District Commission Renderings 

 

Surrounding Properties –  

 

 Land Use Zoning District(s) Future Planned 

Land Use 

West Residential 

Commercial 

CB 

PRD 

Commercial 

North Commercial CB Commercial 

East Residential CB Commercial 

South Commercial CB Commercial 
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Item 3A, V-1490, Foundation of Hope 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

July 15, 2025 

Page 4 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Vicinity Map 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is proposing to construct a seven (7) space off-street parking facility 

a minimum of two (2) feet and maximum of four and one-half (4.5) feet from the northern side 

property line. While off-street parking is not required for uses in the Central Business Zoning 

District (§28-305.2.B), these spaces are proposed to serve a 5,135 square foot office and 

institutional building. 

 

The setback requirements for all parking and maneuvering spaces are found in §28-1001.2.K: 

 

No part of any parking or maneuvering space shall be closer than ten (10) feet to any street 

line, sidewalk or property line for commercial or industrial uses, or three (3) feet for residential 

uses. 
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Item 3A, V-1490, Foundation of Hope 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

July 15, 2025 

Page 5 

 

As offices are located in the commercial uses section of the table of permitted uses, this parking 

lot is subject to the ten (10) foot setback requirement. All seven spaces violated this required 

setback. The minimum distance proposed is two (2) feet. 

 

 Permitted Proposed % Difference 
Parking Lot Side 

Setback 

10 feet 2 feet (Minimum) -80% 

 

 

POLICY ANALYSIS (VARIANCE): 

a. Granting the application: (i) will not be contrary to the public interest, (ii) will be in 

harmony with the purpose and intent of the Ordinance and (iii) will not be injurious to 

the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare; 

 

Analysis – Permitting vehicular parking within the required ten-foot setback will not be contrary 

to the public interest. The parking stalls will maintain a ten-foot setback from neighboring 

residential parcels and will be consistent with the setback of other parking facilities located in 

this block. Since this property is located within the CB district, the required side setback for all 

structures is zero feet. While these parking stalls violate the required setback specific to off-street 

parking, they still adhere to the base zoning district’s required setback. Curb stops are shown on 

the plans that will help prevent vehicles from overhanging onto the neighboring property and 

landscaping is required per the Historic District Commission to screen the area from view. 

Stormwater management is included on site to manage any increased runoff from the new 

impervious surface.  

 

b. Owing to conditions peculiar to the property, which conditions are not the result of any 

action taken by the applicant, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance will result in 

practical difficulty to the applicant. 

 

Analysis – This property’s L-shape and its location at the intersection of both South Street and S. 

Washington Street and Port Street and S. Washington Street make the provision of off-street 

parking difficult. The depth of the lot in this section and approximate alignment of the access 

point with Port Street make this part of the lot most ideal for off-street parking. A setback of ten 

(10) feet would not allow enough room for a required 24-foot access isle to be constructed. The 

practical difficulty associated with a denial of this variance request is that off-street parking 

could not be provided on this lot. On-street and public off-street parking is limited in this area 

with the nearest public lots being located a block to the north. 

 

DRAFT MOTIONS: 

 

1. I move that the Board of Zoning Appeals approve Variance 1490 based on the staff’s 

findings. 

 

OR 
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Item 3A, V-1490, Foundation of Hope 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

July 15, 2025 

Page 6 

 

  

2. I move that the Board of Zoning Appeals deny Variance 1490 based on the following 

findings... 

 

OR 

 

3.   I move an alternate motion. 
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Project Name:

SUBM: 

Status: 

Phase:

APPROVED

From: Kia Gibbs on behalf of Aaron Goller, PE

Address:

Easton Utilities Commission

Plan Review Comments

Date:

To: Sierra Clem, Nancy Pinkney

Easton Utilities Commission has reviewed the above referenced plans and determined the plans are 

"Approved".

An "Approved" status means plans do not require resubmission where utilities are concerned. 

Please contact Kia Gibbs, Engineering Administrative Support at kgibbs@eucmail.com should you have 

any questions. 

 201 N. Washington Street | Easton, Maryland 21601

Telephone: 410-822-6110 | Fax: 410-822-0743 | eastonutilities.com

06/26/25

52 S. Washington Street
Foundation of Hope
Sketch Site Plan
BOZA
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TOWN OF EASTON

PLANNING AND ZONING

14 SOUTH HARRISON STREET, EASTON, MD 21601

ADDRESS

TAX MAP GRID PARCEL LOT

DEED REFERENCE LIBER FOLIO

PLAT REFERENCE LIBER FOLIO

EXISTING USE

ZONING DISTRICT

HISTORIC DISTRICT  Y          N    Planned Redevelopment District  Y          N   

NAME

MAILING ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NO. EMAIL

NAME

MAILING ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NO. EMAIL

NAME

License 

Number and 

Experation 

MAILING ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NO. EMAIL

SUBJECT TO PREVIOUS BOZA APPLICATION  Y     N   
ZONING ORDINANCE SECTION

□ INCLUDE ALL REQUIRED ITEMS FROM THE APPLICABLE CHECKLIST

A NY MODIFICATIONS DURING REVIEW SHALL WARRANT AN UPDATED APPLICATION. 

I DO HEREBY SOLEMNLY DECLARE AND AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THIS APPLICATION AND  

THE DOCUMENTS ATTACHED HERETO ACCURATELY REPRESENT THE CONDITIONS OF THE REQUEST AND THAT

SUBMISSION OF AN INCOMPLETE APPLICATION WILL BE RETURNED FOR CORRECTION PRIOR TO PROCESSING . 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS APPLICATION

REQUEST DETAILS

APPLICANT OR AGENT

APPLICATION TYPE

PROPERTY INFORMATION

    VARIANCE     APPEAL     SPECIAL EXCEPTION

OWNER

Surveyor / Engineer

Page 1 of 2

X

52 South Washington St
104 1463

2871 437

Vacant Lot
CB

X X

Foundation of Hope Inc
8671 Camac Street, Easton, MD 21601

 

RAUCH inc - Robert Rauch & Brian Fitzgerald

11024     7/24/2026
106 N Harrison Street, Easton, MD 21601 

         

X
28-1001.2.K.

RAUCH inc - Brian Fitzgerald
106 N Harrison Street, Easton, MD 21601

 

Page 15 of 350



SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT OR AGENT  

PRINTED NAME OF APPLICANT OR AGENT

For Office Use Only

Fee Received

Application Notification

Filing Date Property Posting Date

Notice(s) Published

If ESDR, Date

Application Number Applicant Notification

Project Number       Application Fee

Revised 11-2023

BOZA Hearing Date    

Date

Page 2 of 2

06/04/2025
Brian Fitzgerald

V 25 - 04
V - 1490
06/17/2025

07/15/2025
05/28/2025

$250.00
06/30/2025
06/30/2025
06/28/2025
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Board of Zoning Appeals Checklist
Special Exception Application

Application review shall not commence unless a complete application is
submitted. A complete application includes all minimum submission materials
and documents on this Checklist of Minimum Submission Requirements.

Provided N/A

Required fee payment as determined by the fee schedule
adopted by the Town Council

Completed application along with a written, detailed
explanation for the purpose of the request

Site plan drawn to scale to include at a minimum the items
listed below.

● Property boundaries and dimensions

● Locations and dimensions of all existing and proposed
structures and their locations measured from the
nearest property lines

● Setbacks from property lines

● Adjoining roads

● Established easements

● Perennial and intermittent streams

● Tidal and non-tidal wetlands

Architectural drawings, photographs, elevations, specifications, 
or other detailed information depicting the exterior appearance 
of existing and proposed construction, including parking, 
access, exterior lighting, and signs

A statement explaining in detail how the use is to be operated,
including hours of operation, number of anticipated employees,
occupants and clientele, traffic impact, and any special
equipment, conditions, or limitations that the applicant
proposes









N/A

N/A


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If the applicant is not the owner of the subject property,
documentation of legal interest in the property or authorization
to file application from or on behalf of the owner

A copy of the deed conveying present ownership of the
property

A copy of any covenants or restrictions on the property
recorded among the Land Records of Talbot County

Additional documents, records, and exhibits that the applicant
intends to introduce or rely upon at the public hearing

Written responses to all the Board’s required consideration of
the principles relevant to the request (see attached)

Special Exception Findings of Fact

a. the proposed use conforms in all aspects to minimum requirements of the district in
which it is located;

b. the proposed use is not adversely affecting the health, safety, and general welfare of
residents of the area;

c. the proposed use will not interfere with the adequate and orderly provision of public
facilities necessary to service the area or the proposed special exceptions;

d. the proposed use will not create congestion in the streets or undue traffic hazards,
and that adequate egress and ingress are provided;

e. the proposed use will not adversely affect the area and surrounding property due to
adverse environmental characteristics including undue smoke, odor, noise, improper
drainage, or inadequate access;

f. the proposed use will not adversely affect the established character of the area.

g. the proposed use shall be in conformity with the provisions of the Easton
Comprehensive Plan including those provisions of the Comprehensive Plan relating to
design and performance standards for the development or redevelopment of land. In
addition to the criteria set forth elsewhere herein when considering an application for
additional principal uses upon an approved lot, the proposed additional uses shall be
compatible and complimentary and uses customarily found near or in conjunction with
one another. This provision may not be used to permit shopping centers which are
governed by other provisions of this Ordinance
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Board of Zoning Appeals Checklist
Variance Application

Application review shall not commence unless a complete application is
submitted. A complete application includes all minimum submission materials
and documents on this Checklist of Minimum Submission Requirements.

Provided N/A

Required fee payment as determined by the fee schedule
adopted by the Town Council

Completed application along with a written, detailed
explanation for the purpose of the request

Survey plat, site plan, or other accurate drawings, drawn to
scale, to include at a minimum the items listed below.

● Property boundaries and dimensions

● Locations and dimensions of all existing and proposed
structures and their locations measured from the
nearest property lines

● Setbacks from property lines

● Adjoining roads

● Accurate illustration of the requested variance

● Scale Bar

● Established easements

● Perennial and intermittent streams

● Tidal and non-tidal wetlands

● Critical Area and 100-foot shoreline buffer boundary

Architectural drawings, photographs, elevations, specifications,
or other detailed information depicting the exterior appearance
of existing and proposed construction, including parking,
access, exterior lighting, and signs










N/A

N/A

N/A




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If the applicant is not the owner of the subject property,
documentation of legal interest in the property or authorization
to file application from or on behalf of the owner

A copy of the deed conveying present ownership of the
property

A copy of any covenants or restrictions on the property
recorded among the Land Records of Talbot County

Additional documents, records, and exhibits that the applicant
intends to introduce or rely upon at the public hearing

Written responses to all the Board’s required consideration of
the principles relevant to the request (see attached)

Variance Findings of Fact

1. Would the granting of the Variance you have requested impede or in any way be
detrimental to satisfying any of the following objectives of the Zoning Ordinance:

● help accomplish the coordinated, adjusted, and harmonious development
of the Town and its environs in accordance with present and future needs;

● promote health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity, and
general welfare; including among other things, adequate provisions for
traffic, the promotion of public safety, adequate provision for light and air,
conservation of natural resources, the prevention of environmental
pollution, and the promotion of the healthful and convenient distribution of
population;

● encourage and, where necessary, require land use development and uses
which exemplify good civic design and arrangement and the stewardship
of the Chesapeake Bay and the land as a universal ethic;

● encourage the conservation of resources, including a reduction in
resource consumption;

● locate development in locations suitable for it given existing and
reasonably foreseeable development; and

● encourage appropriate and sustainable economic growth.

2. Describe how the proposed variance will be in harmony with the Town’s Zoning
Ordinance, Comprehensive Plan, and any applicable small area plans.






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3. Describe how the proposed variance will not be harmful to the neighborhood or
endanger public safety, health, or welfare.

4. What conditions are peculiar to the property? (ie, an unusual or extraordinary
circumstance regarding your property that warrants a variance being granted.)

5. Did you (the applicant) take any action that resulted in the need for a variance to
be granted?

6. Please describe how a literal enforcement of the Ordinance you are requesting a
variance from as written would place a practical hardship or difficulty upon you.
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EXHIBIT A 
Purpose of Appeal

 
 Foundation of H.O.P.E., LLC (“Applicant”), is seeking approval from the Board of 
Zoning Appeals for the Applicant’s property at 52 S. Washington St in Easton, Maryland 
for a variance on the Development Standard for the proposed parking lot along the 
North property line. The subject property location is documented as Tax Map 104, 
Parcel 1463 (“Property”) (see application). The zoning ordinance section relevant to the 
variance request is §28-1001.2.K. 
 

In addition to the application, fees, and copies of the deed of the Property, the 
following exhibits are submitted in support of this application: 

• Exhibit A: Purpose of Appeal (this document) 

• Exhibit B: Existing Conditions & Demolition Plan (survey information) 

• Exhibit C: Overall Site Plan 

• Exhibit D: Site Plan with Development Standard Requirement for Parking Lot 

• Exhibit E: Email Summary confirming RAUCH can present on behalf of 
Foundation of H.O.P.E., LLC 

• Exhibit F: Property Deed 
 

Variance Request Purpose: 
 

Foundation of H.O.P.E., LLC seeks a variance to the Development Standard for 
the proposed parking lot of the project. The relevant Development Standard is detailed 
in zoning ordinance §28-1001.2.K and shown in Exhibit D.  

 
Excerpt: 
Zoning Ordinance, Article X – Supplemental Zone 
Regulations – Development Standards - Section 28–1001.2.K  
 
No part of any parking or maneuvering space shall be closer than ten (10) feet to 
any street line, sidewalk or property line for commercial or industrial uses, or 
three (3) feet for residential uses. 

 
The applicant requests a variance to Development Standard to remove the requirement 
for the parking lot to maintain a ten (10) foot clearance from the property line.  
The property is in the Central Business (CB) district which has a minimum setback 
requirement of zero (0). Structures are permitted, by right, to be up against the property 
line due to the limited space available in these districts and the applicant requests the 
same setback standard be applied to the parking lot.  
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Responses to the Board’s Required Consideration of the  

Principles relevant to the request: 
 

1. Help accomplish the coordinated, adjusted, and harmonious development 
of the town and its environs in accordance with present and future needs. 
Granting the variance will enable a project that aligns with the CB District’s 
emphasis on compact, pedestrian-oriented development. The proposed parking 
lot location allows for efficient use of the property while maintaining the urban 
character of Easton’s downtown. The design respects the existing streetscape, 
ensuring harmonious integration with surrounding historic and commercial 
structures. Granting the variance creates a project that aligns with the CB 
District’s characteristic dense development patterns, fostering a cohesive urban 
form that enhances the town’s aesthetic and functional appeal. 

 
2. Promote health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity, and general 

welfare; including among other things, adequate provisions for traffic, the 
promotion of public safety, adequate provision for light and air, 
conservation of natural resources, the prevention of environmental 
pollution, and the promotion of the healthful and convenient distribution of 
population 
The variance promotes public health and safety by enabling a parking lot that 
supports the project’s accessibility while minimizing its footprint. The location of 
the parking lot allows for adequate vehicular access and maneuverability, with 
design measures to ensure safe pedestrian circulation. By optimizing the use of 
the lot, the project supports community prosperity through enhanced commercial 
activity. The parking lot incorporates permeable surfaces, a micro-bioretention, 
and landscaping to reduce stormwater runoff, ensuring adequate provisions for 
environmental health and aligning with the ordinance’s goals of preventing 
pollution and promoting a healthful distribution of population. 
 

3. Encourage and, where necessary, require land use development and uses 
which exemplify good civic design and arrangement and the stewardship 
of the Chesapeake Bay and the land as a universal ethic 
The project exemplifies good civic design by balancing the need for parking with 
the CB District’s pedestrian-friendly character. The parking lot location maximizes 
usable space, allowing for a compact parking layout that minimizes impervious 
surfaces compared to a larger, more spread-out design. This supports 
stewardship of the Chesapeake Bay by reducing runoff and pollution. 
Sustainable features, such as permeable paving, a micro-bioretention and native 
landscaping, further align with environmental conservation goals. 

 
4. Encourage the conservation of resources, including a reduction in 

resource consumption 
The variance facilitates a compact parking lot design that reduces land and 
material consumption compared to a layout requiring a 10-foot clearance from 
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the adjacent side property line. By optimizing the property’s footprint, the project 
conserves resources and aligns with sustainable urban planning principles. The 
proximity to existing public transit and downtown amenities ensures efficient 
resource use without compromising accessibility. 

 
5. Locate development in locations suitable for it given existing and 

reasonably foreseeable development 
The property’s location in the CB District, surrounded by commercial and mixed-
use developments, makes it suitable for a project that includes a strategically 
designed parking lot. The variance supports a development that complements 
the existing and foreseeable urban context of Easton’s downtown, where 
walkability and efficient land use are prioritized. 

 
6. Encourage appropriate and sustainable economic growth 

The proposed development, supported by the parking lot, fosters economic 
growth by providing convenient access for customers and visitors to new 
businesses in the CB District. The parking lot location allows for a functional 
parking area without sacrificing developable space, enabling a higher density of 
commercial activity that supports local prosperity while adhering to sustainable 
design principles. 

 
Harmony with the Town’s Zoning Ordinance, Comprehensive Plan, and Small 
Area Plans 
The variance aligns with the Town of Easton’s Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive 
Plan, which emphasize walkable, mixed-use development in the CB District to enhance 
downtown vitality. The Comprehensive Plan encourages compact urban forms that 
optimize land use and promote pedestrian activity. The proposed parking lot location 
supports these goals by providing necessary parking while preserving the pedestrian-
oriented character of the downtown area. The project leverages nearby public parking 
facilities and transit options, reducing the need for extensive on-site parking. The 
variance also supports any applicable small area plans for downtown Easton by 
contributing to a vibrant, economically sustainable core that attracts visitors and 
residents while maintaining the historic streetscape. 
 
Impact on Neighborhood and Public Safety, Health, and Welfare 
Granting the variance will not be harmful to the neighborhood or endanger public safety, 
health, or welfare. The proposed parking lot location is designed to ensure safe 
vehicular and pedestrian access, with clear sightlines and appropriate signage to 
prevent conflicts. The project adheres to all fire, building, and safety codes, ensuring no 
compromise to public safety. By incorporating permeable surfaces, a micro-bioretenion 
and landscaping, the parking lot minimizes stormwater runoff, protecting local water 
quality and contributing to the health of the Chesapeake Bay. Granting the variance 
would allow the project to maintain the cohesive urban form of the CB District, 
preserving property values and enhancing the neighborhood’s aesthetic and functional 
quality. Public welfare is supported by the project’s contribution to a vibrant, accessible 
downtown that fosters social and economic activity. 
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The adjacent property is the Verizon business and that structure is more than 15’ from 
the property line in question which is more than adequate space away from our 
proposed parking lot, preventing any potential issues from vehicles and any nearby 
structure. Additionally, the parking lot will have wheel-stops preventing any part of the 
vehicle from encroaching onto the adjacent property while maneuvering into and out of 
the proposed parking spaces. 
 
Peculiar Conditions of the Property 
The property exhibits unique characteristics that warrant the granting of this variance. 
Its small lot size, typical of the CB District’s historic urban core, limits the feasibility of 
accommodating a parking lot with a 10-foot clearance without significantly reducing the 
developable area or compromising the project’s functionality. The irregular shape of the 
lot, combined with its proximity to adjacent zero-lot-line buildings, makes the 10-foot 
clearance requirement impractical, as it would disrupt the continuity of the streetscape 
and limit the parking lot’s capacity. The 10-foot requirement would also make treating 
for stormwater management an extreme challenge do to space as the natural grade of 
the site drains South, away from the property line in question. These conditions are 
extraordinary within the context of the CB District, where compact, efficient development 
is the norm and supports the town’s vision for a vibrant downtown. 
 
Applicant’s Actions and Need for Variance 
The need for this variance did not arise from any actions taken by the applicant. The 
applicant’s proposal to include a parking lot was made to enhance the project’s 
accessibility and support its commercial viability. However, the property’s size, shape, 
and location within the CB District are pre-existing conditions that make compliance with 
the 10-foot clearance requirement infeasible. The variance is necessary to 
accommodate a functional parking lot that aligns with the town’s vision for efficient and 
sustainable development in the downtown area and granting the variance is consistent 
from the stance that since no building setback for that property line exists, a parking lot 
setback should not exist either. 
 
Practical Hardship or Difficulty from Literal Enforcement 
A literal enforcement of the 10-foot clearance requirement for the proposed parking lot 
would impose significant practical hardships on the applicant. The small lot size makes 
it infeasible to provide 10 feet of separation from the parking lot to the property line 
without sacrificing a substantial portion of the parking capacity or developable area, 
rendering the project economically unviable and limiting its ability to contribute to the CB 
District’s vibrancy. The setback requirement would force an inefficient use of the lot, 
disrupting the compact urban form of the surrounding area and reducing the project’s 
ability to meet the needs of customers and visitors. These constraints would prevent the 
applicant from achieving a project that aligns with the town’s goals for sustainable, 
pedestrian-oriented development, imposing an undue burden that the variance seeks to 
alleviate. 
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Conclusion 
The Foundation of H.O.P.E. project is located in the CB district where space is limited. 
There is no minimum setback for the property line near the proposed parking area due 
to the nature of the CB district and the understanding of limited space. The 
Development Standard of a 10-foot separation from the property line to the parking area 
is impractical and infeasible for this project as this Standard would result in unusable 
space in the high area of the site leading to infeasible stormwater management for the 
site. The proposed variance to remove this Development Standard for the proposed 
parking lot is consistent with the Town of Easton’s Zoning Ordinance, Comprehensive 
Plan, and the CB District’s vision for a vibrant, walkable downtown by allowing an 
optimal design and efficient use of space for the proposed project. The project supports 
sustainable development, enhances public safety and welfare, and addresses unique 
property constraints without causing harm to the neighborhood. By granting this 
variance, the Town will enable a development that contributes to Easton’s economic, 
environmental, and civic goals while preserving the character and vitality of its historic 
core.  
 
 
 
The Applicant submits that granting of the variance to eliminate the Development 
Standard for the proposed parking lot to be a minimum of 10 feet from the 
property line: 
 

a. Will not be detrimental to satisfying any of the aforementioned 
objectives of the Zoning Ordinance; 

b. Will be in harmony with the Town’s Zoning Ordinance, 
Comprehensive Plan, and any applicable small area plans; 

c. Will not be harmful to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental 
to the public safety, health, or welfare; 

d. Is owing to conditions peculiar to the property, which conditions 
are not the result of any action taken by the applicant, a literal 
enforcement of the Ordinance will result in practical difficulty to 
the Applicant; and 

e. Will alleviate a practical hardship placed on the project. 
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PROPOSED FEATURES
PROPERTY LINE1

2 5,135 S.F. (BOTH FLOORS) OFFICE BUILDING

3
PERMEABLE PAVEMENT PARKING LOT. SEE DETAIL
ON SHEET C-305

4
ADA COMPLIANT CONCRETE SIDEWALK. SEE DETAIL
ON SHEET C-305

5
IBC COMPLIANT CONCRETE STAIRS WITH IBC COMPLIANT
HANDRAILS. SEE DETAIL ON SHEET C-305

6 ADA COMPLIANT CONCRETE RAMP WITH HANDRAILS WITH ADA
COMPLIANT HANDRAILS. SEE DETAIL ON SHEET C-305

7

8

9

162 S.F. MICRO-BIORETENTION

10

11

12

00 10' 20'

N
AD

 8
3

WATER SERVICE LINE. SEE DETAIL ON SHEET C-404

SANITARY SEWER SERVICE. SEE DETAIL ON
SHEET C-405

STANDARD 6" CURB AND GUTTER. SEE DETAIL
ON SHEET C-305

5' WIDE CURB OPENING. SEE DETAIL ON SHEET C-305

1

2

3

4

6

5

7

10

8

9

11

4

5

6

13

RELOCATED SIGN

12

14

RELOCATED LAMP POST

13

15

4' X 6' ENTRY PIT

16

ELECTRIC AND FIBER FROM POLE TO PROPOSED
TRANSFORMER AND COMM PEDESTAL

17

4' X 6' RECEIVING PIT

14

15

16

18

3 PHASE TRANSFORMER

19

COMMUNICATION PEDESTAL

20

SCREENED TRASH RECEPTACLE AREA

19

18

21

SANITARY SEWER CLEANOUT

WATER METER PIT

20

21

FRONT BRL
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N
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22 HVAC ODU

22

SIDEWALK RAMP, SEE DETAIL ON SHEET
C-30523

24
ADA COMPLIANT CONCRETE RAMP, WITH
LANDING

23

24

24

17

6
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L

SIDE BRL
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L
SIDE BRL

EXHIBIT D:
SITE PLAN WITH DEVELOPMENT

STANDARD REQUIREMENT
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Outlook

[External]Re: Acknowledgment of Receipt - 52 S. Washington Street (Foundation of Hope) for Town
of Easton: June 2025 Planning Commission

From Keasha Haythe 
Date Wed 6/4/2025 11:07 AM
To Brian Fitzgerald 
Cc Casey Rauch; Alan Brock; Nicola Batten 

Good morning Brian,

I reviewed the RAUCH contract and If I am reading correctly the permitting process is in the scope of
work for RAUCH. We will move in that direction to keep everything in line with the contract.

Historic Commission will continued to be handled by Crosby. I will go to the Town next week to pay
the permitting fees.

Thanks again for reaching out to clarify duties. I plan to attend the PC meeting. 

Feel free to reach out with any additional questions, have a great day!

Keasha

Keasha Haythe, CEcD
Foundation of HOPE, Inc.
P.O. Box 1604
Easton, MD 21601

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 3, 2025, at 5:15 PM, Keasha Haythe wrote:

  Good afternoon Brian,

Thank you for sending this information. Tim Crosby presented to Historic Commission 

previously.

I will find out what the plan is for presenting to PC. I will get back to you soon. Thank 

you! 

          EXHIBIT E:
Email confirming RAUCH as representative for 

Foundation of H.O.P.E.
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Keasha Haythe, CEcD
Foundation of HOPE, Inc.
P.O. Box 1604
Easton, MD 21601

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 3, 2025, at 3:23 PM, Brian Fitzgerald wrote:

Good afternoon, Keasha.
My name is Brian Fitzgerald and I work for RAUCH performing the civil 
engineering work on the Foundation of Hope project.
The Town will need fee payment for the Planning Commission review of the 
Foundation of Hope project. The fee is listed below and confirmed to be
$4,000.00. This fee will need to be paid to the Town prior to the Planning 
Commission meeting.

Additionally, the project will need to be approved by the Historic District 
Commission again (approval expired) as well as Board of Zoning Appeals due to 
the parking lot being less than the required 10' from an adjacent property line.

A few questions:
1. Would Alan Brock be handling the Historic District Commission approval

again?
2. Would you like for RAUCH to handle the BoZA application, submission,

and presentation?
3. For the Planning Commission meeting, would you like RAUCH to present

the project? We just want to be sure we aren't stepping on your toes if
you planned to present to PC or if you were planning on having the
Foundation of Hope attorney handling this and/or the BoZA
presentations.

From: Samantha Smith <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 2:42 PM
To: Brian Fitzgerald 
Cc: Bill Ewald ; Alan Brock; Nicola Batten; Jimi Harrison ; Joe Mayer
<jmayer@eastonmd.gov>
Subject: Re: [External]Acknowledgment of Receipt - 52 S. Washington Street
(Foundation of Hope) for Town of Easton: June 2025 Planning Commission

Hi Brian,

Just to confirm, the $250.00 fee for the Concept Use & Design 
review will not be required at this time, as the architectural review 
is included within your initial Site Plan review.
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Currently, we are requesting payment for:
 Sketch Site Review - $2,700.00
 Supplemental Waiver Request - $50.00
 SWM Report - $1,250.00
 Total: $4,000.00

Thanks,

Sam

Samantha N. Smith
Administrative Specialist
Planning & Zoning Department
Town of Easton, MD
410-822-1943

* Please be cautious of any unsolicited requests for money or sensitive financial information related

to your application. The Town of Easton will never ask for payments via wire transfers, gift cards,

cryptocurrency, or social payment apps (e.g., Zelle, Venmo, Cash App). If you have any doubts about

the legitimacy of a payment request or communication, please contact the Planning and Zoning

Department at (410) 822-1943.

On Tue, Jun 3, 2025 at 1:04 PM Brian Fitzgerald <brian@raucheng.com>
wrote:

Thank you, Samantha.
Can you confirm the review fees prior to our client issuing the payment?
I believe we have the following:

- $2700 (PZ review)
- $50 (waiver request)
- $250 (PC review)
- $1250 (SWM review)

$4,250 TOTAL

Is this correct?

From: Samantha Smith <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 11:29 AM
To: Brian Fitzgerald
Cc: Bill Ewald; Alan Brock; Nicola Batten; Jimi Harrison; Joe Mayer
<jmayer@eastonmd.gov>
Subject: [External]Acknowledgment of Receipt - 52 S. Washington Street
(Foundation of Hope) for Town of Easton: June 2025 Planning Commission
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Good afternoon, 

The sketch site plan application for 52 S. Washington Street -
Foundation of Hope has been accepted, and is being prepared to
appear on the Tuesday, June 24, 2025 Planning Commission
agenda. The meeting will be held at the Easton Town Office 14 S.
Harrison Street (2nd floor), at 1:00 p.m. Please plan to attend or
have someone represent you at this meeting to answer any
questions that the Commission may have.

This notice is a gentle reminder that the applicable review fees
are due before continuing the application process. 
<image.png>

Payment may be made through one of the following methods: 

In Person: Payment can be made directly at the Town
Office, located at 14 S. Harrison Street, between 8:30 AM
and 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday. We currently accept
payments via check, cash, or credit/debit card for in-person
transactions.

By Mail: A check made payable to the Town of Easton may
be remitted via postal service to: 14 S. Harrison Street,
Easton, Maryland 21601.

 Your application number is 2025 - 1454 for payment reference.

If you have any questions regarding this application or any
additional comments, please contact the Planning Office at (410)
822 - 1943 or via email at planningandzoning@eastonmd.gov.

Thank you,

Samantha

Samantha N. Smith
Administrative Specialist
Planning & Zoning Department
Town of Easton, MD
410-822-1943
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* Please be cautious of any unsolicited requests for money or sensitive financial information

related to your application. The Town of Easton will never ask for payments via wire transfers, gift

cards, cryptocurrency, or social payment apps (e.g., Zelle, Venmo, Cash App). If you have any

doubts about the legitimacy of a payment request or communication, please contact the Planning

and Zoning Department at (410) 822-1943.

Brian Fitzgerald, PE
Vice President of Engineering

Logo

106 N. Harrison St. 
Easton, MD, 21601
Office: (410) 770-9081 
Mobile: (410) 490-4980
rauch-inc.com

The information transmitted by this email is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed.
This email may contain proprietary, business-confidential, and/or privileged material. We accept no liability
for the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken based on the information
provided unless that information is separately confirmed in writing. If you are not the intended recipient of
this message, be advised that you have received this transmission in error and that any use,
dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this information is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and delete this message immediately.

<image.png>
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        EXHIBIT F:
DEED
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RECEIPT
TOWN OF EASTON
Planning & Zoning Department
14 South Harrison Street
Easton, Maryland 21601

APPLICATION # DATE
2025 - 1490 6/18/2025

PROJECT ID RECEIPT #
V 25 - 04

TO: RE:  Application 2025 - 1490 / V 25 - 04
Foundation of Hope Inc. 52 S Washington Street - Foundation of Hope Inc.
P.O. BOX 1604 Tax Map 0104, Grid 0000, Parcel 1463
Easton, Maryland 21601 Easton, Maryland 21601

Date Transaction  Amount 

06/14/2025 ( 250.00)
(

Description

BOZA COMMERCIAL VARIANCE Check No. 1299

( -)
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             

Thank you! TOTAL $250.00

 Paid in full. Thank you! 

If you have any questions about this receipt, please contact
Samantha N. Smith, Administrative Specialist (410) 822-1943, ssmith@eastonmd.gov

-

10721
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TOWN OF EASTON 
14 South Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

June 27, 2025 

Rauch Inc.  
℅ Brian Fitzgerald 
106 N. Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601​

Re:​ BOZA Application V-1490 / V 25-04​
52 S. Washington Street - Foundation of Hope​
Tax Map 0104, Grid 0000, Parcel 1463 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

Mr. Fitzgerald, 

The above matter has been scheduled for a public hearing before the Town of Easton 
Board of Zoning Appeals on Tuesday, July 15, 2025 at 9:00 A. M. in the Chambers of the 
Mayor and Council of Easton. You should appear at the above time and place, together with any 
witnesses you may care to present and be prepared to submit evidence, which will establish: 

1. That granting the application will not be contrary to the public interest;

2. that granting the application will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the
Ordinance;

3. that granting the application will not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise
detrimental to the public welfare;

4. that owing to conditions peculiar to the property, which conditions are not the result of
any action taken by the applicant, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance will result in
practical difficulty to the applicant.

Please be prepared to answer the four listed items above at the time of the Hearing. If there are 
any restrictions attached to the deed of the property subject to this application, please advise the 
Board thereof. 

Samantha N. Smith, Administrative Specialist 
Planning and Zoning Department 
410-822-1943 ssmith@eastonMD.gov
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TOWN OF EASTON 
14 South Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

June 30, 2025 

Dear Resident, 

The Easton Board of Zoning Appeals will hold a public meeting on Tuesday, July 15, 
2025 at 9:00 a.m. in the Easton Town Council Chambers located on the second floor of 
14 South Harrison Street.  The Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance requires that owners of 
property located within 400 feet of a parcel on which certain types of applications are 
pending be given notice of upcoming meetings or hearings. If you are a tenant in or an 
owner of a multi-unit building, please distribute or post this notice in a visible location 
for all other tenants or owners to view. If you are a tenant of a rental property, please 
notify the property owner that this notice letter has been distributed to their property. 
Notice has also been sent to the Star Democrat, a sign has been posted at the subject 
property and the hearing agenda has been posted on the Town of Easton website: 
http://eastonmd.gov/. 

This letter is sent to inform you that Application V-1490 / V 25-04 has been filed by 
Rauch Inc. (Applicant) on behalf of Foundation of Hope Inc. (Owner), pursuant to 
Section 28-1303.5.C of the Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance) to obtain a 
Variance from the Development Standard in Section 28-1001.2.K, the required ten (10) 
foot setback for any parking or maneuvering space to any street line, sidewalk or property 
line for a commercial use. The Applicant is seeking to construct a two-story, 5,135 square 
foot office building to be utilized for nonprofit and community group use. This project 
received Sketch Site Plan approval (application 2025-1454) and a Certificate of 
Appropriateness (application 2025-1485) for the construction of the commercial training 
facility. The property is located at 52 Washington Street, Easton, Maryland, also known 
as Tax Map 0104, Grid 0000, Parcel 1463, and is situated in the CB – Commercial 
Business District. ​

Copies of the proposed application are on file and available for public review in the 
Town’s Planning Office at 14 South Harrison Street between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 
4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  In addition, digital copies will be available for 
review one week prior to the scheduled meeting via the Town’s website at 
https://www.eastonmd.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes. If you have any questions regarding 
this application, please contact the Planning Office at (410) 822-1943 or via email at 
ssmith@eastonMD.gov.    

Samantha N. Smith, Administrative Specialist
Planning & Zoning Department 
410-822-1943 ssmith@eastonMD.gov Page 43 of 350
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Subject property posting pursuant to Section 
28-901.2.H.2 of the Town of Easton Zoning Code -

June 27, 2025.
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THE STAR DEMOCRAT - ONE TIME - SATURDAY, JUNE 28, 2025 

NOTICE 

Notice is hereby given that Application V-1490 / V 25-04 has been filed by Rauch 

Inc. (Applicant) on behalf of Foundation of Hope Inc. (Owner), pursuant to Section 28-

1303.5.C of the Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance) to obtain a Variance from 

the Development Standard in Section 28-1001.2.K, the required ten (10) foot setback for 

any parking or maneuvering space to any street line, sidewalk or property line for a 

commercial use. The Applicant is seeking to construct a two-story, 5,135 square foot office 

building to be utilized for nonprofit and community group use. This project received Sketch 

Site Plan approval (application 2025-1454) and a Certificate of Appropriateness 

(application 2025-1485) for the construction of the commercial training facility. The 

property is located at 52 Washington Street, Easton, Maryland, also known as Tax Map 

0104, Grid 0000, Parcel 1463, and is situated in the CB – Commercial Business District.  

A copy of the application may be inspected during normal business hours in the 

Department of Planning and Zoning. The undersigned Board will hold a public hearing 

with respect to said application on Tuesday, July 15, 2025 at 9:00 A.M. in the Town 

Council Chambers, second floor, located at 14 S. Harrison Street.  All interested parties are 

invited to attend. Please continue to check our website at 

https://eastonmd.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes for agenda updates. 

TOWN OF EASTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

Notice to Star Democrat:  Please publish as indicated above and send Certificate of 

Publication to Planning and Zoning, Town of Easton, P.O. Box 520, Easton, Maryland 

21601, prior to date of hearing. 
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This is to certify that the annexed legal 
advertisement has been published in the  
publications and insertions listed below.  
"Application V-1490 / V 25-04..." was published 
in the:

	 The Star Democrat	 06/28/25

James F. Normandin
President & Publisher

CERTIFICATE OF 
PUBLICATION

APG Media of Chesapeake, LLC	 06/30/25
	 3083746
29088 Airpark Drive
Easton, MD 21601

STATE OF : MARYLAND
COUNTY OF: Talbot County

NOTICE
  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  Application  V-1490  /  V  25-04  has  been  filed  by  Rauch  Inc.  
(Applicant)  on  behalf  of  Foundation  of  Hope  Inc.  (Owner),  pursuant  to  Section  28-1303.5.C  of 
the  Town  of  Easton  Zoning  Ordinance  (Ordinance)  to  obtain  a  Variance  from  the  Development  
Standard in Section 28-1001.2.K, the required ten (10) foot setback for any parking or maneuvering 
space to any street line, sidewalk or property line for a commercial use. The Applicant is seeking to  
construct a two-story, 5,135 square foot office building to be utilized for nonprofit and community  
group use. This project received Sketch Site Plan approval (application 2025-1454) and a Certificate  
of Appropriateness (application 2025-1485) for the construction of the commercial training facility. 
The property is located at 52 Washington Street, Easton, Maryland, also known as Tax Map 0104, 
Grid 0000, Parcel 1463, and is situated in the CB – Commercial Business District. 
  A copy of the application may be inspected during normal business hours in the Department of  
Planning  and  Zoning.  The  undersigned  Board  will  hold  a  public  hearing  with  respect  to  said  
application on Tuesday, July 15, 2025 at 9:00 A.M.  in the Town Council Chambers, second floor, 
located at 14 S. Harrison Street.  All interested parties are invited to attend. Please continue to check 
our website at https://eastonmd.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes for agenda updates.

TOWN OF EASTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

3077154 SD                                                                            6/28/2025
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TOWN OF EASTON 
Planning & Zoning Department 

14 South Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

​
 

 
EXHIBIT SUMMARY​

for 8493 OCEAN GATEWAY 
SE - 1489 / SE 25 - 07 

2025 - 07 - 15 
 

 
 
 
Applicant notified of hearing date:  Email: 2025-06-27 – 18 days 
​ ​ ​
 
Exhibit A: P&Z Staff Report: 2025-07-08  – 7 days​
​       Easton Utilities Review Letter: 2025-06-26 – 12 days 
​       Easton Volunteer Fire Department Comments: 2025-07-07  – 8 days 
​
 
Exhibit B: Application 
​ ​
​ Application:  2025-06-17 – 28 days 

Special Exception Application SE-1489 / SE 25-07 
Attachment A: ​ Purpose of Request  

Statement of Use​
​ Findings of Fact 

​ ​ Site Plan Exhibit 
​ ​ May 2021 Traffic Impact Analysis 
​ ​ June 12, 2025 Owner Authorization Letter (PZK, LLC)​
​ ​ Recorded Deeds 

Exterior Photos 
 

Proof of Payment:  2025-06-17 – 28 days 
​
 
Exhibit C: Notices 
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Applicant Hearing Letter: 2025-06-27 – 18 days​
 
400’ Notices Distributed: 2025-06-27 – 18 days 
 
Picture of Property Sign Posting:  2025-06-27 – 18 days 

​
 
Exhibit D: Public Advertisement 
 

Advertisement sent to the Star Democrat: 2025-06-25 –  20 days 
 
Advertisement run in Star Democrat: 2025-06-28 – 16 days​
​ Star Democrat Proof 
​ Certificate of Publication 
 
 

Written Public Comment:​
Ramesh Patel, on behalf of the Holiday Inn Express and Asiya Hospitality LLC 
Sharma Law Group CHTD, on behalf of Asiya Hospitality LLC 
Ankitkumar Patel, on behalf of the Quality Inn Easton 
Tristen Raughton 
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Date of Hearing: July 15, 2025 

# 3b 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

PUBLIC HEARING 

STAFF REPORT 

SUBJECT: SPECIAL EXCEPTION 1489 

ELECTION WARD:     Ward 2 

CRITICAL ACTION DATE:   At the pleasure of the Board. 

STAFF CONTACTS:          Nicholas Johnson, AICP - Town Planner - Current 

Miguel Salinas – Director of Planning and Zoning 

APPLICANT: Zachary A. Smith Esq. on behalf of BGFY, LLC 

PURPOSE: The applicant is seeking a special exception to permit a cannabis dispensary on a 

property located in the Commercial General (CG) Zoning District. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends continuing the application, pending a detailed traffic impact analysis to 

determine the minimum off-street parking requirement. While the site appears to meet the 

minimum parking based on building square footage and employee count (56.4 spaces required, 

90 available), a site-specific trip generation analysis for the dispensary is needed. 

APPLICATION INFORMATION: 

APPLICANT: 

BGFY, LLC 
REPRESENTATIVE: 

Zachary A. Smith, Esq. 

Armistead, Lee, Rust, & Wright 

114 Bay Street 

Easton MD, 21601 

PARCELS/ACREAGE: 

Parcel Information Acreage 

Map 102, Parcel 2938B, 4 1.80 
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July 15, 2025 

Page 2 

 

ACCEPTANCE DATE: 

June 17, 2025 
LOCATION: 

8493 Ocean Gateway 

EXISTING ZONING 

CG 
EXISTING LAND USE: 

Commercial 

HISTORIC DISTRICT: 

No 
FUTURE LAND USE: 

Commercial 

   

CONTEXT: 

Location/Site Access – The subject property is bordered to the west by Ocean Gateway and to 

the north and south by existing commercial developments, all of which are also zoned CG. 

Vehicular access to the site is provided via a shared access easement with 8523 Ocean Gateway, 

directly off Ocean Gateway. A new traffic signal was recently installed by the State Highway 

Administration at the intersection of the access easement and Ocean Gateway. This intersection 

also includes a timed pedestrian crossing signal and newly painted crosswalks, potentially 

enhancing both vehicular and pedestrian 

safety. 

 

Existing Conditions – The subject property 

consists of a vacant 5,200-square-foot 

commercial building, formerly occupied by 

a sit-down restaurant (Denny’s). The 

submitted site plan indicates a total of 

ninety-nine (99) off-street parking spaces, 

including three (3) ADA-accessible spaces. 

However, recent aerial imagery from 2024 

reveals that the southern portion of the 

parking lot has deteriorated and no longer 

contains formalized parking. As a result, the 

actual number of usable off-street parking 

spaces on the site is reduced to ninety (90), 

including the three (3) ADA-accessible 

spaces (see Figure 1). 

 

                 Figure 1: Parking Lot Condition  

Surrounding Properties –  

 

 Land Use Zoning District(s) Future Planned 

Land Use 
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South Commercial CG Commercial 

East Vacant CG Commercial 

North Residential1 CG Commercial 

West Commercial CG Commercial 

 

 
Figure 2: Vicinity Map  

PROPOSAL: The applicant is proposing to operate a cannabis dispensary on a property within 

the CG Zoning District. The applicant has obtained a conditional license from the Maryland 

Cannabis Administration to operate a standard dispensary within Talbot County. As the Board 

may be aware, a special exception was previously granted to this same applicant for a cannabis 

dispensary at 8223 Elliott Road. Issues arose regarding that location and the separation 

requirement of one-half mile from any other cannabis dispensary; the Board subsequently 

approved a special exception for another dispensary located on an adjacent property at 8171 

Elliott Road. This location would rectify that issue. As the state licenses are not tied to any 

specific site, the issuance of a second special exception to the same applicant would not affect 

                                                
1 Hotels/Motels are classified as a residential use within the Zoning Ordinance’s table of permitted uses. 
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the applicant’s license. The dispensary will be open to the public Monday through Sunday from 

9:00 am to 9:00 pm and will employ an estimated 30 individuals at opening. 

 

 

BACKGROUND:  
Town Ordinance 8092 passed by the Town Council in April of 2024, amended the Zoning 

Ordinance to permit cannabis dispensaries by special exception within the Central Business (CB) 

and Commercial General (CG) Zoning District subject to supplemental standards. These 

supplemental standards are as follows (§28-1007.2.A.18): 

 

a. A cannabis dispensary shall be licensed and operate in accordance with State of 

     Maryland regulations for such use pursuant to COMAR 10.62.01 to 10.62.35. 

 

b. No medical cannabis dispensary shall be permitted within five hundred feet (500')   

(measured from the closest portion of the affected properties) of any of the following 

uses: Pre-existing Schools, Colleges & Universities, Pre-existing Houses of Worship, 

Pre-existing Family Day Care, Day Care Group, Day Care Small Group, Pre-

existing Public Park, playground, recreation center or library, one-half mile of 

another cannabis dispensary, or one hundred feet (100') of any property zoned for 

residential use. 

 

c. Owners/operators of a cannabis dispensary shall provide the Town with an up-to-

date local contact person (based in Talbot County) who shall be available and 

authorized to respond to complaints concerning any operational issues associated 

with the dispensary.  

 

d. All cannabis dispensaries shall install odor control technology, as necessary, in order 

to control ventilation at the establishment in such a manner that no odor from 

cannabis products can be detected outside the building on the same property or on 

adjacent properties or public rights-of-way, or within any other unit located within 

the same building as the cannabis dispensary, if the use occupies only a portion of the 

building. The Operator shall properly maintain all odor mitigation equipment to 

ensure maximum efficiency. Applicant shall provide certification by a Professional 

Engineer, Certified Industrial Hygienist, or other equivalently qualified professional 

that proposed odor control measures will effectively eliminate outdoor odors for all 

odor sources. 

 

e. A cannabis dispensary may not be open to the public prior to 9:00 a.m. or after 9:00 

p.m. Operations not involving the public, such as stocking of shelves, completion of 

booking, etc., may occur outside this window. 

 

                                                
2 In addition to regulating cannabis dispensaries, Ordinance 809 also introduced requirements for other cannabis 

related uses including cannabis growing and processing facilities. The Ordinance also prohibits cannabis 

establishments with on-site consumption. 
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f. The parking requirement for cannabis dispensaries shall be determined by a detailed     

                  traffic impact analysis provided by a petitioner for said use that is based on the         

                  following information provided by the dispensary: 

* Sales data - data which includes a sales transaction timestamp (hour, minute, 

day of week) at a comparable location for that brand. 

* Hours of operation - intended hours of operation for the development. 

* Number of employees - intended employees, staffing levels, and scheduling 

information. It should be emphasized that this information will likely be collected 

from another location or franchise owned by the petitioner.  

 

In no case shall a cannabis dispensary provide parking at a ratio of less than 2 spaces 

for every three employees on the maximum shift plus 7 spaces for every 1,000 SF unless a 

parking deviation is requested by the Applicant and approved by the Planning 

Commission pursuant to the provisions of Section 28-1001.3C of the Zoning Code 

 

OUTSTANDING ISSUE(S) 

 

1. Traffic Impact Analysis. Pursuant to §28-1007.2.A.18.f, a detailed traffic impact 

analysis is required to assess the adequacy of off-street parking. The submitted traffic 

impact study, conducted in 2021 for the Royal Farms and Burger King development 

located across Ocean Gateway, concluded that a traffic signal was warranted at the 

intersection. While trip generation rates for the former Denny’s use are included on 

page 29 of the report, no analysis was provided for the proposed cannabis dispensary 

use. A site-specific trip generation analysis for the dispensary is necessary to 

accurately evaluate whether the existing off-street parking supply is sufficient. This 

analysis must be based on sales data, the intended hours of operation, and the number 

of employees. 

 

POLICY ANALYSIS (SPECIAL EXCEPTION): 

a. The proposed use conforms in all aspects to minimum requirements of the district in 

which it is located. 

 

Analysis – There are no proposed changes to the site or structure that would affect conformance 

with the minimum standards of the CG Zoning District. Cannabis dispensaries are regulated 

through supplemental standards found in §28-1007.2.A.18 of the Town Code (See Background 

Section). The minimum required number of vehicular parking spaces is determined by a detailed 

traffic study (See Outstanding Issues) but the absolute minimum number of spaces is based on 

the square footage of the building and the number of employees. The absolute minimum parking 

requirement for this property is as follows: 

 

7 spaces per 1,000 square feet of building area – 36.4 parking spaces 

2 spaces per 3 employees on a maximum shift -  20 parking spaces 

Minimum parking spaces required -                56.4 parking spaces 
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The minimum separation standards for cannabis dispensaries state that “No medical cannabis 

dispensary shall be permitted within five hundred feet (500')  (measured from the closest portion 

of the affected properties) of any of the following uses: Pre-existing Schools, Colleges & 

Universities, Pre-existing Houses of Worship, Pre-existing Family Day Care, Day Care Group, 

Day Care Small Group, Pre-existing Public Park, playground, recreation center or library, one-

half mile of another cannabis dispensary, or one hundred feet (100') of any property zoned for 

residential use.” Figures 3 and 4 depict the existing businesses within 100’ and 500’ of the 

property for the proposed cannabis dispensary and the zoning districts within 100’.  No such use 

or Zoning District is located within either the 100’ or 500’ buffer. 

 

 
Figures 3&4: Surrounding Uses and Zoning 

 

b. The proposed use is not adversely affecting the health, safety, and general welfare of 

residents of the area. 

 

Analysis – The surrounding area is commercial in nature with the nearest residentially zoned 

property being located approximately 600 feet from the structure (although this property is 

currently vacant and wooded). The proposed use is consistent with the commercial nature of this 

property as well as the surrounding properties. 
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c. The proposed use will not interfere with the adequate and orderly provision of public 

facilities necessary to service the area or the proposed special exceptions; 

 

Analysis – The proposed use should not generate any additional demand for public facilities. 

This structure has previously been used for commercial purposes that place a compatible demand 

on public facilities.  

 

d. The proposed use will not create congestion in the streets or undue traffic hazards, and 

that adequate egress and ingress are provided; 

 

Analysis – No traffic impact study analyzing the proposed use was provided to determine 

whether the existing off-street parking is adequate. While the site appears to meet the minimum 

off-street parking requirements based solely on building square footage and the number of 

employees, a traffic impact analysis is necessary to accurately assess actual parking demand. 

This analysis is essential to ensure that parking is sufficient for the specific operational 

characteristics of the proposed use. 

 

e. The proposed use will not adversely affect the area and surrounding property due to 

adverse environmental characteristics including undue smoke, odor, noise, improper 

drainage, or inadequate access; 

 

Analysis – Odor is the major concern typically associated with cannabis related uses, though 

more common with processing and/or grow facilities than a dispensary. The Town’s standards 

for cannabis dispensaries require that the applicant install odor control technologies to mitigate 

this potential adverse effect. Should the Board approve this request, staff supports a condition 

requiring the applicant to provide certification from a qualified professional that proposed odor 

control technologies will effectively mitigate any odors associated with this use.  

 

The proposed use is commercial in nature and is not proposing any additional development that 

would affect drainage or access. 

 

f. The proposed use will not adversely affect the established character of the area. 

 

Analysis – The surrounding area is overwhelmingly commercial in nature which is consistent 

with the proposed use. 

 

g. The proposed use shall be in conformity with the provisions of the Easton 

Comprehensive Plan including those provisions of the Comprehensive Plan relating to 

design and performance standards for the development or redevelopment of land. In 

addition to the criteria set forth elsewhere herein when considering an application for 

additional principal uses upon an approved lot, the proposed additional uses shall be 

compatible and complementary and uses customarily found near or in conjunction with 

one another. This provision may not be used to permit shopping centers which are 

governed by other provisions of this Ordinance. 
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Analysis - The Comprehensive Plan’s future land use map identifies this property as appropriate 

for commercial uses which is consistent with what is proposed. 

 

DRAFT MOTIONS: 

 

1. I move that the Board of Zoning Appeals continue the application pending the receipt of 

a detailed traffic impact analysis for the purpose of determining the minimum off-street 

parking requirement. 

 

OR 

  

2. I move that the Board of Zoning Appeals deny Special Exception 1489 based on the 

following findings… 

 

OR 

  

3. I move an alternate motion. 
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Project Name:

SUBM: 

Status: 

Phase:

APPROVED

From: Kia Gibbs on behalf of Aaron Goller, PE

Address:

Easton Utilities Commission

Plan Review Comments

Date:

To: Sierra Clem, Nancy Pinkney

Easton Utilities Commission has reviewed the above referenced plans and determined the plans are 

"Approved".

An "Approved" status means plans do not require resubmission where utilities are concerned. 

Please contact Kia Gibbs, Engineering Administrative Support at kgibbs@eucmail.com should you have 

any questions. 

 201 N. Washington Street | Easton, Maryland 21601

Telephone: 410-822-6110 | Fax: 410-822-0743 | eastonutilities.com

06/26/25

8493 Ocean Gateway
BFGY, LLC Cannabis Dispensary
Sketch Site Plan
1
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Samantha Smith <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>

Re: Quick Update: July BOZA - 8493 Ocean Gateway - BGFY LLC Cannabis
Dispensary
1 message

Daryl Caldwell <1st.lieutenant@eastonvfd.org> Mon, Jul 7, 2025 at 12:50 PM
To: Samantha Smith <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>

Good Afternoon

     I am sorry for the late input.  I don't believe we have many changes to this building. 

Following Suggestions:

1. Alarm system/smoke detectors.  If need CO alarm system, if need by the State Fire Marshall.

2. At least two persons that can respond after hours, if the alarm system goes off.

3. Knox box (updated keys)

4. The alarm panel at the front door if possible or a key pad to let the fire department know where the alarm is coming
from.

5. Fire extinguisher

Thank you 

Assist Chief Daryl Caldwell, Easton VFD.

---- On Wed, 18 Jun 2025 12:42:37 -0400 Samantha Smith via Smartsheet <user@app.smartsheet.com> wrote ---

Attached, please find the July BOZA Special Exception submittal for "BGFY, LLC - 8493 Ocean
Gateway - Cannabis Dispensary". If you have any comments, please provide no later than
Tuesday, July 8th.

Thank you,

Sam

Ocean Gateway 8493 (BOZA Special
Exception)
Row 14
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SE 25 - 07 $700.00
SE - 1489

06/17/2025
07/15/2025

-

06/30/2025
06/30/2025
06/28/2025
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PARKING ANALYSIS FOR BGFY, LLC 
8493 OCEAN GATEWAY, EASTON 

July 9, 2025 

BGFY, LLC (“Applicant”) proposes to utilize the existing 5,712 sf commercial building located at 

8493 Ocean Gateway (“Property”) as a cannabis dispensary.  This analysis is provided in response 

to §28-1007.2.B.18(f) of the Town Code, and confirms that the existing ninety (90) off-street 

parking spaces located on the Property are sufficient to accommodate the proposed use. 

ITE Trip Generation Rates 

The table below shows the anticipated trip generation for the proposed marijuana dispensary, 

calculated based on rates provided for in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. 

  Marijuana Dispensary (ITE-882)  

 

Trip Generation  Trip Distribution (in/out)  

  Morning Trips = 10.54 per 1,000 sf    52/48 

  Evening Trips = 18.92 per 1,000 sf    50/50 

Square 
Footage 

AM Peak PM Peak 

In Out Total In Out Total 

5,712 31 29 60 54 54 108 

 

The table below shows the anticipated trip generation for the former use of the Property as a 

restaurant, calculated based on rates provided for in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. 

  High Turnover Sit Down Rest. (ITE-932)  

 

Trip Generation Trip Distribution (in/out)  

  Morning Trips = 9.57 per 1,000 sf    55/45 

  Evening Trips = 9.05 per 1,000 sf    61/39 

Square 
Footage 

AM Peak PM Peak 

In Out Total In Out Total 

5,712 30 25 55 32 220 52 

 

Parking Requirement Based on Town Code 

The Town Code contains the following minimum parking requirement for a cannabis dispensary: 
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In no case shall a cannabis dispensary provide parking at a ratio of less than 2 

spaces for every three employees on the maximum shift plus 7 spaces for every 

1,000 SF unless a parking deviation is requested by the Applicant and approved by 

the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Section 28-1001.3C of the 

Zoning Code.1 

The Applicant anticipates no more than a maximum of fifteen (15) employees working during any 

shift.  Accordingly, the minimum parking requirement for the proposed use based on the Town 

Code is fifty-two (52) parking spaces.2 

Parking Requirement Based on the ITE 

The ITE identifies a “peak parking rate” for a marijuana dispensary of 5.5 parking spaces per 1,000 

sf.3  Using this rate, the minimum recommended parking for the proposed use is thirty-two (32) 

parking spaces.4 

Town Parking Requirement for a Comparable Liquor Store 

The minimum parking requirement for a liquor store under the Town Code is 1 parking space per 

300 sf of gross floor area.5  Accordingly, a liquor store of comparable size to the proposed 

dispensary, being 5,712 sf, would require no more than twenty (20) parking spaces.6  Under 

Maryland law a local government “may not adopt an ordinance establishing zoning requirements 

for licensed dispensaries that are more restrictive than zoning requirements for [a liquor store].”7  

In light of the restrictions set forth under Maryland law, seemingly the Town cannot defensibly 

require more than twenty (20) parking spaces for the proposed cannabis dispensary.    

Summary 

The site clearly has more than adequate parking to support the proposed use.  With ninety (90) 

existing parking spaces, the site provides more than 1.5x the minimum number of spaces required 

under the Town Code, more than 2.5x the minimum number of spaces recommended under the 

ITE, and more than 4x the minimum number of spaces that the Town can seemingly require for 

this use under Maryland law. 

 
1 §28-1007.2.B.18(f) 
2 Calculated as: 10 spaces for employees (15 / 3 = 5 * 2 = 10) + 42 spaces for customers (5,712 / 1,000 = 6 * 7) 
3 ITE Parking Generation Manual, 6th Edition 
4 Calculated as: 5,712 / 1,000 = 5.712 * 5.5 = 32 
5 §28-1001.2 Table 10.1 of the Town Code 
6 Calculated as: 5,712 / 300 = 20 
7 §36-410 (e) of the Alcohol & Cannabis Article of the Maryland Annotated Code. 
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Section 1 Introduction 

 
1.1 Project Description 

 

This Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis & Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for 

proposed development and an associated proposed traffic signal in Easton, Maryland. 

The site is located west of US 50, approximately 0.35 miles north of the intersection 

of US 50 & MD 328, as shown on Exhibit 1. The site is currently undeveloped and is 

proposed to be developed with a 3,350 square foot Burger King restaurant and 5,530 

square foot Royal Farms convenience market with 16 fueling positions. In 

conjunction with the development, a new traffic signal is proposed at the existing 

median crossover labeled as Intersection 2 on Exhibit 1. A concept plan has been 

included in Appendix A. 

 

The development site is proposed to be accessed via a full movement access at an 

existing median crossover along US 50, becoming the fourth leg of the existing 

intersection of US 50 and the driveway that provides access to the Denny’s 

Restaurant and Quality Inn hotel. In addition to the full-movement access point, two 

right-in/right-out site access points are proposed, one each for the Burger King and 

Royal Farms on either side of the full movement access. 

 

1.2 Scope of Study 

 

This Traffic Impact Study has been prepared in accordance with a scoping agreement 

coordinated with MDOT SHA and the Town of Easton. 

 

Per the scoping correspondence, Critical Lane Volume (CLV) and Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) analyses were conducted. Additionally, SimTraffic was 

used to obtain the 95th percentile queuing. 

 

A copy of the scoping correspondence has been included in Appendix A.  
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Exhibit 

1

Traffic Impact Analysis Site Location

Map

31 2

Study Intersections:
1. US 50 & Chapel Rd
2. US 50 & Site Access/Driveway
3. US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St
4. US 50 & Site Access
5. US 50 & Site Access

4 5

SITE

4 2 5

Note: Intersections 4 & 5 are proposed 
right-in/right-out access points to be 
constructed with the site, so are only 
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Section 2 Existing Conditions 

 
2.1 Description of Roadway Network 

 

The key road in the study area is US 50. US 50 is a six-lane highway with a posted 

speed limit of 45 MPH within the vicinity of the site. It should be noted that although 

US 50 runs in the north-south direction through the study area, it is designated as 

east-west and therefore is considered east-west for the purposes of this study. 

 

2.2 Lane Configurations 

 

The Lane Use & Traffic Control Devices are shown on Exhibit 2. 

 

2.3 Existing Traffic Counts 

 

Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, peak hour traffic counts were not able to 

be conducted. Instead, in accordance with the scoping agreement, peak hour traffic 

counts were obtained from MDOT SHA for Intersections 1 and 3. To obtain the 

existing peak hour volumes for Intersection 2, the mainline US 50 volumes were 

flowed from the intersection of US 50 and MD 328/Goldsborough Road. The side 

street volume was obtained by performing a trip generation and assignment for the 

existing Denny’s and Quality Inn that access the driveway on the northern leg of 

the intersection. The resulting existing peak hour volumes are shown on Exhibit 

3a. The trip generation and assignment for the existing driveway is located in 

Appendix A. 

 

In order to bring the MDOT SHA counts up to date, a 1.5% growth rate was 

applied per year. The resulting adjusted existing peak hour volumes are shown on 

Exhibit 3b. 
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Intersection 1 Count Dates: Intersection 3 Count Dates:
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Section 3  Background Conditions 
 

 

3.1 Annual Growth 
 

The MDOT SHA’s Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volume Maps were reviewed to 

determine a historical growth in traffic volumes.  The MDOT SHA ADT maps 

contain historical traffic volumes along US 50 just north of MD 328.  The ADT’s 

indicate negative growth over the previous 10 years. However, for purposes of this 

study, a 0.5% growth rate has been applied for 4 years to provide a conservative 

analysis.  The base peak hour volumes are shown on Exhibit 4. 

 

3.2 Background Peak Hour Volumes 

 

Per the scoping correspondence in Appendix A, there are no background 

developments included in this study. As such, the base peak hour volumes shown 

on Exhibit 4 represent the Background Peak Hour Volumes.  
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Section 4  Projected Conditions with Site 
 

 

4.1  Site Trip Generation 

 

The site is currently undeveloped and is proposed to be developed with a 3,350 

square foot Burger King restaurant and 5,530 square foot Royal Farms convenience 

market with 16 fueling positions. 

 

Exhibit 5 shows the trip generation for the site.  The trip generation rates were 

obtained from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. 

    

4.2 Site Trip Distribution & Trip Assignment 

 

The primary trip assignments for the site are shown on Exhibits 6a and 6b. The 

pass-by trip assignments for the site are shown on Exhibits 6c and 6d. 

 

4.3 Total Traffic Volumes 

 

The Total Peak Hour Volumes are shown on Exhibit 7.  

 

4.4 Projected Level of Service 

 

The results of the Critical Lane Volume analyses are shown on Exhibit 8a. As 

shown, all study intersections will operate with a LOS “D” or better for all peak 

hours with the exception of US 50 and Chapel Road during the weekend peak hour, 

which will operate with a LOS “E” for the background and total conditions. The 

CLV at this intersection increases by only 26 from background to total conditions 

during the weekend peak hour, an impact of only 1.8%. As such, the impact of the 

development on this intersection should be considered negligible. Furthermore, as 

discussed below, the intersection of US 50 and Chapel Road will operate with 

acceptable LOS when analyzed using HCM methodology. 

 

The results of the Highway Capacity Manual analyses are shown on Exhibit 8b. 

Two scenarios of the total conditions were analyzed for the site access. The site 

access is unsignalized for the first scenario and signalized for the second scenario. 

As shown, all study intersections will operate with a LOS “D” or better for all peak 

hours with the exception of US 50 and the site access under the first scenario. It 

should be noted that under the second scenario, in which the intersection is 

signalized, the intersection will operate with a LOS “D” or better. 
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Queuing analysis was conducted using SimTraffic. The 95th percentile queuing 

results are shown on Exhibit 8c. Although some queue lengths exceed the available 

storage, the queue length does not increase significantly from background to total 

conditions for any movement.  It should be noted that the queue length at the site 

access exceeds the available storage. As part of the signalization of the intersection, 

the storage lanes should be increased to accommodate the additional volume. 
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Fast Food Rest. w/Drive-Thru (General Urban/Suburban, ksf, ITE-934) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 40.19 x ksf 51/49

Evening Trips = 32.67 x ksf 52/48

Midday Sat. Trips = 54.86 x ksf 51/49

Convenience (Super) Market/Gas Station (Fueling Positions/Square Footage, ITE-960) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 16.1 x Fueling Positions + 135 x ksf - 483 50/50

Evening Trips = 11.5 x Fueling Positions + 82.9 x ksf - 226 50/50

Sat. Midday Trips = Assumed same as Evening Trips 50/50

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

Fast Food Rest. w/Drive-Thru (ksf, ITE-934) 3,350 sq.ft. 69 66 135 57 52 109 94 90 184

Pass-by Trip Percentage (49% for AM, 50% for PM, & 50% Sat.) -34 -32 -66 -29 -26 -55 -47 -45 -92

16 Fueling Positions

5,530 sq. ft.

Pass-by Trip Percentage (76% for AM, PM, & Sat.) -198 -198 -396 -158 -158 -316 -158 -158 -316

Total: 97 97 194 78 76 154 97 95 192

NOTE: Trip Generation Rates obtained from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition

Burger King

416
Royal Farms

521

Trip Generation Rates 

Trip Generation Totals

AM Peak PM Peak Weekend Midday Peak

Convenience (Super) Market/Gas Station (Fueling Positions/Square 

Footage, ITE-960)
260 261 208 208 416 208 208

Traffic Impact Analysis Trip Generation for
Exhibit 

Site
5
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1. 20% of inbound trips from the west are assumed to use Intersection 
4.
2. 20% of outbound trips to the east are assumed to Intersection 4 
and will pass through Intersection 2 as through movements.
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1). US 50 & Chapel Rd A / A / A /

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway A / A / A /

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St A / B / B /

4). US 50 & Site Access A /

5). US 50 & Site Access A /

1). US 50 & Chapel Rd B / B / B /

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway A / A / A /

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St B / B / B /

4). US 50 & Site Access A /

5). US 50 & Site Access A /

1). US 50 & Chapel Rd D / E / E /

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway A / A / B /

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St C / C / C /

4). US 50 & Site Access A /

5). US 50 & Site Access A /

589

649

541

589

911

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

954 980

1009990

Total            

CLV

603

Exhibit 

8a

Traffic Impact Analysis 

Evening Peak Hour Existing   CLV
Background    

CLV

Total            

CLV

11401125

Results of 

CLV Level-of-Service Analyses

Morning Peak Hour Existing   CLV
Background    

CLV

1040 1061 1087

535 545 821

1103

1027

933

1210 1233 1252

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A 952

CLV Level-of-Service Results

1438 1467 1493

925 943

614 786

1046

Existing   CLV
Background    

CLV

Total            

CLV
Weekend Midday Peak Hour
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1). US 50 & Chapel Rd C / C / C / C /

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway A / A / F / C /

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St D / D / D / D /

4). US 50 & Site Access A / A /

5). US 50 & Site Access A / A /

1). US 50 & Chapel Rd D / D / D / D /

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway A / A / F / C /

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St D / D / D / D /

4). US 50 & Site Access A / A /

5). US 50 & Site Access A / A /

1). US 50 & Chapel Rd D / D / D / D /

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway F / F / F / D /

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St D / D / D / D /

4). US 50 & Site Access A / A /

5). US 50 & Site Access A / A /

Notes:

1. Overall Intersection LOS and delay is reported. The HCM worksheets are included in Appendix B.

2. Intersection 2 is unsignalized for Scenario 1 and signalized for Scenario 2.

N/A N/A 0.1

N/A N/A 0.2

N/A N/A 0.0

N/A N/A 0.3

37.6 39.5 41.2

>100 >100 >100

42.8 43.6 44.1

N/A N/A 0.0

N/A N/A 0.3

HCM Delay Level-of-Service Results

Morning Peak Hour
Existing   

Delay

Background    

Delay

Total  

Scenario 1         

Delay

Total      

Scenario 2      

Delay

21.4 21.6 22.6

1.1 1.2 >100

37.4 37.7 38.2

Evening Peak Hour
Existing   

Delay

Background    

Delay

Total  

Scenario 1         

Delay

45.5 46.1 45.8

0.8 0.9 >100

54.0 54.5 54.7

Weekend Midday Peak Hour
Existing   

Delay

Background    

Delay

Total  

Scenario 1         

Delay

Traffic Impact Analysis Results of 
Exhibit HCM Level-of-Service Analyses

8b

41.2

44.4

44.1

0.1

0.1

Total      

Scenario 2      

Delay

21.0

21.3

37.4

Total      

Scenario 2      

Delay

38.8

28.8

50.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.2
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1). US 50 & Chapel Rd

eastbound left

westbound left

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway

eastbound left

westbound left

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St

eastbound left

westbound left

northbound left

southbound left

1). US 50 & Chapel Rd

eastbound left

westbound left

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway

eastbound left

westbound left

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St

eastbound left

westbound left

northbound left

southbound left

1). US 50 & Chapel Rd

eastbound left

westbound left

2). US 50 & Site Access/Driveway

eastbound left

westbound left

3). US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St

eastbound left

westbound left

northbound left

southbound left

Notes:

1. Only intersections and approaches containing dedicated storage lanes are shown.

2. Queue lengths have been rounded up to the nearest 5' increment.

Morning Peak Hour
Storage Length 

(Feet)

Background

(Feet)

Total

Unsignalized

(Feet)

SimTraffic 95th Percentile Queuing Results

275 80 95 70

250 130 140 135

Total

Signalized

(Feet)

300 305 300 305

100

50 40 40 60

110 0 160 205

Evening Peak Hour
Storage Length 

(feet)

Background

(Feet)

Total

Unsignalized

(Feet)

Total

Signalized

(Feet)

250 260 295 175

275 290 315 320

0 135 200

50 35 40 35

Traffic Impact Analysis Results of
Exhibit 

SimTraffic Queuing Analysis
8c

325 305 325

Total

Signalized

(Feet)

390

Weekend Midday Peak Hour
Storage Length 

(feet)

Background

(Feet)

Total

Unsignalized

(Feet)

125

275

175

460

100

100 120

260

360 370

100

460

110

255

175 190

270

130

275

120 125

270

275 300 315 280

250 195 215 210

50 55 50 135

110 0 130 290

110

300

100 110 130 125

300 275 230 235

460 310 315 365

100 190 175 195
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Section 5  Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 
 

 

5.1  Existing Conditions Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 

 

A Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis (TSWA) was conducted for the intersection of 

US 50 and the site access under existing and total conditions. The TSWA is 

included in Appendix C. 

 

The 2017 MDOT SHA traffic count for the intersection of US 50 and MD 328/ 

Goldsborough Street was used to derive the through volumes along US 50 at the 

site access. A growth rate of 1.5% was applied for four years in order to bring the 

count data up to date. To complete the existing volumes, trip generation and 

assignment were conducted for the existing Denny’s and Quality Inn using diurnal 

trip rates from ITE. The existing volumes analyzed on Exhibit C-3a combine the 

volumes along US 50 with the trips generated by the existing Denny’s and Quality 

Inn. 

 

The results of the existing TSWA indicate that the intersection does not currently 

warrant a traffic signal. 

 

5.2  Proposed Conditions Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 

 

The same trip distribution percentages used in the TIA were assumed for the 

purposes of the TSWA. These percentages were applied on an hourly basis based 

on the diurnal trip rates for each of the proposed land uses from ITE, as well as 

applying the same in/out trip distribution from the AM and PM hours to the hourly 

volumes. 

 

Three scenarios were analyzed in order to determine the point at which the signal 

will become warranted. Exhibits C-6a and C-6b analyze the need for a signal with 

only the Burger King developed. Exhibits C-7a and C-7b analyze the need for a 

signal with only the Royal Farms developed. Exhibits C-8a and C-8b analyze the 

need for asignal with both sites developed. 

 

The results of the TSWA for the proposed conditions indicate that a signal is warranted 

with the completion of the Royal Farms. The results for Scenario 2 (only Royal Farms) 

and Scenario 3 (full build-out) show that the signal is warranted by both Warrants 1 and 2. 

The signal is not warranted with only the development of the Burger King. As such, the 

signal should be considered upon completion of the Royal Farms, regardless of the 

completion of the Burger King. 
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Section 6  Conclusions / Recommendations 
 

 

6.1 Results of Analysis 

 

This Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis & Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for 

proposed development and an associated proposed traffic signal in Easton, Maryland. 

The site is located west of US 50, approximately 0.35 miles north of the intersection 

of US 50 & MD 328, as shown on Exhibit 1. The site is currently undeveloped and is 

proposed to be developed with a 3,350 square foot Burger King restaurant and 5,530 

square foot Royal Farms convenience market with 16 fueling positions. In 

conjunction with the development, a new traffic signal is proposed at the full-

movement site access point. 

 

Based on the analyses contained in this report: 

• All the study intersections operate with a LOS “D” or better using HCM 

methodology with the exception of the site access when unsignalized. 

o Without a traffic signal the site access intersection does not mee the 

LOS “D” or better standard. However, when signalized, the site 

access intersection will operate with a LOS “D” or better. 

• All the study intersections operate with a LOS “D” or better using CLV 

methodology with the exception of US 50 and Chapel Road which 

operates with an LOS “E” for both background and total conditions 

during the weekend peak hour. 

o The CLV increases by only 26 from background to total conditions, 

an impact of only 1.8% which should be considered negligible, 

especially in light of the fact that the intersection is shown to 

operate acceptably using the HCM methodology. 

• SimTraffic 95th percentile queuing analysis shows that there are existing 

queuing issues at the study intersections. Any movements that exceed the 

available storage do so during both the background and total conditions. 

The development of the site does not significantly impact the queuing, as 

no queue increases by more than one car length from background to total 

conditions. 

• The TSWA shows that the intersection of US 50 and the site access is 

warranted for signalization under total conditions with the completion of 

the Royal Farms portion of the development.  

 

In conclusion, the proposed development will have a minimal impact on the study 

intersections and should be approved. Additionally, the intersection of US 50 and 

the full movement site access is warranted for signalization.  
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Supplemental Information

Condition Diagrams

Turning Movement Counts

Appendix A
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Lane Engineering, LLCLane Engineering, LLC
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1

ndriban@lenharttraffic.com

From: ndriban@lenharttraffic.com
Sent: Wednesday, December 9, 2020 11:19 AM
To: 'Richard Baker (SHA)'; 'Henry Dierker'
Cc: 'mlenhart'; 'Rick Van Emburgh'
Subject: RE: US-50 - TIS - Proposal Request

Hi All, 
 
Rich and I just spoke and he confirmed that SHA is in agreement with the scope below, including using the existing count 
data with 1.5% growth/year applied to bring the counts up to date. Rich also noted that he’s not aware of any 
background developments in the area. 
 
Rick, please let us know if you’d like us to move forward with this analysis. 
 
Thanks, 
Nick 
 
Nick Driban, P.E., PTOE 
Associate Vice President 
 
Cell Phone:           (410) 294‐7195 
Direct Dial:            (410) 777‐9253 
Office Directory:  (410) 216‐3333 
 

 
 

From: ndriban@lenharttraffic.com <ndriban@lenharttraffic.com>  
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 2:44 PM 
To: 'Richard Baker (SHA)' <RBaker@mdot.maryland.gov>; 'Henry Dierker' <HDierker@mdot.maryland.gov> 
Cc: 'mlenhart' <mlenhart@LENHARTTRAFFIC.COM>; 'Rick Van Emburgh' <rvanemburgh@EastonMD.gov> 
Subject: RE: US‐50 ‐ TIS ‐ Proposal Request 
 
Hi Rich and Henry, 
 
Thank you again for your time today.  Here’s a quick summary of our discussion.  Please feel free to update/correct and 
let me know your thoughts on the counts & any background developments. 
 
The discussion centered around the potential for a traffic signal at the existing median break shown in the attached 
concept plan.  The Town of Easton is pursuing a traffic signal at this location as part of their plan to provide an east‐west 
connection across US 50, as well as to support RTC park (which may develop with athletic facilities) and development of 
retail sites in the immediate vicinity of the intersection.  Spacing to adjacent traffic signals appears to work well and if a 
traffic signal is warranted this appears to be a location SHA could support.   
 
We will complete a traffic impact analysis (TIA) as well as a traffic signal warrant analysis (TSWA) for the intersection, 
evaluating three phases of the town’s plan/proposed development: 
 

27 of 193

Page 98 of 350



2

 PHASE 1: Development of a Burger King immediately north of the proposed signal and a Royal Farms 
immediately south of the proposed signal, as shown on the attached concept. 

 PHASE 2: Connection of the proposed road into RTC Park (with potential development of RTC Park to include an 
athletic complex), as well as connection of Calvert Street to the proposed road and the resulting diversion 
associated with that connection. 

 PHASE 3: Connection on the east side of US 50 from the intersection of Alicia Road & Mulberry Road to the 
proposed road.  This would allow traffic from the existing residential neighborhood to access US 50, and the 
associated diversions will be evaluated. 

 
Based on the results of the study, if a traffic signal is shown to be warranted, SHA would be willing to provide conceptual 
concurrence for the location of the signal and acknowledgement that the warrants are projected to be met. However, 
actual approval for design and construction of the signal is unlikely to be granted until such time as the volumes on the 
ground (as opposed to projected volumes) warrant it. In addition, SHA would not be responsible for financing the traffic 
signal. 
 
The scope of the study is as follows: 

1. Study Intersections [Date of Available Counts] – Rick/Rich/Henry to determine whether newer counts exist.  In 
the event they do not, Rich/Henry will confirm with TDSD/TFAD whether it is acceptable to use the counts 
shown below.  SHA’s current policy allows for counts up to two years old to be utilized with 1.5% growth/year 
applied, however it may be acceptable to utilize the counts shown below with appropriate annual growth, given 
that traffic patterns in the area are unlikely to have changed substantially since these counts were conducted. 

a. US 50 & MD 328 [SHA has counts on Tuesday 1/31/17 and on Sunday 7/29/18)  
b. US 50 at Proposed Traffic Signal [will flow volumes from adjacent counts  
c. US 50 & Chapel Road [SHA has counts on Sunday 8/12/2018 and Tuesday 4/10/18] 

2. Background Developments – Rick/Rich/Henry to provide a list of any developments that should be included. 
3. Background Growth – We will review historical volumes along US 50 to determine an annual growth rate and 

apply annual growth to the proposed build year for each of the phases. 
4. Study methodology  

a. CLV + Synchro 
b. SimTraffic for queuing 

 
Please let me know if you have any questions/comments or need any additional info. 
 
Thanks and Have a Good Weekend, 
Nick 
 
Nick Driban, P.E., PTOE 
Associate Vice President 
 
Cell Phone:           (410) 294‐7195 
Direct Dial:            (410) 777‐9253 
Office Directory:  (410) 216‐3333 
 

 
 

From: Rick Van Emburgh <rvanemburgh@EastonMD.gov>  
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 11:34 AM 
To: Richard Baker (SHA) <RBaker@mdot.maryland.gov>; mlenhart <mlenhart@LENHARTTRAFFIC.COM> 
Cc: Nick Driban <ndriban@LENHARTTRAFFIC.COM> 
Subject: RE: US‐50 ‐ TIS ‐ Proposal Request 
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High Turnover (Sit-Down) Rest. (ksf, ITE-932) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 9.94 x ksf 55/45

Evening Trips = 9.77 x ksf 62/38

Hotel Rooms (ITE-310) Trip Distribution (In/Out)

Morning Trips = 0.47 x Rooms 59/41

Evening Trips = 0.60 x Rooms 51/49

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total

Denny's High Turnover (Sit-Down) Rest. (ksf, ITE-932) 5,200 sq.ft. 29 23 52 32 19 51 30 28 58

Hotel Rooms (ITE-310) 82 rooms 23 16 39 25 24 49 33 26 59

Assumed 50% of Trips not through driveway: -11 -8 -19 -12 -12 -24 -16 -13 -29

Total: 41 31 72 45 31 76 47 41 88

NOTE: Trip Generation Rates obtained from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition

PM Peak

Quality Inn

Trip Generation Rates 

Trip Generation Totals

AM Peak Sat. Midday Peak

Traffic Impact Analysis Trip Generation for
Exhibit North Leg of Intersection 2

A-1
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Traffic Impact Analysis Trip Assignment for
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Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. A-2
Key:   xx = AM Pk    (xx) = PM Pk    [xx] = Sat Pk 

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning

[] 
 ()

 
[] 

 ()
 

Si
te

 A
cc

es
s

50%

[] 
 ()

 
[] 

 ()
 

[] 
 ()

 

[] 
 ()

 

 ()
 []

 ()
 []

 ()
 []

C
ha

pe
l R

d

16
 (1

6)
 [2

1]
 ()

 []
15

 (1
5)

 [2
0] D
riv

ew
ay

 ()
 []

 ()
 []

 ()
 []

M
D

 3
28

21 3

3

1
2

30 of 193

Page 101 of 350



TRAFFIC GROWTH PROJECTION
LOCATION: US 50 north of MD 328

         REPORT DATE: 14-Jan-21
AVERAGE GROWTH: -0.10%

MATHEMATICAL GROWTH: -0.18%

Year ADT Volume Vol. increase % increase Average %
2009 35,651
2010 35,872 221 0.62% 0.62%
2011 32,430 -3,442 -9.60% -4.49%
2012 32,531 101 0.31% -2.89%
2013 32,402 -129 -0.40% -2.27%
2014 34,040 1,638 5.06% -0.80%
2015 35,471 1,431 4.20% 0.03%
2016 36,222 751 2.12% 0.33%
2017 34,800 -1,422 -3.93% -0.20%
2018 34,591 -209 -0.60% -0.25%
2019 35,012 421 1.22% -0.10%

TRAFFIC GROWTH
US 50 north of MD 328

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000
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Begin
Hour U.Turn Left Through Right TOTAL U.Turn Left Through Right TOTAL U.Turn Left Through Right TOTAL U.Turn Left Through Right TOTAL GrandTotal

00:00 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 11 3 14 0 2 24 0 26 44

00:15 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 6 1 7 0 1 18 0 19 32

00:30 0 2 1 1 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 11 1 13 0 1 15 0 16 34

00:45 0 2 2 0 4 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 21 0 21 36

01:00 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 7 0 7 0 1 16 0 17 27

01:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 11 0 12 0 0 20 0 20 34

01:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 4 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 16 0 16 30

01:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 2 13 0 0 15 0 15 28

02:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 20 0 22 0 1 14 0 15 37

02:15 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 12 0 12 0 0 12 0 12 26

02:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 12 0 12 0 1 14 0 15 28

02:45 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 12 0 13 0 0 10 0 10 26

03:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 17 0 17 0 1 11 0 12 30

03:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 22 0 22 0 0 8 0 8 31

03:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 30 0 30 0 0 13 0 13 44

03:45 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 36 0 36 0 0 10 0 10 49

04:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 37 0 38 0 0 20 0 20 58

04:15 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 4 0 0 49 1 50 0 1 13 0 14 70

04:30 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 78 1 81 0 0 19 0 19 107

04:45 0 0 3 2 5 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 89 3 92 0 0 17 3 20 119

05:00 0 3 0 3 6 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 71 1 72 0 0 24 0 24 106

05:15 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 102 2 104 0 0 26 0 26 135

05:30 0 3 0 1 4 0 1 2 3 6 0 0 114 1 115 0 1 28 0 29 154

05:45 0 3 1 3 7 0 3 0 4 7 0 1 126 1 128 0 3 46 1 50 192

06:00 0 3 7 10 20 0 5 1 5 11 0 5 145 3 153 0 1 73 0 74 258

06:15 0 8 5 15 28 0 9 1 3 13 0 1 155 8 164 1 1 72 0 74 279

06:30 0 4 7 8 19 0 10 2 7 19 0 3 207 4 214 0 4 117 0 121 373

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division

Station ID: S2001200018

Date: 4/10/2018 12:00:00 AM

Chapel Rd

From South

Chapel Rd

From East

US 50

From West

US 50

US 50 at CHAPEL RDLocation:

15 MinInterval:

Talbot

none

Sunny

County:

Town:

Weather:

Comments:  

PEAK 

07:45 08:30 2286 A 0.62

AM PERIOD EndStart Volume LOS V/C

6:00AM-12:00PMHours

PM PERIOD

12:00PM-19:00PM

Start End Volume LOS V/C

16:15 17:00 2729 B 0.7

Turning Movement Summary Report
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06:45 0 8 10 19 37 0 5 5 12 22 0 4 214 11 229 0 2 129 0 131 419

07:00 0 19 13 14 46 0 3 5 4 12 1 5 217 13 236 0 8 127 1 136 430

07:15 0 30 14 24 68 0 7 6 13 26 1 8 188 12 209 0 4 125 3 132 435

07:30 0 35 11 19 65 0 3 3 12 18 0 14 218 12 244 0 10 151 0 161 488

07:45 0 19 14 30 63 0 10 15 18 43 0 13 216 17 246 0 10 175 1 186 538

08:00 0 22 19 19 60 0 5 9 23 37 0 20 270 11 301 1 13 207 3 224 622

08:15 0 20 24 23 67 0 6 10 13 29 1 25 283 23 332 0 7 158 0 165 593

08:30 0 17 15 17 49 0 5 9 18 32 0 10 258 17 285 0 5 161 1 167 533

08:45 0 12 23 18 53 0 2 6 6 14 1 11 192 19 223 0 6 196 1 203 493

09:00 0 18 13 10 41 0 3 7 7 17 2 12 181 8 203 0 8 140 1 149 410

09:15 0 12 7 10 29 0 12 5 12 29 1 10 195 10 216 0 6 200 0 206 480

09:30 0 11 10 7 28 0 12 4 5 21 4 9 189 13 215 0 9 188 0 197 461

09:45 0 9 7 8 24 0 1 4 8 13 5 8 208 13 234 0 9 171 0 180 451

10:00 0 18 6 11 35 0 6 6 3 15 3 9 200 14 226 0 4 197 0 201 477

10:15 0 6 6 9 21 0 7 6 12 25 3 7 212 16 238 0 8 195 1 204 488

10:30 0 18 7 10 35 0 6 3 7 16 1 8 181 10 200 0 3 173 1 177 428

10:45 0 7 7 16 30 0 4 1 6 11 1 4 192 18 215 0 11 198 2 211 467

11:00 0 8 12 5 25 0 6 13 4 23 3 8 205 16 232 3 9 126 0 138 418

11:15 0 11 6 9 26 0 8 9 6 23 3 11 182 15 211 2 9 136 2 149 409

11:30 0 11 14 5 30 0 3 17 14 34 4 10 183 27 224 0 19 195 0 214 502

11:45 0 25 15 18 58 0 5 15 22 42 1 12 177 25 215 1 21 150 1 173 488

12:00 0 19 12 19 50 0 5 13 15 33 1 9 208 29 247 2 28 169 0 199 529

12:15 0 13 8 12 33 0 6 12 13 31 1 8 230 38 277 1 23 180 1 205 546

12:30 0 20 19 23 62 0 15 17 9 41 3 8 228 23 262 0 26 214 4 244 609

12:45 0 25 12 18 55 0 5 23 21 49 0 4 219 34 257 1 28 172 0 201 562

13:00 0 20 13 26 59 0 8 16 10 34 5 8 214 27 254 2 19 185 0 206 553

13:15 0 24 6 16 46 0 4 15 17 36 4 4 178 27 213 3 18 199 0 220 515

13:30 0 27 12 19 58 0 3 14 8 25 5 11 198 14 228 0 15 152 0 167 478

13:45 0 23 13 16 52 0 6 17 21 44 3 2 221 17 243 3 16 222 0 241 580

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division
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Date: 4/10/2018 12:00:00 AM
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14:00 0 17 10 20 47 0 42 16 11 69 0 13 150 12 175 1 19 177 0 197 488

14:15 0 15 11 14 40 0 1 19 12 32 0 17 235 12 264 0 14 200 2 216 552

14:30 0 16 7 12 35 0 3 7 17 27 0 6 203 23 232 1 15 229 0 245 539

14:45 0 24 15 11 50 0 11 12 13 36 0 16 195 14 225 2 17 313 1 333 644

15:00 0 22 8 14 44 0 10 19 19 48 2 17 275 33 327 1 15 205 0 221 640

15:15 0 22 1 22 45 0 13 15 5 33 1 17 276 32 326 1 31 203 1 236 640

15:30 0 23 14 26 63 0 14 24 11 49 2 10 220 28 260 3 11 201 0 215 587

15:45 0 17 5 9 31 0 10 18 16 44 2 21 244 22 289 1 24 179 4 208 572

16:00 0 12 7 9 28 0 17 20 15 52 2 10 221 20 253 2 20 281 3 306 639

16:15 0 13 12 13 38 0 15 27 16 58 5 16 219 37 277 3 23 310 4 340 713

16:30 0 20 14 11 45 0 12 17 12 41 3 18 241 27 289 0 19 239 1 259 634

16:45 0 21 9 17 47 0 14 21 20 55 1 17 226 33 277 0 32 235 3 270 649

17:00 0 19 13 23 55 0 13 25 15 53 3 25 246 36 310 2 42 270 1 315 733

17:15 0 23 9 12 44 0 11 30 16 57 3 20 249 31 303 2 45 243 3 293 697

17:30 0 20 5 17 42 0 10 15 14 39 3 11 248 39 301 3 18 244 3 268 650

17:45 0 39 14 12 65 0 8 19 12 39 3 21 204 39 267 0 34 184 5 223 594

18:00 0 33 12 12 57 0 8 15 7 30 2 7 173 28 210 0 33 176 4 213 510

18:15 0 23 6 18 47 0 2 18 2 22 3 7 180 23 213 0 20 179 0 199 481

18:30 0 20 7 19 46 0 2 18 10 30 3 6 164 38 211 0 28 152 3 183 470

18:45 0 23 16 8 47 0 8 14 5 27 2 7 136 30 175 0 26 159 2 187 436

19:00 0 23 13 4 40 0 2 10 6 18 1 12 111 26 150 1 24 156 5 186 394

19:15 0 26 15 6 47 0 3 18 14 35 0 3 106 21 130 0 18 104 2 124 336

19:30 0 22 9 12 43 0 0 18 8 26 1 9 88 24 122 2 29 131 2 164 355

19:45 0 33 11 7 51 0 2 6 2 10 1 13 118 24 156 0 28 169 2 199 416

20:00 0 28 8 7 43 0 0 3 10 13 0 14 100 14 128 2 17 111 0 130 314

20:15 0 24 6 8 38 0 4 7 4 15 0 7 74 18 99 0 18 80 2 100 252

20:30 0 22 6 5 33 0 0 10 5 15 0 6 80 7 93 0 9 98 0 107 248

20:45 0 16 5 3 24 0 1 7 4 12 0 5 54 12 71 0 7 75 0 82 189

21:00 0 8 7 0 15 0 5 10 2 17 0 6 60 12 78 0 11 84 0 95 205

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division

Station ID: S2001200018
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From South

Chapel Rd

From East

US 50

From West

US 50

US 50 at CHAPEL RDLocation:

15 MinInterval:

Talbot

none

Sunny

County:

Town:

Weather:

Comments:  

PEAK 

07:45 08:30 2286 A 0.62
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21:15 0 7 6 4 17 0 2 8 6 16 0 9 58 10 77 1 6 68 1 76 186

21:30 0 9 6 2 17 0 2 3 2 7 0 2 46 7 55 0 10 80 2 92 171

21:45 0 8 6 1 15 0 2 2 4 8 1 1 41 6 49 0 4 62 1 67 139

22:00 0 8 1 2 11 0 6 5 1 12 0 3 28 6 37 0 3 57 1 61 121

22:15 0 7 1 2 10 0 2 2 0 4 0 1 39 5 45 0 0 51 0 51 110

22:30 0 4 0 1 5 0 0 2 3 5 0 5 33 6 44 0 3 38 0 41 95

22:45 0 3 4 1 8 0 1 2 3 6 0 4 29 4 37 0 4 41 0 45 96

23:00 0 1 1 2 4 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 22 4 29 0 0 45 1 46 80

23:15 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 3 0 2 18 0 20 1 2 41 0 44 69

23:30 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 3 0 3 21 2 26 0 0 36 1 37 68

23:45 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 19 2 22 0 0 33 0 33 59

TOTAL 0 1212 682 874 2768 0 459 785 711 1955 101 681 12917 1328 15027 49 1052 11622 87 12810 32560
AMPEAK 0 78 72 89 239 0 26 43 72 141 1 68 1027 68 1164 1 35 701 5 742 2286
PMPEAK 0 73 48 64 185 0 54 90 63 207 12 76 932 133 1153 5 116 1054 9 1184 2729

0 73 48 64 185 0 54 90 63 207 12 76 932 133 1153 5 116 1054 9 1184 2729
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Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division
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Begin
Hour School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Childer Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles

00:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

00:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

00:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

00:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

01:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

01:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

01:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

01:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

02:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

03:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

03:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

03:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

03:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

04:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

04:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

04:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

04:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

05:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

05:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

05:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

05:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

06:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

06:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

06:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division

Station ID: S2001200018

Date: 4/10/2018 12:00:00 AM

Chapel Rd
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From East
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US 50
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15 MinInterval:

Talbot

none
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07:45 08:30 2286 A 0.62
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16:15 17:00 2729 B 0.7
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Begin
Hour School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Childer Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles

06:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

07:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

07:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

08:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

09:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

12:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division

Station ID: S2001200018

Date: 4/10/2018 12:00:00 AM

Chapel Rd
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Chapel Rd

From East
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From West

US 50
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15 MinInterval:

Talbot

none
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Town:

Weather:
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PEAK 

07:45 08:30 2286 A 0.62

AM PERIOD EndStart Volume LOS V/C

6:00AM-12:00PMHours

PM PERIOD

12:00PM-19:00PM

Start End Volume LOS V/C

16:15 17:00 2729 B 0.7
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Begin
Hour School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Childer Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles

13:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

14:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

15:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

15:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

15:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

16:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

16:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

17:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

18:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

18:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

18:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

18:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

19:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

19:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

19:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

19:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division

Station ID: S2001200018

Date: 4/10/2018 12:00:00 AM

Chapel Rd

From South

Chapel Rd

From East

US 50

From West

US 50
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15 MinInterval:

Talbot
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Sunny
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Weather:
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PEAK 

07:45 08:30 2286 A 0.62
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Begin
Hour School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Childer Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles School Children Pedestrians Bicycles

20:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

21:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

21:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

21:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

21:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23:30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

23:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0
AMPEAK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PMPEAK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

From North

Maryland Department of Transportation
 State Highway Administration 

Data Services Division

Station ID: S2001200018

Date: 4/10/2018 12:00:00 AM
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5933
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U
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0 459 785 711

U.Turn Left Through Right

Chapel Rd

LEG 2

1450 1955

3405
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1493 Quadrant
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385

239 146
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U
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524

185 339
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Time: Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds Total
6:00-6:15 2 2 4 11 2 5 5 27 1 4 70 5 138
6:15-6:30 3 1 2 17 4 11 2 40 0 1 76 6 163
6:30-6:45 2 2 2 12 5 10 8 49 3 3 85 5 186
6:45-7:00 4 1 5 16 8 14 6 35 3 3 130 9 234
7:00-7:15 3 3 2 18 9 16 10 61 1 6 127 7 263
7:15-7:30 4 5 2 25 17 22 15 91 0 4 147 15 347
7:30-7:45 0 13 10 40 19 26 11 107 2 8 136 17 389
7:45-8:00 9 15 10 48 32 36 19 121 2 18 188 26 524
8:00-8:15 9 13 8 60 25 35 17 126 5 9 190 23 520
8:15-8:30 3 15 25 109 27 36 13 187 14 11 186 32 658
8:30-8:45 7 17 11 106 26 33 23 231 10 22 246 40 772
8:45-9:00 15 30 36 97 49 55 31 198 9 29 280 56 885
9:00-9:15 10 36 32 97 51 69 30 195 20 36 261 35 872
9:15-9:30 17 31 34 69 33 50 27 174 11 29 254 37 766
9:30-9:45 8 34 18 57 45 34 37 160 11 24 217 33 678
9:45-10:00 11 29 14 69 27 55 35 154 12 22 184 24 636
10:00-10:15 20 22 16 44 32 31 30 174 15 25 221 31 661
10:15-10:30 16 25 15 43 29 36 31 130 9 20 177 28 559
10:30-10:45 17 26 15 43 46 32 23 147 7 10 195 26 587
10:45-11:00 7 19 20 38 32 33 26 144 19 21 168 27 554
11:00-11:15 6 38 19 34 34 26 25 143 6 14 166 27 538
11:15-11:30 9 55 18 50 24 40 26 126 11 13 129 33 534
11:30-11:45 9 44 15 41 35 36 38 147 13 6 169 29 582
11:45-12:00 15 42 24 36 32 46 36 152 7 17 159 28 594
12:00-12:15 12 45 21 33 41 40 30 129 10 10 161 25 557
12:15-12:30 16 31 14 24 37 44 34 154 10 13 151 29 557
12:30-12:45 15 29 17 30 38 42 41 127 9 15 179 30 572
12:45-1:00 16 34 26 33 34 47 39 131 10 14 168 31 583
1:00-1:15 16 44 27 19 34 40 46 188 8 21 185 40 668
1:15-1:30 22 58 27 42 34 62 57 169 17 11 179 39 717
1:30-1:45 7 58 27 32 38 49 46 178 8 12 190 40 685
1:45-2:00 17 45 39 35 34 25 49 171 16 12 189 28 660
2:00-2:15 12 63 34 31 40 32 41 140 14 15 156 38 616
2:15-2:30 10 55 23 49 39 35 54 163 11 13 150 26 628
2:30-2:45 13 52 26 38 28 18 60 181 9 25 178 36 664
2:45-3:00 15 46 22 34 40 32 46 166 12 17 166 31 627
3:00-3:15 13 41 19 27 29 65 47 171 11 15 156 34 628
3:15-3:30 8 47 26 37 44 42 37 154 4 10 148 45 602
3:30-3:45 15 61 22 47 46 32 38 167 11 18 157 42 656
3:45-4:00 12 59 17 31 38 38 51 191 7 16 185 32 677
4:00-4:15 11 54 27 45 40 44 57 180 13 24 197 55 747
4:15-4:30 19 72 24 45 47 45 45 177 15 16 199 65 769
4:30-4:45 26 65 38 33 43 63 44 206 10 7 227 57 819
4:45-5:00 13 74 39 46 47 42 54 186 16 21 199 54 791
5:00-5:15 17 69 38 23 19 60 75 216 8 18 177 60 780
5:15-5:30 10 65 41 40 42 50 53 201 16 18 206 71 813
5:30-5:45 12 69 37 55 47 61 53 225 14 20 214 66 873
5:45-6:00 17 72 39 58 26 60 44 242 9 16 162 80 825
6:00-6:15 18 68 45 47 38 57 59 227 12 18 212 65 866
6:15-6:30 12 82 57 51 34 48 78 231 8 35 208 72 916
6:30-6:45 17 58 42 35 38 39 51 201 7 16 193 45 742
6:45-7:00 10 56 7 42 32 48 61 172 14 23 184 45 694

Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds Left Thru Right Peds Total

6:00-7:00 11 6 13 56 19 40 21 151 7 11 361 25 721
7:00-8:00 16 36 24 131 77 100 55 380 5 36 598 65 1523
8:00-9:00 34 75 80 372 127 159 84 742 38 71 902 151 2835
9:00-10:00 46 130 98 292 156 208 129 683 54 111 916 129 2952
10:00-11:00 60 92 66 168 139 132 110 595 50 76 761 112 2361
11:00-12:00 39 179 76 161 125 148 125 568 37 50 623 117 2248
12:00-1:00 59 139 78 120 150 173 144 541 39 52 659 115 2269
1:00-2:00 62 205 120 128 140 176 198 706 49 56 743 147 2730
2:00-3:00 50 216 105 152 147 117 201 650 46 70 650 131 2535
3:00-4:00 48 208 84 142 157 177 173 683 33 59 646 153 2563

## 4:00-5:00 69 265 128 169 177 194 200 749 54 68 822 231 3126
## 5:00-6:00 56 275 155 176 134 231 225 884 47 72 759 277 3291
## 6:00-7:00 57 264 151 175 142 192 249 831 41 92 797 227 3218

Intersection: US 50 at MD 328/Goldsborough St

Weather: Clear 

Count by: MDOT SHA

Count Day/Date:

County: Prince Georges

  Hourly Totals

Peak Hour

        Turning Movement Count

Tuesday, January 31, 2017

Goldsborough St MD 328 US 50 US 50
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

13-Hour Turning Movement Count (6:00 am - 7:00 pm)
Goldsborough St MD 328 US 50 US 50
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Critical Lane Volume (LOS) Worksheets 

Highway Capacity Methodology (HCM) Worksheets

Appendix B
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: Chapel Rd     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Existing Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
Chapel Rd

67 50 76 PM

93 75 82 AM

R T L

FR TL

| |

US 50 ---R R 71 139

---T T 1074 975

---T L 72 92

---L AM PM

PM AM L---

127 38 L T---

1102 733 T T---

9 5 R R--- | US 50

LTR

L T R

AM 27 45 75

PM 56 94 66

Chapel Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 147 1 147 147 NB 216 1 216 216

SB 157 1 157 157 SB 126 1 126 126

EB 733 0.55 403 72 1 72 EB 1102 0.55 606 92 1 92

629 698

WB 1074 0.55 591 38 1 38 WB 975 0.55 536 127 1 127

    CLV TOTAL= 933     CLV TOTAL= 1040

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= B

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Chapel Rd &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Existing Traffic)

Intersection

1
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: Chapel Rd     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Existing Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
Chapel Rd

101 49 75 Sat

R T L

FR TL

| |

US 50 ---R R 109

---T T 1986

---T L 42

---L Sat

Sat L---

90 L T---

1279 T T---

5 R R--- | US 50

LTR

L T R

Sat 19 53 60

Chapel Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 132 1 132 132 NB 0 1 0 0

SB 124 1 124 124 SB#### ### #### ###

EB 1279 0.55 703 42 1 42 EB 0 0.55 0 0 1 0

1182 ###

WB 1986 0.55 1092 90 1 90 WB#### ### #### 0 1 0

    CLV TOTAL= 1438     CLV TOTAL= #DIV/0!

Level of Service (LOS )= D Level of Service (LOS )= #DIV/0!

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Chapel Rd &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Existing Traffic)

Intersection

1
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: Chapel Rd     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Background Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
Chapel Rd

68 51 78 PM

95 77 84 AM

R T L

FR TL

| |

US 50 ---R R 72 142

---T T 1096 995

---T L 73 94

---L AM PM

PM AM L---

130 39 L T---

1124 748 T T---

9 5 R R--- | US 50

LTR

L T R

AM 28 46 77

PM 57 96 67

Chapel Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 151 1 151 151 NB 220 1 220 220

SB 161 1 161 161 SB 129 1 129 129

EB 748 0.55 411 73 1 73 EB 1124 0.55 618 94 1 94

642 712

WB 1096 0.55 603 39 1 39 WB 995 0.55 547 130 1 130

    CLV TOTAL= 954     CLV TOTAL= 1061

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= B

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Chapel Rd &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Background Traffic)

Intersection

1
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: Chapel Rd     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Background Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
Chapel Rd

103 50 77 Sat

R T L

FR TL

| |

US 50 ---R R 111

---T T 2026

---T L 43

---L Sat

Sat L---

92 L T---

1305 T T---

5 R R--- | US 50

LTR

L T R

Sat 19 54 61

Chapel Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 134 1 134 134 NB 0 1 0 0

SB 127 1 127 127 SB#### ### #### ###

EB 1305 0.55 718 43 1 43 EB 0 0.55 0 0 1 0

1206 ###

WB 2026 0.55 1114 92 1 92 WB#### ### #### 0 1 0

    CLV TOTAL= 1467     CLV TOTAL= #DIV/0!

Level of Service (LOS )= E Level of Service (LOS )= #DIV/0!

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Chapel Rd &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Background Traffic)

Intersection

1
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: Chapel Rd     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Total Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
Chapel Rd

68 51 78 PM

95 77 84 AM

R T L

FR TL

| |

US 50 ---R R 72 142

---T T 1135 1026

---T L 78 98

---L AM PM

PM AM L---

130 39 L T---

1156 787 T T---

9 5 R R--- | US 50

LTR

L T R

AM 28 46 82

PM 57 96 71

Chapel Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 156 1 156 156 NB 224 1 224 224

SB 161 1 161 161 SB 129 1 129 129

EB 787 0.55 433 78 1 78 EB 1156 0.55 636 98 1 98

663 734

WB 1135 0.55 624 39 1 39 WB 1026 0.55 564 130 1 130

    CLV TOTAL= 980     CLV TOTAL= 1087

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= B

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Chapel Rd &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Total Traffic)

Intersection

1

82 of 193

Page 153 of 350



CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: Chapel Rd     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Total Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
Chapel Rd

103 50 77 Sat

R T L

FR TL

| |

US 50 ---R R 111

---T T 2064

---T L 48

---L Sat

Sat L---

92 L T---

1344 T T---

5 R R--- | US 50

LTR

L T R

Sat 19 54 66

Chapel Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 139 1 139 139 NB 0 1 0 0

SB 127 1 127 127 SB#### ### #### ###

EB 1344 0.55 739 48 1 48 EB 0 0.55 0 0 1 0

1227 ###

WB 2064 0.55 1135 92 1 92 WB#### ### #### 0 1 0

    CLV TOTAL= 1493     CLV TOTAL= #DIV/0!

Level of Service (LOS )= E Level of Service (LOS )= #DIV/0!

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Chapel Rd &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Total Traffic)

Intersection

1
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Main Line: Driveway Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: US 50

Study Period: Existing Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes

Driveway

16 0 15 PM
16 0 15 AM
R T L

LTR

|

US 50 ---TR R 20 22
---T T 1357 1126
---T L 0 0
---L AM PM

PM AM L---
23 21 L T---

1261 1003 T T---
0 0 R TR--- | | US 50

LT R

L T R
AM 0 0 0
PM 0 0 0

Site Access

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 0 1.00 0 15 1 15 NB 0 1.00 0 15 1 15

31 31

SB 31 1.00 31 0 1 0 SB 31 1.00 31 0 1 0

EB 1003 0.4 401 0 1 0 EB 1261 0.4 504 0 1 0

572 504

WB 1377 0.4 551 21 1 21 WB 1148 0.4 459 23 1 23

    CLV TOTAL= 603     CLV TOTAL= 535

 Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Driveway &

US 50
(Existing Traffic)

Intersection

2
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Main Line: Driveway Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: US 50

Study Period: Existing Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes

Driveway

21 0 20 Sat
R T L

LTR

|

US 50 ---TR R 23
---T T 2128
---T L 0
---L Sat

Sat L---
24 L T---

1415 T T---
0 R TR--- | | US 50

LT R

L T R
Sat 0 0 0

Site Access

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 0 1.00 0 20 1 20 NB 0 1.00 0 0 1 0

41 0

SB 41 1.00 41 0 1 0 SB 0 1.00 0 0 1 0

EB 1415 0.4 566 0 1 0 EB 0 0.4 0 1 ###

884 ###

WB 2151 0.4 860 24 1 24 WB 0 0.4 0 1 ###

    CLV TOTAL= 925     CLV TOTAL= #VALUE!

 Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= #VALUE!

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Driveway &

US 50
(Existing Traffic)

Intersection

2
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Main Line: Driveway Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: US 50

Study Period: Background Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes

Driveway

16 0 15 PM
16 0 15 AM
R T L

LTR

|

US 50 ---TR R 20 22
---T T 1384 1149
---T L 0 0
---L AM PM

PM AM L---
23 21 L T---

1286 1023 T T---
0 0 R TR--- | | US 50

LT R

L T R
AM 0 0 0
PM 0 0 0

Site Access

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 0 1.00 0 15 1 15 NB 0 1.00 0 15 1 15

31 31

SB 31 1.00 31 0 1 0 SB 31 1.00 31 0 1 0

EB 1023 0.4 409 0 1 0 EB 1286 0.4 514 0 1 0

583 514

WB 1404 0.4 562 21 1 21 WB 1171 0.4 468 23 1 23

    CLV TOTAL= 614     CLV TOTAL= 545

 Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Driveway &

US 50
(Background Traffic)

Intersection

2
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Main Line: Driveway Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: US 50

Study Period: Background Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes

Driveway

21 0 20 Sat
R T L

LTR

|

US 50 ---TR R 23
---T T 2171
---T L 0
---L Sat

Sat L---
24 L T---

1444 T T---
0 R TR--- | | US 50

LT R

L T R
Sat 0 0 0

Site Access

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 0 1.00 0 20 1 20 NB 0 1.00 0 0 1 0

41 0

SB 41 1.00 41 0 1 0 SB 0 1.00 0 0 1 0

EB 1444 0.4 578 0 1 0 EB 0 0.4 0 1 ###

902 ###

WB 2194 0.4 878 24 1 24 WB 0 0.4 0 1 ###

    CLV TOTAL= 943     CLV TOTAL= #VALUE!

 Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= #VALUE!

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Driveway &

US 50
(Background Traffic)

Intersection

2
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Main Line: Driveway Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: US 50

Study Period: Total Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes

Driveway

16 0 15 PM
16 0 15 AM
R T L

LTR

|

US 50 ---TR R 20 22
---T T 1268 1056
---T L 169 135
---L AM PM

PM AM L---
23 21 L T---

1252 981 T T---
69 86 R TR--- | | US 50

LT R

L T R
AM 159 0 91
PM 127 0 72

Site Access

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 159 1.00 159 15 1 15 NB 127 1.00 127 15 1 15

190 158

SB 31 1.00 31 159 1 159 SB 31 1.00 31 127 1 127

EB 1067 0.4 427 169 1 169 EB 1321 0.4 528 135 1 135

596 663

WB 1288 0.4 515 21 1 21 WB 1078 0.4 431 23 1 23

    CLV TOTAL= 786     CLV TOTAL= 821

 Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Driveway &

US 50
(Total Traffic)

Intersection

2
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Main Line: Driveway Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: US 50

Study Period: Total Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes

Driveway

21 0 20 Sat
R T L

LTR

|

US 50 ---TR R 23
---T T 2069
---T L 155
---L Sat

Sat L---
24 L T---

1408 T T---
81 R TR--- | | US 50

LT R

L T R
Sat 144 0 84

Site Access

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 144 1.00 144 20 1 20 NB 0 1.00 0 0 1 0

185 0

SB 41 1.00 41 144 1 144 SB 0 1.00 0 0 1 0

EB 1489 0.4 596 155 1 155 EB 0 0.4 0 1 ###

861 ###

WB 2092 0.4 837 24 1 24 WB 0 0.4 0 1 ###

    CLV TOTAL= 1046     CLV TOTAL= #VALUE!

 Level of Service (LOS )= B Level of Service (LOS )= #VALUE!

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

Driveway &

US 50
(Total Traffic)

Intersection

2
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: MD 328     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Existing Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
MD 328

240 154 224 PM

220 169 392 AM

R T L

R TL L

| | |

US 50 ---R R 178 300

---T T 1105 845

---T L 123 94

---T AM PM

---L

PM AM L---

248 118 L T---

982 847 T T---

46 53 R TR--- | | | US 50

L LT R

L T R

AM 52 121 120

PM 63 309 189

Goldsborough St

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 121 1 121 121 NB 309 1 309 309

SB 561 0.55 309 309 SB 378 0.55 208 208

EB 900 0.4 360 123 1 123 EB 1028 0.4 411 94 1 94

560 586

WB 1105 0.4 442 118 1 118 WB 845 0.4 338 248 1 248

    CLV TOTAL= 990     CLV TOTAL= 1103

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= B

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

MD 328 &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Existing Traffic)

Intersection

3
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: MD 328     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Existing Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
MD 328

156 100 107 Sat

R T L

R TL L

| | |

US 50 ---R R 154

---T T 1944

---T L 50

---T Sat

---L

Sat L---

158 L T---

1222 T T---

55 R TR--- | | | US 50

L LT R

L T R

Sat 51 160 98

Goldsborough Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 160 1 160 160 NB 0 1 0 0

SB 207 0.55 114 114 SB 0 1 0 0

EB 1277 0.4 511 50 1 50 EB 0 0.4 0 0 1 0

936 0

WB 1944 0.4 778 158 1 158 WB 0 0.4 0 0 1 0

    CLV TOTAL= 1210     CLV TOTAL= 0

Level of Service (LOS )= C Level of Service (LOS )= A

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

MD 328 &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Existing Traffic)

Intersection

3
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: MD 328     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Background Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
MD 328

245 157 229 PM

224 172 400 AM

R T L

R TL L

| | |

US 50 ---R R 182 306

---T T 1127 862

---T L 125 96

---T AM PM

---L

PM AM L---

253 120 L T---

1002 864 T T---

47 54 R TR--- | | | US 50

L LT R

L T R

AM 53 123 122

PM 64 315 193

Goldsborough St

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 123 1 123 123 NB 315 1 315 315

SB 572 0.55 315 315 SB 386 0.55 212 212

EB 918 0.4 367 125 1 125 EB 1049 0.4 420 96 1 96

571 598

WB 1127 0.4 451 120 1 120 WB 862 0.4 345 253 1 253

    CLV TOTAL= 1009     CLV TOTAL= 1125

Level of Service (LOS )= B Level of Service (LOS )= B

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

MD 328 &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Background Traffic)

Intersection

3
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: MD 328     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Background Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
MD 328

159 102 109 Sat

R T L

R TL L

| | |

US 50 ---R R 157

---T T 1983

---T L 51

---T Sat

---L

Sat L---

161 L T---

1247 T T---

56 R TR--- | | | US 50

L LT R

L T R

Sat 52 163 100

Goldsborough Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 163 1 163 163 NB 0 1 0 0

SB 211 0.55 116 116 SB 0 1 0 0

EB 1303 0.4 521 51 1 51 EB 0 0.4 0 0 1 0

954 0

WB 1983 0.4 793 161 1 161 WB 0 0.4 0 0 1 0

    CLV TOTAL= 1233     CLV TOTAL= 0

Level of Service (LOS )= C Level of Service (LOS )= A

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

MD 328 &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Background Traffic)

Intersection

3
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: MD 328     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Total Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
MD 328

249 157 229 PM

229 172 400 AM

R T L

R TL L

| | |

US 50 ---R R 182 306

---T T 1161 889

---T L 125 96

---T AM PM

---L

PM AM L---

257 125 L T---

1028 898 T T---

58 68 R TR--- | | | US 50

L LT R

L T R

AM 67 123 122

PM 75 315 193

Goldsborough St

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 123 1 123 123 NB 315 1 315 315

SB 572 0.55 315 315 SB 386 0.55 212 212

EB 966 0.4 386 125 1 125 EB 1086 0.4 434 96 1 96

589 613

WB 1161 0.4 464 125 1 125 WB 889 0.4 356 257 1 257

    CLV TOTAL= 1027     CLV TOTAL= 1140

Level of Service (LOS )= B Level of Service (LOS )= B

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

MD 328 &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Total Traffic)

Intersection

3
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CRITICAL LANE VOLUME (CLV) METHODOLOGY

Intersection of: MD 328     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

            and: US 50

     Conditions: Total Traffic

Lane Use + Traffic Volumes
MD 328

164 102 109 Sat

R T L

R TL L

| | |

US 50 ---R R 157

---T T 2017

---T L 51

---T Sat

---L

Sat L---

166 L T---

1280 T T---

70 R TR--- | | | US 50

L LT R

L T R

Sat 66 163 100

Goldsborough Rd

Capacity Analysis - North/South Split
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts 0

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 163 1 163 163 NB 0 1 0 0

SB 211 0.55 116 116 SB 0 1 0 0

EB 1350 0.4 540 51 1 51 EB 0 0.4 0 0 1 0

973 0

WB 2017 0.4 807 166 1 166 WB 0 0.4 0 0 1 0

    CLV TOTAL= 1252     CLV TOTAL= 0

Level of Service (LOS )= C Level of Service (LOS )= A

Critical Lane Volume Analysis

MD 328 &

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. US 50
Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning (Total Traffic)

Intersection

3
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Critical Lane Volume (CLV) Methodology 

Main Line: US 50     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: Site Access

     Study Period: Total Traffic

US 50 ---T

---T T

---T L

T---

T T---

R TR--- US 50

|

R

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 11 1.00 11 11 NB 8 1.00 8 8

EB 1074 0.40 430 0 0.00 0 EB 1333 0.40 533 0 0.00 0

578 533

WB 1444 0.40 578 WB 1200 0.40 480

    CLV TOTAL= 589     CLV TOTAL= 541

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

AM V/C =0.37 PM V/C =0.34

8

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
US 50 &

Site Access
(Total Traffic)

11 11

S
it
e
 A

cc
e
ss

L R

AM 0 11

PM 0

PM AM

1322 1063

AM PM

1444 1200

0 0

Intersection
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Critical Lane Volume (CLV) Methodology 

Main Line: US 50     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: Site Access

     Study Period: Total Traffic

US 50 ---T

---T T

---T L

T---

T T---

R TR--- US 50

|

R

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Weekend Midday Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 17 1.00 17 17 NB 8 1.00 8 8

EB 1500 0.40 600 0 0.00 0 EB 1333 0.40 533 0 0.00 0

894 533

WB 2235 0.40 894 WB 1200 0.40 480

    CLV TOTAL= 911     CLV TOTAL= 541

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

Sat V/C =0.57 PM V/C =0.34

8

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
US 50 &

Site Access
(Total Traffic)

11 16
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e
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cc
e
ss

L R

Sat 0 17

PM 0

PM Sat

1322 1484

Sat PM

2235 1200

0 0

Intersection
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Critical Lane Volume (CLV) Methodology 

Main Line: US 50     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: Site Access

     Study Period: Total Traffic

US 50 ---T

---T T

---T L

T---

T T---

R TR--- US 50

|

R

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts AM  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts PM

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 66 1.00 66 66 NB 53 1.00 53 53

EB 1088 0.40 435 0 0.00 0 EB 1339 0.40 536 0 0.00 0

583 536

WB 1457 0.40 583 WB 1213 0.40 485

    CLV TOTAL= 649     CLV TOTAL= 589

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

AM V/C =0.41 PM V/C =0.37

53

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
US 50 &

Site Access
(Total Traffic)

50 63
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e
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cc
e
ss

L R

AM 0 66

PM 0

PM AM

1289 1025

AM PM

1457 1213

0 0

Intersection
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Critical Lane Volume (CLV) Methodology 

Main Line: US 50     Analyst: Lenhart Traffic Consulting

Minor Street: Site Access

     Study Period: Total Traffic

US 50 ---T

---T T

---T L

T---

T T---

R TR--- US 50

|

R

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
Weekend Midday Peak Hour ERROR

 Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts Sat  Thru Volumes  + Opposing Lefts

Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV Dir VOL x LUF = Total VOL x LUF = Total  CLV

NB 53 1.00 53 53 NB 0 1.00 0 0

EB 1513 0.40 605 0 0.00 0 EB 0 0.40 0 0 0.00 0

899 0

WB 2247 0.40 899 WB 0 0.40 0

    CLV TOTAL= 952     CLV TOTAL= 0

Level of Service (LOS )= A Level of Service (LOS )= A

Sat V/C =0.6  V/C =0

0

Critical Lane Volume Analysis
US 50 &

Site Access
(Total Traffic)

0 50

S
it
e
 A

cc
e
ss

L R

Sat 0 53

0

Sat

0 1463

Sat

2247 0

0 0

Intersection
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 AM Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 38 733 5 72 1074 71 27 45 75 82 75 93
Future Volume (vph) 38 733 5 72 1074 71 27 45 75 82 75 93
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1718 1815 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1718 1815 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 41 797 5 78 1167 77 29 49 82 89 82 101
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 33 0 29 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 41 797 3 78 1167 44 0 131 0 0 171 101
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 65.8 65.8 10.5 71.7 71.7 14.5 17.2 135.0
Effective Green, g (s) 7.6 70.8 70.8 12.5 76.7 76.7 17.5 20.2 135.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.52 0.52 0.09 0.57 0.57 0.13 0.15 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 96 1803 806 153 1881 841 222 271 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.23 0.05 c0.35 c0.08 c0.09
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.03 0.06
v/c Ratio 0.43 0.44 0.00 0.51 0.62 0.05 0.59 0.63 0.06
Uniform Delay, d1 61.6 19.9 15.3 58.3 19.4 13.0 55.4 53.9 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.24 0.37 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.0 0.8 0.0 2.4 1.4 0.1 4.2 4.7 0.1
Delay (s) 64.6 20.7 15.3 74.5 8.5 13.1 59.6 58.6 0.1
Level of Service E C B E A B E E A
Approach Delay (s) 22.8 12.7 59.6 36.9
Approach LOS C B E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

100 of 193

Page 171 of 350



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 AM Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 21 1003 0 0 1357 20 0 0 0 15 0 16
Future Volume (Veh/h) 21 1003 0 0 1357 20 0 0 0 15 0 16
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 23 1090 0 0 1475 22 0 0 0 16 0 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1497 1090 1645 2633 363 1895 2622 503
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1497 1090 1645 2633 363 1895 2622 503
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 100 100 100 100 61 100 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 444 636 61 22 633 41 22 514

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 23 436 436 218 0 590 590 317 0 0 33
Volume Left 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 17
cSH 444 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 78
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.26 0.26 0.13 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.43
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43
Control Delay (s) 13.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 82.2
Lane LOS B A A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.3 0.0 0.0 82.2
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 AM Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 118 847 53 123 1105 178 52 121 120 392 169 220
Future Volume (vph) 118 847 53 123 1105 178 52 121 120 392 169 220
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4716 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4716 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 122 873 55 127 1139 184 54 125 124 404 174 227
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 105 0 0 111 0 0 177
Lane Group Flow (vph) 122 923 0 127 1139 79 54 125 13 283 295 50
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.1 53.2 15.8 54.9 54.9 13.5 13.5 13.5 28.5 28.5 28.5
Effective Green, g (s) 16.1 56.2 17.8 57.9 57.9 16.0 16.0 14.5 31.0 31.0 29.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.42 0.13 0.43 0.43 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.23 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 197 1963 218 2041 635 199 209 170 386 398 345
v/s Ratio Prot 0.07 0.20 c0.08 c0.24 0.03 c0.07 0.17 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.05 0.01 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.47 0.58 0.56 0.12 0.27 0.60 0.08 0.73 0.74 0.14
Uniform Delay, d1 56.5 28.6 55.1 28.9 23.3 54.2 56.4 54.2 48.2 48.3 42.6
Progression Factor 0.74 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.6 0.8 6.0 1.1 0.4 0.9 4.8 0.2 7.0 7.3 0.2
Delay (s) 46.4 25.7 61.1 30.1 23.7 55.1 61.3 54.5 55.2 55.5 42.8
Level of Service D C E C C E E D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 28.1 32.0 57.4 51.8
Approach LOS C C E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 37.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 AM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 39 748 5 73 1096 72 28 46 77 84 77 95
Future Volume (vph) 39 748 5 73 1096 72 28 46 77 84 77 95
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1718 1816 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1718 1816 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 42 813 5 79 1191 78 30 50 84 91 84 103
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 34 0 29 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 813 3 79 1191 44 0 135 0 0 175 103
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 65.6 65.6 10.5 71.5 71.5 14.6 17.3 135.0
Effective Green, g (s) 7.6 70.6 70.6 12.5 76.5 76.5 17.6 20.3 135.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.52 0.52 0.09 0.57 0.57 0.13 0.15 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 96 1797 804 153 1876 839 223 273 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.24 0.05 c0.36 c0.08 c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.03 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.45 0.00 0.52 0.63 0.05 0.61 0.64 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 61.6 20.1 15.4 58.4 19.8 13.1 55.4 53.9 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25 0.37 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.8 0.0 2.6 1.5 0.1 4.6 5.1 0.1
Delay (s) 64.8 20.9 15.4 75.3 8.7 13.2 60.0 59.0 0.1
Level of Service E C B E A B E E A
Approach Delay (s) 23.1 12.9 60.0 37.2
Approach LOS C B E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.7% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 AM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 21 1023 0 0 1384 20 0 0 0 15 0 16
Future Volume (Veh/h) 21 1023 0 0 1384 20 0 0 0 15 0 16
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 23 1112 0 0 1504 22 0 0 0 16 0 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1526 1112 1676 2684 371 1932 2673 512
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1526 1112 1676 2684 371 1932 2673 512
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 100 100 100 100 58 100 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 433 624 58 20 627 38 21 507

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 23 445 445 222 0 602 602 323 0 0 33
Volume Left 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 17
cSH 433 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 73
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.26 0.26 0.13 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.45
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45
Control Delay (s) 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.0
Lane LOS B A A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.3 0.0 0.0 90.0
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 AM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 120 864 54 125 1127 182 53 123 122 400 172 224
Future Volume (vph) 120 864 54 125 1127 182 53 123 122 400 172 224
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4717 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4717 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 124 891 56 129 1162 188 55 127 126 412 177 231
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 0 106 0 0 112 0 0 180
Lane Group Flow (vph) 124 942 0 129 1162 82 55 127 14 288 301 51
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.2 52.7 15.9 54.4 54.4 13.6 13.6 13.6 28.8 28.8 28.8
Effective Green, g (s) 16.2 55.7 17.9 57.4 57.4 16.1 16.1 14.6 31.3 31.3 29.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.41 0.13 0.43 0.43 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.23 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 198 1946 219 2023 630 200 211 171 389 402 349
v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.20 0.08 c0.24 0.03 c0.07 0.17 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.01 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.63 0.48 0.59 0.57 0.13 0.28 0.60 0.08 0.74 0.75 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 56.5 29.1 55.1 29.5 23.6 54.1 56.4 54.2 48.1 48.2 42.4
Progression Factor 0.74 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 0.8 6.2 1.2 0.4 0.9 5.0 0.2 7.4 7.5 0.2
Delay (s) 46.5 26.1 61.2 30.7 24.0 55.0 61.4 54.4 55.5 55.7 42.5
Level of Service D C E C C E E D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 28.5 32.5 57.4 51.9
Approach LOS C C E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 37.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.63
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.8% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 39 787 5 78 1135 72 28 46 82 84 77 95
Future Volume (vph) 39 787 5 78 1135 72 28 46 82 84 77 95
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1715 1816 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1715 1816 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 42 855 5 85 1234 78 30 50 89 91 84 103
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 34 0 30 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 855 3 85 1234 44 0 139 0 0 175 103
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 65.1 65.1 10.8 71.3 71.3 14.8 17.3 135.0
Effective Green, g (s) 7.6 70.1 70.1 12.8 76.3 76.3 17.8 20.3 135.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.52 0.52 0.09 0.57 0.57 0.13 0.15 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 96 1785 798 157 1871 837 226 273 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.25 0.05 c0.37 c0.08 c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.03 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.48 0.00 0.54 0.66 0.05 0.61 0.64 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 61.6 20.8 15.6 58.3 20.3 13.2 55.3 53.9 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.23 0.43 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.9 0.0 3.4 1.7 0.1 4.9 5.1 0.1
Delay (s) 64.8 21.7 15.6 74.9 10.4 13.3 60.2 59.0 0.1
Level of Service E C B E B B E E A
Approach Delay (s) 23.7 14.5 60.2 37.2
Approach LOS C B E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 22.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 21 981 86 169 1268 20 159 0 91 15 0 16
Future Volume (Veh/h) 21 981 86 169 1268 20 159 0 91 15 0 16
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 23 1066 93 184 1378 22 173 0 99 16 0 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1400 1159 2003 2926 402 2257 2962 470
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1400 1159 2003 2926 402 2257 2962 470
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 69 0 100 83 0 100 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 484 599 25 10 598 14 9 540

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 23 426 426 306 184 551 551 298 173 99 33
Volume Left 23 0 0 0 184 0 0 0 173 0 16
Volume Right 0 0 0 93 0 0 0 22 0 99 17
cSH 484 1700 1700 1700 599 1700 1700 1700 25 598 28
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.25 0.25 0.18 0.31 0.32 0.32 0.18 6.91 0.17 1.19
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 Err 15 97
Control Delay (s) 12.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 Err 12.2 446.4
Lane LOS B B F B F
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 1.6 6364.1 446.4
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 569.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 125 898 69 125 1161 182 67 123 122 400 172 229
Future Volume (vph) 125 898 69 125 1161 182 67 123 122 400 172 229
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4708 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4708 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 129 926 71 129 1197 188 69 127 126 412 177 236
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 104 0 0 112 0 0 184
Lane Group Flow (vph) 129 991 0 129 1197 84 69 127 14 288 301 52
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.5 52.6 15.9 54.0 54.0 13.6 13.6 13.6 28.9 28.9 28.9
Effective Green, g (s) 16.5 55.6 17.9 57.0 57.0 16.1 16.1 14.6 31.4 31.4 29.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.41 0.13 0.42 0.42 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.23 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 202 1938 219 2009 625 200 211 171 390 403 350
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.21 0.08 c0.25 0.04 c0.07 0.17 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.01 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.64 0.51 0.59 0.60 0.13 0.34 0.60 0.08 0.74 0.75 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 56.4 29.6 55.1 30.1 23.9 54.6 56.4 54.2 48.0 48.1 42.3
Progression Factor 0.78 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.4 0.9 6.2 1.3 0.4 1.2 5.0 0.2 7.2 7.4 0.2
Delay (s) 49.2 27.1 61.2 31.4 24.3 55.8 61.4 54.4 55.1 55.5 42.5
Level of Service D C E C C E E D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 29.6 33.1 57.5 51.7
Approach LOS C C E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
4: Site Access & US 50 AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1063 11 0 1444 0 11
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1063 11 0 1444 0 11
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1155 12 0 1570 0 12
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1167 1684 391
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1167 1684 391
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 594 85 608

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 462 462 243 523 523 523 12
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 12 0 0 0 12
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 608
Volume to Capacity 0.27 0.27 0.14 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 11.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
5: Site Access & US 50 AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1025 63 0 1457 0 66
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1025 63 0 1457 0 66
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1114 68 0 1584 0 72
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1182 1676 405
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1182 1676 405
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 88
cM capacity (veh/h) 587 86 595

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 446 446 291 528 528 528 72
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 68 0 0 0 72
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 595
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.26 0.17 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.12
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.9
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 11.9
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 39 787 5 78 1135 72 28 46 82 84 77 95
Future Volume (vph) 39 787 5 78 1135 72 28 46 82 84 77 95
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1715 1816 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1715 1816 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 42 855 5 85 1234 78 30 50 89 91 84 103
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 34 0 30 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 855 3 85 1234 44 0 139 0 0 175 103
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.6 65.1 65.1 10.8 71.3 71.3 14.8 17.3 135.0
Effective Green, g (s) 7.6 70.1 70.1 12.8 76.3 76.3 17.8 20.3 135.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.52 0.52 0.09 0.57 0.57 0.13 0.15 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 96 1785 798 157 1871 837 226 273 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 c0.25 0.05 c0.37 c0.08 c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.03 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.48 0.00 0.54 0.66 0.05 0.61 0.64 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 61.6 20.8 15.6 58.3 20.3 13.2 55.3 53.9 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.43 0.21 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.9 0.0 3.3 1.6 0.1 4.9 5.1 0.1
Delay (s) 64.8 21.7 15.6 86.9 5.9 13.3 60.2 59.0 0.1
Level of Service E C B F A B E E A
Approach Delay (s) 23.7 11.3 60.2 37.2
Approach LOS C B E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 21 981 86 169 1268 20 159 0 91 15 0 16
Future Volume (vph) 21 981 86 169 1268 20 159 0 91 15 0 16
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5024 1770 5073 1770 1583 1692
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5024 1770 5073 1770 1583 1692
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 1066 93 184 1378 22 173 0 99 16 0 17
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 48 0 28 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 23 1152 0 184 1399 0 0 173 51 0 5 0
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Split NA custom Split NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 3.9 54.8 19.2 70.1 24.5 70.1 18.5
Effective Green, g (s) 3.9 54.8 19.2 70.1 24.5 70.1 18.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.03 0.41 0.14 0.52 0.18 0.52 0.14
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 51 2039 251 2634 321 821 231
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.23 c0.10 0.28 c0.10 c0.00
v/s Ratio Perm 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.45 0.56 0.73 0.53 0.54 0.06 0.02
Uniform Delay, d1 64.5 30.9 55.4 21.5 50.1 16.1 50.4
Progression Factor 0.80 0.65 0.73 0.54 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.7 1.0 9.2 0.7 6.4 0.1 0.2
Delay (s) 57.6 21.2 49.9 12.4 56.5 16.3 50.6
Level of Service E C D B E B D
Approach Delay (s) 21.9 16.8 41.8 50.6
Approach LOS C B D D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 21.3 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 125 898 69 125 1161 182 67 123 122 400 172 229
Future Volume (vph) 125 898 69 125 1161 182 67 123 122 400 172 229
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4708 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4708 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1734 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 129 926 71 129 1197 188 69 127 126 412 177 236
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 104 0 0 112 0 0 184
Lane Group Flow (vph) 129 991 0 129 1197 84 69 127 14 288 301 52
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 14.5 52.6 15.9 54.0 54.0 13.6 13.6 13.6 28.9 28.9 28.9
Effective Green, g (s) 16.5 55.6 17.9 57.0 57.0 16.1 16.1 14.6 31.4 31.4 29.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.41 0.13 0.42 0.42 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.23 0.22
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 202 1938 219 2009 625 200 211 171 390 403 350
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.21 0.08 c0.25 0.04 c0.07 0.17 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.06 0.01 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.64 0.51 0.59 0.60 0.13 0.34 0.60 0.08 0.74 0.75 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 56.4 29.6 55.1 30.1 23.9 54.6 56.4 54.2 48.0 48.1 42.3
Progression Factor 0.61 0.83 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.1 0.9 6.2 1.3 0.4 1.2 5.0 0.2 7.2 7.4 0.2
Delay (s) 39.7 25.4 61.2 31.4 24.3 55.8 61.4 54.4 55.1 55.5 42.5
Level of Service D C E C C E E D E E D
Approach Delay (s) 27.0 33.1 57.5 51.7
Approach LOS C C E D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 37.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 135.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
4: Site Access & US 50 AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1063 11 0 1444 0 11
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1063 11 0 1444 0 11
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1155 12 0 1570 0 12
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 249
pX, platoon unblocked 0.82
vC, conflicting volume 1167 1684 391
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1167 1059 391
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 594 180 608

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 462 462 243 523 523 523 12
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 12 0 0 0 12
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 608
Volume to Capacity 0.27 0.27 0.14 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 11.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park Easton
5: Site Access & US 50 AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1025 63 0 1457 0 66
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1025 63 0 1457 0 66
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1114 68 0 1584 0 72
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 382
pX, platoon unblocked 0.83 0.83 0.83
vC, conflicting volume 1182 1676 405
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 500 1096 0
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 879 172 900

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 446 446 291 528 528 528 72
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 68 0 0 0 72
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 900
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.26 0.17 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.3
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

115 of 193

Page 186 of 350



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 PM Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 127 1102 5 92 975 139 56 94 66 76 50 67
Future Volume (vph) 127 1102 5 92 975 139 56 94 66 76 50 67
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1763 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1763 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 138 1198 5 100 1060 151 61 102 72 83 54 73
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 74 0 9 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 138 1198 3 100 1060 77 0 226 0 0 137 73
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 92.5 92.5 15.3 86.8 86.8 27.5 17.7 180.0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 97.5 97.5 17.3 91.8 91.8 30.5 20.7 180.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.54 0.54 0.10 0.51 0.51 0.17 0.11 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 1862 833 159 1689 755 298 207 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c0.35 0.06 c0.32 c0.13 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.05 0.05
v/c Ratio 0.60 0.64 0.00 0.63 0.63 0.10 0.76 0.66 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 73.5 29.0 18.9 78.3 31.8 22.8 71.2 76.3 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.63 1.26 3.63 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.4 1.7 0.0 6.9 1.6 0.2 10.5 7.7 0.1
Delay (s) 77.9 30.7 18.9 56.3 41.8 83.0 81.8 84.0 0.1
Level of Service E C B E D F F F A
Approach Delay (s) 35.6 47.6 81.8 54.8
Approach LOS D D F D

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 45.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 PM Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 23 1261 0 0 1126 22 0 0 0 15 0 16
Future Volume (Veh/h) 23 1261 0 0 1126 22 0 0 0 15 0 16
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 1371 0 0 1224 24 0 0 0 16 0 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1248 1371 1846 2669 457 1743 2657 420
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1248 1371 1846 2669 457 1743 2657 420
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 100 100 100 100 70 100 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 553 497 43 21 551 53 21 582

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 25 548 548 274 0 490 490 269 0 0 33
Volume Left 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 17
cSH 553 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 100
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.32 0.32 0.16 0.00 0.29 0.29 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.33
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
Control Delay (s) 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.5
Lane LOS B A A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 0.0 57.5
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

117 of 193

Page 188 of 350



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 PM Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 248 982 46 94 845 300 63 309 189 224 154 240
Future Volume (vph) 248 982 46 94 845 300 63 309 189 224 154 240
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4727 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4727 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 256 1012 47 97 871 309 65 319 195 231 159 247
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 174 0 0 154 0 0 207
Lane Group Flow (vph) 256 1057 0 97 871 135 65 319 41 162 228 40
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 31.8 75.1 15.9 59.2 59.2 37.1 37.1 37.1 27.9 27.9 27.9
Effective Green, g (s) 33.8 78.1 17.9 62.2 62.2 39.6 39.6 38.1 30.4 30.4 28.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.43 0.10 0.35 0.35 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.17 0.17 0.16
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 310 2050 164 1644 512 369 389 335 283 294 254
v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 c0.22 0.06 0.18 0.04 c0.18 0.10 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.03 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.52 0.59 0.53 0.26 0.18 0.82 0.12 0.57 0.78 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 70.3 37.2 77.6 47.2 42.4 57.0 66.8 57.4 68.8 71.5 65.1
Progression Factor 0.67 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13.0 0.7 8.4 1.2 1.3 0.3 13.3 0.2 2.8 12.1 0.3
Delay (s) 60.4 36.8 85.9 48.4 43.7 57.2 80.1 57.6 71.6 83.6 65.3
Level of Service E D F D D E F E E F E
Approach Delay (s) 41.4 50.1 69.9 73.5
Approach LOS D D E E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 54.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 PM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 130 1124 5 94 995 142 57 96 67 78 51 68
Future Volume (vph) 130 1124 5 94 995 142 57 96 67 78 51 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1763 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1763 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 141 1222 5 102 1082 154 62 104 73 85 55 74
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 76 0 9 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 141 1222 3 102 1082 78 0 230 0 0 140 74
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 91.9 91.9 15.5 86.4 86.4 27.8 17.8 180.0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 96.9 96.9 17.5 91.4 91.4 30.8 20.8 180.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.54 0.54 0.10 0.51 0.51 0.17 0.12 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 1850 827 161 1681 752 301 208 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c0.36 0.06 c0.33 c0.13 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.05 0.05
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.66 0.00 0.63 0.64 0.10 0.76 0.67 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 73.6 29.8 19.2 78.2 32.4 23.0 71.1 76.3 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.62 1.25 3.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 1.9 0.0 7.2 1.7 0.3 10.9 8.3 0.1
Delay (s) 78.5 31.6 19.2 56.0 42.2 83.2 82.1 84.6 0.1
Level of Service E C B E D F F F A
Approach Delay (s) 36.4 48.0 82.1 55.4
Approach LOS D D F E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 46.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.69
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 PM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 23 1286 0 0 1149 22 0 0 0 15 0 16
Future Volume (Veh/h) 23 1286 0 0 1149 22 0 0 0 15 0 16
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 1398 0 0 1249 24 0 0 0 16 0 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1273 1398 1881 2721 466 1777 2709 428
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1273 1398 1881 2721 466 1777 2709 428
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 100 100 100 100 68 100 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 541 485 41 19 543 50 20 575

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 25 559 559 280 0 500 500 274 0 0 33
Volume Left 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 0 17
cSH 541 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 95
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.33 0.33 0.16 0.00 0.29 0.29 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.35
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
Control Delay (s) 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.9
Lane LOS B A A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 0.0 61.9
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 PM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 253 1002 47 96 862 306 64 315 193 229 157 245
Future Volume (vph) 253 1002 47 96 862 306 64 315 193 229 157 245
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4727 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4727 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 261 1033 48 99 889 315 66 325 199 236 162 253
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 175 0 0 157 0 0 212
Lane Group Flow (vph) 261 1079 0 99 889 140 66 325 42 165 233 41
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.2 74.5 16.0 58.3 58.3 37.4 37.4 37.4 28.1 28.1 28.1
Effective Green, g (s) 34.2 77.5 18.0 61.3 61.3 39.9 39.9 38.4 30.6 30.6 29.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.43 0.10 0.34 0.34 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.17 0.17 0.16
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 314 2035 165 1620 504 372 392 337 285 296 255
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.23 0.06 0.19 0.04 c0.18 0.10 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.09 0.03 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.83 0.53 0.60 0.55 0.28 0.18 0.83 0.13 0.58 0.79 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 70.1 37.8 77.6 48.1 43.2 56.8 66.8 57.2 68.8 71.6 64.9
Progression Factor 0.67 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 13.3 0.8 8.6 1.3 1.4 0.3 13.8 0.2 2.8 12.9 0.3
Delay (s) 60.1 37.1 86.1 49.5 44.6 57.0 80.6 57.4 71.6 84.5 65.2
Level of Service E D F D D E F E E F E
Approach Delay (s) 41.6 51.1 70.2 73.7
Approach LOS D D E E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 54.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 PM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 130 1156 5 98 1026 142 57 96 71 78 51 68
Future Volume (vph) 130 1156 5 98 1026 142 57 96 71 78 51 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1761 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1761 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 141 1257 5 107 1115 154 62 104 77 85 55 74
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 76 0 10 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 141 1257 3 107 1115 78 0 233 0 0 140 74
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 91.4 91.4 15.7 86.1 86.1 28.1 17.8 180.0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 96.4 96.4 17.7 91.1 91.1 31.1 20.8 180.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.54 0.54 0.10 0.51 0.51 0.17 0.12 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 1841 823 162 1676 750 304 208 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c0.37 0.06 c0.34 c0.13 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.05 0.05
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.68 0.00 0.66 0.67 0.10 0.77 0.67 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 73.6 30.6 19.4 78.3 33.1 23.2 71.0 76.3 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.21 3.05 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 2.1 0.0 9.0 1.9 0.3 11.0 8.3 0.1
Delay (s) 78.5 32.7 19.5 61.2 41.9 70.9 82.0 84.6 0.1
Level of Service E C B E D E F F A
Approach Delay (s) 37.2 46.7 82.0 55.4
Approach LOS D D F E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 45.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 PM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 23 1252 69 135 1056 22 127 0 72 15 0 16
Future Volume (Veh/h) 23 1252 69 135 1056 22 127 0 72 15 0 16
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 25 1361 75 147 1148 24 138 0 78 16 0 17
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1172 1436 2142 2914 491 2036 2940 395
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1172 1436 2142 2914 491 2036 2940 395
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 96 69 0 100 85 23 100 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 592 469 20 10 523 21 10 604

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 25 544 544 347 147 459 459 254 138 78 33
Volume Left 25 0 0 0 147 0 0 0 138 0 16
Volume Right 0 0 0 75 0 0 0 24 0 78 17
cSH 592 1700 1700 1700 469 1700 1700 1700 20 523 41
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.32 0.32 0.20 0.31 0.27 0.27 0.15 7.03 0.15 0.80
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 Err 13 76
Control Delay (s) 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 Err 13.1 230.2
Lane LOS B C F B F
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 1.8 6393.0 230.2
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 459.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 PM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 257 1028 58 96 889 306 75 315 193 229 157 249
Future Volume (vph) 257 1028 58 96 889 306 75 315 193 229 157 249
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4720 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4720 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 265 1060 60 99 916 315 77 325 199 236 162 257
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 171 0 0 157 0 0 215
Lane Group Flow (vph) 265 1117 0 99 916 144 77 325 42 165 233 42
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.5 74.5 16.0 58.0 58.0 37.4 37.4 37.4 28.1 28.1 28.1
Effective Green, g (s) 34.5 77.5 18.0 61.0 61.0 39.9 39.9 38.4 30.6 30.6 29.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.43 0.10 0.34 0.34 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.17 0.17 0.16
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 317 2032 165 1612 502 372 392 337 285 296 255
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.24 0.06 0.19 0.05 c0.18 0.10 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.03 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.55 0.60 0.57 0.29 0.21 0.83 0.13 0.58 0.79 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 70.0 38.2 77.6 48.7 43.6 57.1 66.8 57.2 68.8 71.6 65.0
Progression Factor 0.69 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.1 0.9 8.6 1.5 1.4 0.3 13.8 0.2 2.8 12.9 0.3
Delay (s) 62.3 37.3 86.1 50.2 45.0 57.5 80.6 57.4 71.6 84.5 65.3
Level of Service E D F D D E F E E F E
Approach Delay (s) 42.1 51.6 70.0 73.7
Approach LOS D D E E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 54.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
4: US 50 PM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1322 11 0 1200 0 8
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1322 11 0 1200 0 8
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1437 12 0 1304 0 9
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1449 1878 485
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1449 1878 485
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 463 63 528

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 575 575 299 435 435 435 9
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 12 0 0 0 9
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 528
Volume to Capacity 0.34 0.34 0.18 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.9
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 11.9
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
5: US 50 PM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1289 50 0 1213 0 53
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1289 50 0 1213 0 53
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1401 54 0 1318 0 58
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1455 1867 494
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1455 1867 494
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 89
cM capacity (veh/h) 461 64 521

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 560 560 334 439 439 439 58
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 54 0 0 0 58
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 521
Volume to Capacity 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.11
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.8
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.8
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 130 1156 5 98 1026 142 57 96 71 78 51 68
Future Volume (vph) 130 1156 5 98 1026 142 57 96 71 78 51 68
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.96 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1761 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1761 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 141 1257 5 107 1115 154 62 104 77 85 55 74
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 2 0 0 76 0 10 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 141 1257 3 107 1115 78 0 233 0 0 140 74
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 22.0 91.4 91.4 15.7 86.1 86.1 28.1 17.8 180.0
Effective Green, g (s) 24.0 96.4 96.4 17.7 91.1 91.1 31.1 20.8 180.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.54 0.54 0.10 0.51 0.51 0.17 0.12 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 1841 823 162 1676 750 304 208 1583
v/s Ratio Prot 0.08 c0.37 0.06 c0.34 c0.13 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.05 0.05
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.68 0.00 0.66 0.67 0.10 0.77 0.67 0.05
Uniform Delay, d1 73.6 30.6 19.4 78.3 33.1 23.2 71.0 76.3 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.52 0.81 1.11 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.9 2.1 0.0 9.0 1.9 0.3 11.0 8.3 0.1
Delay (s) 78.5 32.7 19.5 49.9 28.8 25.9 82.0 84.6 0.1
Level of Service E C B D C C F F A
Approach Delay (s) 37.2 30.1 82.0 55.4
Approach LOS D C F E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 38.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 23 1252 69 135 1056 22 127 0 72 15 0 16
Future Volume (vph) 23 1252 69 135 1056 22 127 0 72 15 0 16
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5045 1770 5070 1770 1583 1692
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5045 1770 5070 1770 1583 1692
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 25 1361 75 147 1148 24 138 0 78 16 0 17
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 65 0 29 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 1433 0 147 1171 0 0 138 13 0 4 0
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Split NA Perm Split NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.5 80.5 31.5 92.5 30.5 30.5 19.5
Effective Green, g (s) 19.5 80.5 31.5 92.5 30.5 30.5 19.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.45 0.18 0.51 0.17 0.17 0.11
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 191 2256 309 2605 299 268 183
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 c0.28 0.08 c0.23 c0.08 c0.00
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.13 0.64 0.48 0.45 0.46 0.05 0.02
Uniform Delay, d1 72.6 38.4 66.8 27.7 67.4 62.6 71.7
Progression Factor 0.75 0.59 0.52 0.87 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 1.0 4.5 0.5 5.1 0.3 0.2
Delay (s) 55.3 23.6 39.6 24.6 72.4 63.0 71.9
Level of Service E C D C E E E
Approach Delay (s) 24.2 26.3 69.0 71.9
Approach LOS C C E E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 28.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service C
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.2% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 257 1028 58 96 889 306 75 315 193 229 157 249
Future Volume (vph) 257 1028 58 96 889 306 75 315 193 229 157 249
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4720 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.98 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4720 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1743 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 265 1060 60 99 916 315 77 325 199 236 162 257
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 171 0 0 157 0 0 215
Lane Group Flow (vph) 265 1117 0 99 916 144 77 325 42 165 233 42
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 32.5 74.5 16.0 58.0 58.0 37.4 37.4 37.4 28.1 28.1 28.1
Effective Green, g (s) 34.5 77.5 18.0 61.0 61.0 39.9 39.9 38.4 30.6 30.6 29.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.19 0.43 0.10 0.34 0.34 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.17 0.17 0.16
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 317 2032 165 1612 502 372 392 337 285 296 255
v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 c0.24 0.06 0.19 0.05 c0.18 0.10 c0.13
v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.03 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.55 0.60 0.57 0.29 0.21 0.83 0.13 0.58 0.79 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 70.0 38.2 77.6 48.7 43.6 57.1 66.8 57.2 68.8 71.6 65.0
Progression Factor 0.58 0.58 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.2 0.9 8.6 1.5 1.4 0.3 13.8 0.2 2.8 12.9 0.3
Delay (s) 54.7 23.1 86.1 50.2 45.0 57.5 80.6 57.4 71.6 84.5 65.3
Level of Service D C F D D E F E E F E
Approach Delay (s) 29.1 51.6 70.0 73.7
Approach LOS C D E E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 50.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 180.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
4: US 50 PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1322 11 0 1200 0 8
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1322 11 0 1200 0 8
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1437 12 0 1304 0 9
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 258
pX, platoon unblocked 0.86
vC, conflicting volume 1449 1878 485
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1449 1436 485
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 463 106 528

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 575 575 299 435 435 435 9
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 12 0 0 0 9
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 528
Volume to Capacity 0.34 0.34 0.18 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.9
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 11.9
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
5: US 50 PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1289 50 0 1213 0 53
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1289 50 0 1213 0 53
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1401 54 0 1318 0 58
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 302
pX, platoon unblocked 0.78 0.78 0.78
vC, conflicting volume 1455 1867 494
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 610 1137 0
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 755 153 849

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 560 560 334 439 439 439 58
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 54 0 0 0 58
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 849
Volume to Capacity 0.33 0.33 0.20 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.07
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.6
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.6
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 Sat Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 90 1279 5 42 1986 109 19 53 60 75 49 101
Future Volume (vph) 90 1279 5 42 1986 109 19 53 60 75 49 101
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.94 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1737 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1737 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 98 1390 5 46 2159 118 21 58 65 82 53 110
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 1 0 0 31 0 14 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 98 1390 4 46 2159 87 0 130 0 0 135 110
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.4 154.9 154.9 8.5 151.0 151.0 15.5 15.5 221.4
Effective Green, g (s) 15.4 159.9 159.9 10.5 156.0 156.0 18.5 18.5 221.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.72 0.72 0.05 0.70 0.70 0.08 0.08 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 119 2483 1110 78 2333 1044 145 151 1583
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.40 0.03 c0.65 c0.08 c0.07
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.82 0.56 0.00 0.59 0.93 0.08 0.90 0.89 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 101.7 14.3 8.6 103.3 27.8 10.3 100.5 100.5 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 34.9 0.9 0.0 10.9 7.8 0.2 45.4 43.4 0.1
Delay (s) 136.6 15.3 8.6 114.2 35.5 10.4 145.9 143.9 0.1
Level of Service F B A F D B F F A
Approach Delay (s) 23.2 35.8 145.9 79.3
Approach LOS C D F E

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 37.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 221.4 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 Sat Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 24 1415 0 0 2128 23 0 0 0 20 0 21
Future Volume (Veh/h) 24 1415 0 0 2128 23 0 0 0 20 0 21
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 26 1538 0 0 2313 25 0 0 0 22 0 23
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2338 1538 2384 3928 513 2890 3916 784
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2338 1538 2384 3928 513 2890 3916 784
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 88 100 100 100 100 0 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 208 428 15 3 506 7 3 336

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 26 615 615 308 0 925 925 488 0 0 45
Volume Left 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 23
cSH 208 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 13
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.36 0.36 0.18 0.00 0.54 0.54 0.29 0.00 0.00 3.44
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Err
Control Delay (s) 24.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Err
Lane LOS C A A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.0 0.0 Err
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 114.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 Sat Existing

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 158 1222 55 50 1944 154 51 160 98 107 100 156
Future Volume (vph) 158 1222 55 50 1944 154 51 160 98 107 100 156
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4728 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4728 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 163 1260 57 52 2004 159 53 165 101 110 103 161
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 43 0 0 89 0 0 144
Lane Group Flow (vph) 163 1315 0 52 2004 116 53 165 12 77 136 17
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.1 130.3 11.4 116.6 116.6 24.2 24.2 24.2 20.6 20.6 20.6
Effective Green, g (s) 27.1 133.3 13.4 119.6 119.6 26.7 26.7 25.2 23.1 23.1 21.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.63 0.06 0.57 0.57 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 213 2994 105 2703 842 213 224 189 184 191 162
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.28 0.03 c0.42 0.03 c0.09 0.05 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.01 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.44 0.50 0.74 0.14 0.25 0.74 0.06 0.42 0.71 0.10
Uniform Delay, d1 88.6 19.6 95.3 33.9 21.3 82.9 88.5 82.2 87.4 90.5 85.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 14.4 0.5 7.5 1.9 0.3 0.7 12.3 0.2 1.5 11.8 0.3
Delay (s) 103.1 20.1 102.8 35.8 21.6 83.6 100.8 82.4 89.0 102.3 85.9
Level of Service F C F D C F F F F F F
Approach Delay (s) 29.2 36.3 92.1 92.5
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 42.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 210.5 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 Sat Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 92 1305 5 43 2026 111 19 54 61 77 50 103
Future Volume (vph) 92 1305 5 43 2026 111 19 54 61 77 50 103
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.94 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1737 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1737 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 100 1418 5 47 2202 121 21 59 66 84 54 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 1 0 0 31 0 14 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 100 1418 4 47 2202 90 0 132 0 0 138 112
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 13.4 154.9 154.9 8.5 151.0 151.0 15.5 15.5 221.4
Effective Green, g (s) 15.4 159.9 159.9 10.5 156.0 156.0 18.5 18.5 221.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.07 0.72 0.72 0.05 0.70 0.70 0.08 0.08 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 119 2483 1110 78 2333 1044 145 151 1583
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.41 0.03 c0.66 c0.08 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.57 0.00 0.60 0.94 0.09 0.91 0.91 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 101.8 14.5 8.6 103.4 28.8 10.3 100.6 100.7 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 38.5 1.0 0.0 12.4 9.4 0.2 49.2 48.2 0.1
Delay (s) 140.3 15.5 8.6 115.8 38.3 10.4 149.8 148.9 0.1
Level of Service F B A F D B F F A
Approach Delay (s) 23.7 38.4 149.8 82.2
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 39.5 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.93
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 221.4 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 Sat Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 24 1444 0 0 2171 23 0 0 0 20 0 21
Future Volume (Veh/h) 24 1444 0 0 2171 23 0 0 0 20 0 21
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 26 1570 0 0 2360 25 0 0 0 22 0 23
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2385 1570 2432 4007 523 2948 3994 799
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2385 1570 2432 4007 523 2948 3994 799
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 87 100 100 100 100 0 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 199 416 14 2 498 6 2 328

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 26 628 628 314 0 944 944 497 0 0 45
Volume Left 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
Volume Right 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 23
cSH 199 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 12
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.37 0.37 0.18 0.00 0.56 0.56 0.29 0.00 0.00 3.83
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Err
Control Delay (s) 25.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Err
Lane LOS D A A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 0.0 0.0 Err
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 111.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 Sat Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
01/20/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 161 1247 56 51 1983 157 52 163 100 109 102 159
Future Volume (vph) 161 1247 56 51 1983 157 52 163 100 109 102 159
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4728 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4728 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 166 1286 58 53 2044 162 54 168 103 112 105 164
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 43 0 0 91 0 0 147
Lane Group Flow (vph) 166 1342 0 53 2044 119 54 168 12 78 139 17
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.4 130.3 11.4 116.3 116.3 24.4 24.4 24.4 20.9 20.9 20.9
Effective Green, g (s) 27.4 133.3 13.4 119.3 119.3 26.9 26.9 25.4 23.4 23.4 21.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.63 0.06 0.57 0.57 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 215 2986 105 2690 837 214 225 190 186 193 164
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.28 0.03 c0.43 0.03 c0.09 0.05 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.01 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.45 0.50 0.76 0.14 0.25 0.75 0.07 0.42 0.72 0.10
Uniform Delay, d1 88.8 20.0 95.6 34.9 21.7 83.0 88.8 82.3 87.5 90.6 85.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 15.1 0.5 7.8 2.1 0.4 0.7 13.0 0.2 1.5 12.4 0.3
Delay (s) 103.9 20.5 103.4 37.0 22.0 83.7 101.8 82.4 89.0 103.0 85.9
Level of Service F C F D C F F F F F F
Approach Delay (s) 29.6 37.5 92.7 92.8
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 43.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.75
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 211.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 92 1344 5 48 2064 111 19 54 66 77 50 103
Future Volume (vph) 92 1344 5 48 2064 111 19 54 66 77 50 103
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.94 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1732 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1732 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 100 1461 5 52 2243 121 21 59 72 84 54 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 1 0 0 30 0 15 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 100 1461 4 52 2243 91 0 137 0 0 138 112
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 151.9 151.9 10.1 151.0 151.0 15.5 15.5 220.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 156.9 156.9 12.1 156.0 156.0 18.5 18.5 220.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.71 0.71 0.05 0.71 0.71 0.08 0.08 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 109 2451 1096 91 2348 1050 145 152 1583
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.42 0.03 c0.68 c0.08 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.92 0.60 0.00 0.57 0.96 0.09 0.95 0.91 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 102.4 15.7 9.1 101.4 28.9 9.9 100.3 99.9 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 60.0 1.1 0.0 8.4 10.7 0.2 58.3 46.3 0.1
Delay (s) 162.5 16.8 9.1 109.8 39.5 10.1 158.6 146.2 0.1
Level of Service F B A F D B F F A
Approach Delay (s) 26.1 39.6 158.6 80.7
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 41.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 220.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 24 1408 81 155 2069 23 144 0 84 20 0 21
Future Volume (Veh/h) 24 1408 81 155 2069 23 144 0 84 20 0 21
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 26 1530 88 168 2249 25 157 0 91 22 0 23
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 2274 1618 2735 4236 554 3250 4268 762
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 2274 1618 2735 4236 554 3250 4268 762
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 88 58 0 100 81 0 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 221 399 5 1 476 2 1 347

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 26 612 612 394 168 900 900 475 157 91 45
Volume Left 26 0 0 0 168 0 0 0 157 0 22
Volume Right 0 0 0 88 0 0 0 25 0 91 23
cSH 221 1700 1700 1700 399 1700 1700 1700 5 476 4
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.36 0.36 0.23 0.42 0.53 0.53 0.28 28.59 0.19 11.87
Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 0 0 0 51 0 0 0 Err 17 Err
Control Delay (s) 23.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 Err 14.3 Err
Lane LOS C C F B F
Approach Delay (s) 0.4 1.4 6335.3 Err
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 462.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 166 1280 70 51 2017 157 66 163 100 109 102 164
Future Volume (vph) 166 1280 70 51 2017 157 66 163 100 109 102 164
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4722 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4722 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 171 1320 72 53 2079 162 68 168 103 112 105 169
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 43 0 0 91 0 0 151
Lane Group Flow (vph) 171 1389 0 53 2079 119 68 168 12 78 139 18
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.9 130.3 11.4 115.8 115.8 24.4 24.4 24.4 20.9 20.9 20.9
Effective Green, g (s) 27.9 133.3 13.4 118.8 118.8 26.9 26.9 25.4 23.4 23.4 21.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.63 0.06 0.56 0.56 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 218 2983 105 2679 834 214 225 190 186 193 164
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.29 0.03 c0.44 0.04 c0.09 0.05 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.01 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.47 0.50 0.78 0.14 0.32 0.75 0.07 0.42 0.72 0.11
Uniform Delay, d1 88.6 20.3 95.6 35.8 21.9 83.7 88.8 82.3 87.5 90.6 85.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 16.2 0.5 7.8 2.3 0.4 1.0 13.0 0.2 1.5 12.4 0.3
Delay (s) 104.8 20.8 103.4 38.1 22.3 84.7 101.8 82.4 89.0 103.0 86.0
Level of Service F C F D C F F F F F F
Approach Delay (s) 30.0 38.4 92.5 92.7
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 44.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 211.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
4: US 50 Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1484 16 0 2235 0 17
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1484 16 0 2235 0 17
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1613 17 0 2429 0 18
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1630 2431 546
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1630 2431 546
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 394 26 482

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 645 645 340 810 810 810 18
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 17 0 0 0 18
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 482
Volume to Capacity 0.38 0.38 0.20 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.8
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.8
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
5: US 50 Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1463 50 0 2247 0 53
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1463 50 0 2247 0 53
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1590 54 0 2442 0 58
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1644 2431 557
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1644 2431 557
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 88
cM capacity (veh/h) 390 26 474

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 636 636 372 814 814 814 58
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 54 0 0 0 58
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 474
Volume to Capacity 0.37 0.37 0.22 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.12
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.7
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 13.7
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
1: Chapel Rd. & US 50 Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 92 1344 5 48 2064 111 19 54 66 77 50 103
Future Volume (vph) 92 1344 5 48 2064 111 19 54 66 77 50 103
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 3.5 1.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.94 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1732 1808 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.97 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 3438 1538 1656 3312 1482 1732 1808 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 100 1461 5 52 2243 121 21 59 72 84 54 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 1 0 0 30 0 15 0 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 100 1461 4 52 2243 91 0 137 0 0 138 112
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Split NA Split NA Free
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 6 2 Free
Actuated Green, G (s) 12.0 151.9 151.9 10.1 151.0 151.0 15.5 15.5 220.0
Effective Green, g (s) 14.0 156.9 156.9 12.1 156.0 156.0 18.5 18.5 220.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.71 0.71 0.05 0.71 0.71 0.08 0.08 1.00
Clearance Time (s) 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 109 2451 1096 91 2348 1050 145 152 1583
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.42 0.03 c0.68 c0.08 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.92 0.60 0.00 0.57 0.96 0.09 0.95 0.91 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 102.4 15.7 9.1 101.4 28.9 9.9 100.3 99.9 0.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 60.0 1.1 0.0 8.4 10.7 0.2 58.3 46.3 0.1
Delay (s) 162.5 16.8 9.1 109.8 39.5 10.1 158.6 146.2 0.1
Level of Service F B A F D B F F A
Approach Delay (s) 26.1 39.6 158.6 80.7
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 41.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 220.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.7% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50 Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 24 1408 81 155 2069 23 144 0 84 20 0 21
Future Volume (vph) 24 1408 81 155 2069 23 144 0 84 20 0 21
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.93
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 5044 1770 5077 1770 1583 1693
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.98
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 5044 1770 5077 1770 1583 1693
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Adj. Flow (vph) 26 1530 88 168 2249 25 157 0 91 22 0 23
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 0 41 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 26 1615 0 168 2274 0 0 157 15 0 4 0
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Split NA Perm Split NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 4 4 3 3
Permitted Phases 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.5 109.5 37.5 128.5 36.5 36.5 18.5
Effective Green, g (s) 18.5 109.5 37.5 128.5 36.5 36.5 18.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.50 0.17 0.58 0.17 0.17 0.08
Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 148 2510 301 2965 293 262 142
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.32 c0.09 c0.45 c0.09 c0.00
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.64 0.56 0.77 0.54 0.06 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 93.7 40.8 83.7 34.5 84.0 77.3 92.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 2.6 1.3 7.3 2.0 6.9 0.4 0.3
Delay (s) 96.2 42.1 90.9 36.4 90.9 77.7 92.8
Level of Service F D F D F E F
Approach Delay (s) 43.0 40.2 86.0 92.8
Approach LOS D D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 44.4 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 220.0 Sum of lost time (s) 18.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50 Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 166 1280 70 51 2017 157 66 163 100 109 102 164
Future Volume (vph) 166 1280 70 51 2017 157 66 163 100 109 102 164
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 5.0 3.5 3.5 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1656 4722 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.99 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1656 4722 1656 4759 1482 1681 1770 1583 1681 1748 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Adj. Flow (vph) 171 1320 72 53 2079 162 68 168 103 112 105 169
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 0 43 0 0 91 0 0 151
Lane Group Flow (vph) 171 1389 0 53 2079 119 68 168 12 78 139 18
Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm Split NA Perm Split NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 3 3 4 4
Permitted Phases 2 3 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 25.9 130.3 11.4 115.8 115.8 24.4 24.4 24.4 20.9 20.9 20.9
Effective Green, g (s) 27.9 133.3 13.4 118.8 118.8 26.9 26.9 25.4 23.4 23.4 21.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.63 0.06 0.56 0.56 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.10
Clearance Time (s) 5.5 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 218 2983 105 2679 834 214 225 190 186 193 164
v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.29 0.03 c0.44 0.04 c0.09 0.05 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.01 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.47 0.50 0.78 0.14 0.32 0.75 0.07 0.42 0.72 0.11
Uniform Delay, d1 88.6 20.3 95.6 35.8 21.9 83.7 88.8 82.3 87.5 90.6 85.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 16.2 0.5 7.8 2.3 0.4 1.0 13.0 0.2 1.5 12.4 0.3
Delay (s) 104.8 20.8 103.4 38.1 22.3 84.7 101.8 82.4 89.0 103.0 86.0
Level of Service F C F D C F F F F F F
Approach Delay (s) 30.0 38.4 92.5 92.7
Approach LOS C D F F

Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 44.1 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.77
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 211.0 Sum of lost time (s) 14.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 81.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
4: US 50 Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1484 16 0 2235 0 17
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1484 16 0 2235 0 17
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1613 17 0 2429 0 18
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 268
pX, platoon unblocked 0.66
vC, conflicting volume 1630 2431 546
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1630 1361 546
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 394 92 482

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 645 645 340 810 810 810 18
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 17 0 0 0 18
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 482
Volume to Capacity 0.38 0.38 0.20 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.04
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.8
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.8
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis RTC Park
5: US 50 Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting Synchro 11 Report
02/05/2021 Page 5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1463 50 0 2247 0 53
Future Volume (Veh/h) 1463 50 0 2247 0 53
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 1590 54 0 2442 0 58
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 312
pX, platoon unblocked 0.76 0.76 0.76
vC, conflicting volume 1644 2431 557
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 765 1794 0
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.8 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 645 55 829

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1
Volume Total 636 636 372 814 814 814 58
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 54 0 0 0 58
cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 829
Volume to Capacity 0.37 0.37 0.22 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.07
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.7
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B12 NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R T LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 107 286 266 4 159 269 250 34 11 213 238
Average Queue (ft) 33 163 139 0 61 101 93 3 0 107 129
95th Queue (ft) 80 263 247 2 128 214 200 16 8 183 211
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 783 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB WB WB WB SB
Directions Served L T T TR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 46 11 676 364 72
Average Queue (ft) 12 0 23 23 22
95th Queue (ft) 37 8 338 351 51
Link Distance (ft) 1796 1796 1796 318
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 219 262 279 284 224 461 435 342 192 123 251 24
Average Queue (ft) 88 148 160 165 136 295 256 181 19 27 154 1
95th Queue (ft) 174 240 247 255 254 418 380 298 105 107 247 17
Link Distance (ft) 1796 1796 1796 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 22 1 0 0 35
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 28 2 0 0 52

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 318 405 329
Average Queue (ft) 203 255 39
95th Queue (ft) 304 348 165
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 3 0

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 88
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
PM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 304 518 497 3 334 532 539 368 319 218
Average Queue (ft) 145 292 263 0 108 206 215 43 189 130
95th Queue (ft) 287 476 441 2 258 454 471 239 304 209
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 9 5 0 4 2 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 12 0 0 4 3 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB B12 WB WB SB
Directions Served L T T TR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 43 9 5 733 73
Average Queue (ft) 10 0 0 24 23
95th Queue (ft) 34 6 4 371 56
Link Distance (ft) 2869 1795 1795 198
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
PM Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 408 432 391 390 225 497 451 345 254 124 572 243
Average Queue (ft) 210 213 239 253 132 317 275 204 88 32 361 16
95th Queue (ft) 358 364 391 400 256 462 410 330 224 116 511 144
Link Distance (ft) 1795 1795 1795 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 2 29 2 0 0 59 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 5 28 7 1 0 133 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 365 410 274
Average Queue (ft) 181 249 38
95th Queue (ft) 323 360 162
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 3 0

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 202
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
01/20/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B12 B12 NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R T T LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 305 458 429 2 258 1228 1254 445 368 587 406 388
Average Queue (ft) 138 231 216 0 65 494 501 113 19 25 220 236
95th Queue (ft) 268 465 445 1 176 1034 1037 425 190 222 406 459
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 784 784 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 4 5 3 17 14 0 10
Queuing Penalty (veh) 24 5 0 7 16 1 10

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement SB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 89
Average Queue (ft) 36
95th Queue (ft) 234
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB WB WB WB SB
Directions Served L T T T TR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 61 16 686 1361 1645 118
Average Queue (ft) 21 1 23 48 129 38
95th Queue (ft) 52 11 343 500 891 86
Link Distance (ft) 784 1795 1795 1795 198
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 7
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 5
Queuing Penalty (veh) 26
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Background

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
01/20/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 352 342 332 328 225 796 770 666 255 124 446 104
Average Queue (ft) 193 130 132 130 82 502 459 365 84 29 249 3
95th Queue (ft) 321 284 276 276 193 788 755 651 272 107 412 74
Link Distance (ft) 1795 1795 1795 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 1 32 16 0 0 59
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 0 4 16 26 0 0 74

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 232 302 138
Average Queue (ft) 103 171 31
95th Queue (ft) 221 261 97
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 219
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 144 324 287 3 189 300 279 28 223 243
Average Queue (ft) 30 173 149 0 63 117 110 2 106 126
95th Queue (ft) 91 285 264 2 138 239 224 14 190 207
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 46 12 15 29 187 33 324 325 80
Average Queue (ft) 12 1 1 4 82 1 292 223 27
95th Queue (ft) 38 6 11 18 157 18 328 417 61
Link Distance (ft) 251 251 251 286 284 284 318
Upstream Blk Time (%) 78 53
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 8 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 33 0

154 of 193

Page 225 of 350



Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT L
Maximum Queue (ft) 233 250 271 283 225 433 399 313 180 125 280 327
Average Queue (ft) 98 144 152 166 141 297 251 160 13 42 157 200
95th Queue (ft) 187 233 238 253 269 417 358 270 76 127 254 299
Link Distance (ft) 1452 1452 1452 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 22 1 0 0 38 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 11 27 1 0 0 59 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB
Directions Served LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 370 262
Average Queue (ft) 248 25
95th Queue (ft) 342 131
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 0

Intersection: 4: Site Access & US 50

Movement NB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 30
Average Queue (ft) 10
95th Queue (ft) 32
Link Distance (ft) 216
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Intersection: 5: Site Access & US 50

Movement WB WB NB
Directions Served T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 302 605 72
Average Queue (ft) 20 30 32
95th Queue (ft) 298 374 59
Link Distance (ft) 1452 1452 181
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 137
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
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02/05/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 304 542 496 131 334 596 616 445 423 233
Average Queue (ft) 163 320 295 9 122 263 273 61 222 128
95th Queue (ft) 312 508 482 95 291 504 525 295 364 212
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 12 8 0 0 6 2 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 15 0 0 0 6 3 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T TR L T T LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 44 16 34 164 130 44 163 127 91
Average Queue (ft) 11 1 3 68 8 2 131 68 26
95th Queue (ft) 37 9 17 134 56 26 172 148 67
Link Distance (ft) 204 204 233 233 125 125 198
Upstream Blk Time (%) 72 13
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 6 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 22 0
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Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 407 398 376 394 225 553 502 413 255 124 598 444
Average Queue (ft) 221 207 231 256 147 340 298 207 87 35 382 55
95th Queue (ft) 366 363 385 409 271 501 451 360 211 118 573 314
Link Distance (ft) 1505 1505 1505 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0 2 32 2 0 0 62 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 6 31 7 0 0 142 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 317 401 280
Average Queue (ft) 184 246 47
95th Queue (ft) 303 356 180
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 4 0

Intersection: 4: US 50

Movement NB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 5
95th Queue (ft) 24
Link Distance (ft) 145
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
PM Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Intersection: 5: US 50

Movement WB WB NB
Directions Served T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 6 625 59
Average Queue (ft) 0 31 28
95th Queue (ft) 4 391 54
Link Distance (ft) 1505 1505 167
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 244

159 of 193

Page 230 of 350



Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B12 B12 NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R T LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 304 527 494 4 292 1030 1003 445 93 106 314 386
Average Queue (ft) 189 256 233 0 79 531 535 88 3 4 165 239
95th Queue (ft) 312 522 487 2 215 1014 1027 376 66 75 300 463
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 515 515 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 7 6 4 18 16 0 9
Queuing Penalty (veh) 44 6 0 9 17 1 9

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement SB
Directions Served R
Maximum Queue (ft) 176
Average Queue (ft) 30
95th Queue (ft) 212
Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T T LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 53 28 4 27 165 106 50 148 139 182
Average Queue (ft) 18 1 0 3 65 5 3 130 41 94
95th Queue (ft) 49 14 3 17 130 44 27 145 135 207
Link Distance (ft) 213 213 213 244 244 125 125 198
Upstream Blk Time (%) 100 18 16
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 5 5 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 24 32 0
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 365 377 375 370 221 882 814 645 255 124 527 105
Average Queue (ft) 173 143 148 156 71 518 466 363 80 43 274 14
95th Queue (ft) 311 317 321 345 174 823 767 617 269 130 453 153
Link Distance (ft) 1494 1494 1494 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 33 16 0 0 63 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 0 17 25 1 0 84 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 266 302 131
Average Queue (ft) 98 173 41
95th Queue (ft) 229 266 110
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: US 50

Movement WB WB NB
Directions Served T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 42 63 43
Average Queue (ft) 1 2 14
95th Queue (ft) 30 35 39
Link Distance (ft) 213 213 146
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

161 of 193

Page 232 of 350



Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Total

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Intersection: 5: US 50

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB
Directions Served T TR T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 11 6 878 1178 1243 71
Average Queue (ft) 0 0 29 77 112 30
95th Queue (ft) 8 4 367 612 770 58
Link Distance (ft) 244 244 1494 1494 1494 157
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 6
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 277
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 78 305 288 4 191 305 262 25 206 279
Average Queue (ft) 29 163 143 0 63 109 104 2 108 134
95th Queue (ft) 69 254 243 2 134 236 222 12 187 230
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T T TR LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 95 189 211 203 230 293 294 224 242 76 62
Average Queue (ft) 19 113 112 119 126 96 101 48 121 33 19
95th Queue (ft) 59 175 185 196 202 208 211 139 203 60 46
Link Distance (ft) 194 194 194 315 315 315 284 284 318
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 1 2 1 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 4 41 33 2
Queuing Penalty (veh) 14 9 140 3
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT L
Maximum Queue (ft) 226 301 307 316 225 484 429 330 143 125 279 326
Average Queue (ft) 90 158 171 194 159 313 263 182 16 39 155 196
95th Queue (ft) 173 253 270 294 274 441 383 301 87 124 249 303
Link Distance (ft) 1425 1425 1425 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 24 1 0 0 39 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 11 30 2 0 0 60 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB
Directions Served LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 390 311
Average Queue (ft) 251 37
95th Queue (ft) 356 170
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 0

Intersection: 4: Site Access & US 50

Movement EB EB EB WB NB
Directions Served T T TR T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 40 17 60 12 29
Average Queue (ft) 2 1 3 0 10
95th Queue (ft) 20 10 28 9 33
Link Distance (ft) 532 532 532 194 150
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park Easton
AM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Intersection: 5: Site Access & US 50

Movement WB WB WB NB
Directions Served T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 307 588 580 57
Average Queue (ft) 11 20 19 30
95th Queue (ft) 206 287 294 54
Link Distance (ft) 1425 1425 1425 200
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 278
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B12 B12 NB SB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R T T LTR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 304 543 515 68 246 534 542 197 102 207 390 235
Average Queue (ft) 167 319 297 2 85 130 122 10 3 7 217 133
95th Queue (ft) 319 522 490 46 171 358 357 93 72 105 345 215
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 523 523 632 535
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 12 8 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 16 0 0 0 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T T TR LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 199 226 229 230 230 255 282 252 140 88 80
Average Queue (ft) 34 137 136 142 97 147 173 129 105 32 24
95th Queue (ft) 107 250 251 265 196 263 284 258 165 69 60
Link Distance (ft) 204 204 204 233 233 233 125 125 198
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 3 3 5 0 2 4 1 14 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 15 14 21 0 8 14 4 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 9 33 9 9
Queuing Penalty (veh) 36 8 31 12
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 404 521 370 376 225 548 500 381 255 125 639 369
Average Queue (ft) 210 155 172 204 149 341 298 201 90 38 407 58
95th Queue (ft) 388 344 333 368 270 496 449 357 217 125 622 319
Link Distance (ft) 1505 1505 1505 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 3 0 3 34 3 0 0 62 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 11 0 9 33 9 0 0 143 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 326 404 236
Average Queue (ft) 191 253 41
95th Queue (ft) 321 373 166
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 4 0

Intersection: 4: US 50

Movement EB EB EB B12 B12 WB WB WB NB
Directions Served T T TR T T T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 192 188 200 563 567 118 238 50 42
Average Queue (ft) 30 29 39 19 19 7 11 2 9
95th Queue (ft) 118 120 139 396 400 68 92 29 31
Link Distance (ft) 523 523 523 2869 2869 204 204 204 145
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
PM Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Intersection: 5: US 50

Movement EB WB WB WB NB
Directions Served TR T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 17 229 267 482 76
Average Queue (ft) 1 31 44 26 31
95th Queue (ft) 9 134 169 246 58
Link Distance (ft) 233 1505 1505 1505 167
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 390
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 1

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB B12 B12 B12 NB
Directions Served L T T R L T T R T T LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 304 454 437 67 334 1216 1298 445 564 575 545 379
Average Queue (ft) 132 230 214 2 74 768 806 119 188 260 62 223
95th Queue (ft) 261 453 429 45 222 1244 1288 438 598 703 340 400
Link Distance (ft) 1193 1193 2869 2869 515 515 515 632
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 3 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 23 3
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 280 300 310 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 6 4 0 0 22 22 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 5 0 0 0 11 24 0

Intersection: 1: Chapel Rd. & US 50

Movement SB SB
Directions Served LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 481 356
Average Queue (ft) 302 71
95th Queue (ft) 542 340
Link Distance (ft) 535
Upstream Blk Time (%) 9
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 420
Storage Blk Time (%) 15 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 15 0

Intersection: 2: Site Access/Driveway & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB NB NB SB
Directions Served L T T TR L T T TR LT R LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 144 239 257 255 244 299 299 286 149 90 93
Average Queue (ft) 29 196 202 205 172 229 228 200 121 33 35
95th Queue (ft) 89 280 278 275 260 335 345 335 171 68 76
Link Distance (ft) 213 213 213 244 244 244 125 125 198
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 21 23 25 2 19 15 8 23
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 104 113 125 0 141 115 57 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 11 45 51 27
Queuing Penalty (veh) 54 11 350 41
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 2

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement EB EB EB EB WB WB WB WB WB NB NB NB
Directions Served UL T T TR UL T T T R L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 424 621 605 605 224 931 858 720 255 125 463 139
Average Queue (ft) 223 282 305 324 79 559 519 418 84 44 276 20
95th Queue (ft) 414 554 589 610 186 859 804 711 275 132 482 177
Link Distance (ft) 1494 1494 1494 1044 1044 1044 700
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 400 200 230 100 500
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 4 0 36 20 0 0 62 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 7 0 18 31 0 0 82 0

Intersection: 3: Goldsborough St./MD 328 & US 50

Movement SB SB SB
Directions Served L LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 226 271 166
Average Queue (ft) 99 172 42
95th Queue (ft) 218 259 115
Link Distance (ft) 1212
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 350 350
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: US 50

Movement EB EB EB B12 WB WB WB NB
Directions Served T T TR T T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 261 270 282 9 251 248 210 60
Average Queue (ft) 81 85 100 0 101 130 48 13
95th Queue (ft) 211 217 244 6 256 279 165 42
Link Distance (ft) 515 515 515 2869 213 213 213 146
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 1 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 11 1
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Queuing and Blocking Report RTC Park
Sat Total - Signalized

Lenhart Traffic Consulting SimTraffic Report
02/05/2021 Page 3

Intersection: 5: US 50

Movement EB EB WB WB WB NB
Directions Served T TR T T T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 11 6 1102 1281 1436 79
Average Queue (ft) 0 0 236 313 242 30
95th Queue (ft) 8 4 695 846 792 59
Link Distance (ft) 244 244 1494 1494 1494 157
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 2
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 1357
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Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis - Phase 1

US 50 at Site Access/Driveway (full build out)

MUTCD Warrants for Analysis Results

Warrant 1, Eight Hour Vehicular Volume Satisfied
Warrant 2, Four Hour Vehicular Volume Satisfied
Warrant 3, Peak Hour Not Evaluated
Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume n/a
Warrant 5, School Crossing n/a
Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System n/a
Warrant 7, Crash Experience Not Evaluated
Warrant 8, Roadway Network n/a

NOTE:
1). 

2). 

Appendix C

The Maryland State Highway Administration does not utilize 
Warrant 3 (Peak Hour Warrant) in evaluating and approving 
signalization.  

The Maryland State Highway Administration controls crash data and 
therefore Warrant 7 (Crash Experience) was not evaluated.  
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100%a 80%b 70%c 56%d 100%a 80%b 70%c 56%d

1 1 500 400 350 280 150 120 105 84
2 or more 1 600 480 420 336 150 120 105 84
2 or more 2 or more 600 480 420 336 200 160 140 112
1 2 or more 500 400 350 280 200 160 140 112

100%a 80%b 70%c 56%d 100%a 80%b 70%c 56%d

1 1 750 600 525 420 75 60 53 42
2 or more 1 900 720 630 504 75 60 53 42
2 or more 2 or more 900 720 630 504 100 80 70 56
1 2 or more 750 600 525 420 100 80 70 56

Source:  Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2003 Edition

a Basic minimum hourly volume.
b Used for combination of Conditions A and B after adequate trial of other remedial measures.
c May be used when the major street speed exceeds 40 mph or in an isolated community with a population < 10,000.
d May be used in combination of Conditions A and B after adequate trial of other remedial measures when the major

street exceeds 40 mph or in an isolated community with a population of < 10,000.

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Description of Warrant 1 Exhibit
 from MUTCD C-1

Condition B -- Interruption of Continuous Traffic

Number of lanes for                                    
moving traffic on each approach

Vehicles per hour on major street                      
(total of both approaches)

Vehicles per hour on higher volume 
minor street approach                   

(one direction only)
Major Street Minor Street

Major Street Minor Street

Table 4C-1. Warrant 1, Eight Hour Vehicular Volume

Condition A -- Minimum Vehicular Volume

Number of lanes for                                    
moving traffic on each approach

Vehicles per hour on major street                      
(total of both approaches)

Vehicles per hour on higher volume 
minor street approach                  

(one direction only)
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
179 412
440 714
864 1095
866 1170
755 953
730 810
724 891
953 981
897 817
889 871

1003 1085
1156 1046
1121 1046

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning Flowed from Intersection of US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St C-2a

2:00 PM

6:00 PM

Note: The volumes above have been flowed from the intersection of US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St. The 13 hour count for US 50 & MD 
328/Goldsborough St has been included in Appendix A.

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. Mainline US 50 Volumes Exhibit

3:00 PM
4:00 PM
5:00 PM

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Intersection Turning Movement Count
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
190 437
467 758
917 1162
919 1242
801 1011
775 860
768 946

1011 1041
952 867
944 924

1065 1152
1227 1110
1190 1110

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning Flowed from Intersection of US 50 & MD 328/Goldsborough St C-2b

2:00 PM

6:00 PM

Note: A 1.5% growth rate was applied for 4 years to the volumes on Exhibit C-4a due to the count data being collected in 2017.

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. Mainline US 50 Volumes with Growth Exhibit

3:00 PM
4:00 PM
5:00 PM

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Intersection Turning Movement Count
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82 rooms

ADT =

Total In Out Total In Out

6:00 AM - 7:00 AM 2.9% 1.7% 1.2% 20 12 8

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 4.6% 2.7% 1.9% 32 19 13

8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 6.2% 3.7% 2.5% 43 25 17

9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 6.7% 4.0% 2.7% 46 27 19

10:00 AM- 11:00 AM 6.0% 3.5% 2.5% 41 24 17

11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 3.9% 2.3% 1.6% 27 16 11

12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 4.6% 2.3% 2.3% 32 16 15

1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 4.6% 2.3% 2.3% 32 16 15

2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 6.0% 3.1% 2.9% 41 21 20

3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 8.2% 4.2% 4.0% 56 29 28

4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 7.0% 3.6% 3.4% 48 24 24

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 7.1% 3.6% 3.5% 49 25 24

6:00 PM - 7:00 PM 5.4% 2.8% 2.6% 37 19 18

Total 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM 73.2% 39.8% 33.4% 504 275 229

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

In Out

AM 59% 41%

PM 51% 49%

The sum of the total diurnal percentages does not equal 100% because not all vehicles travel into or out of the site between 
the hours of 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The remaining percentage represents the vehicular trips outside of this timeframe (7:00 
PM to 6:00 AM).

ITE Peak Hour

Directional Distribution

Diurnal Hourly Traffic Volumes for 
Existing Quality Inn

Exhibit
C-2c

Diurnal Percentages from

ITE 10th Edition

Trips Generated

686

Total diurnal percentages taken from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition and represent the percentage of daily 
traffic during each 60-minute period.  These rates are then split by the percentage of traffic In and Out of the site during 
each hour, as described in Note 2, below.

ITE does not provide In/Out splits by hour.  Therefore, In/Out splits for all AM hours are taken from the AM peak hour 
In/Out split.  In/Out splits for all PM hours are taken from the PM peak hour In/Out split.  See table below.

Calculation of Hourly Trips
(based on Diurnal Percentages)

Time

Hotel Room (ITE-310)

Daily Trips = 8.36 x Rooms 686

Calculation of Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
(based on ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition)

Hotel Room (ITE-310) # of rooms Average Daily Traffic
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6,500 square feet

ADT =

Total In Out Total In Out

6:00 AM - 7:00 AM 1.3% 0.7% 0.6% 9 5 4

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 2.1% 1.2% 0.9% 15 8 7

8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 3.2% 1.8% 1.4% 23 13 10

9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 3.6% 2.0% 1.6% 26 14 12

10:00 AM- 11:00 AM 4.7% 2.6% 2.1% 34 19 15

11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 9.3% 5.1% 4.2% 68 37 31

12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 12.0% 7.4% 4.6% 87 54 33

1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 8.3% 5.1% 3.2% 61 38 23

2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 4.4% 2.7% 1.7% 32 20 12

3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 3.6% 2.2% 1.4% 26 16 10

4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 5.2% 3.2% 2.0% 38 24 14

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 8.9% 5.5% 3.4% 65 40 25

6:00 PM - 7:00 PM 9.9% 6.1% 3.8% 72 45 27

Total 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM 76.5% 45.7% 30.8% 556 333 223

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

In Out

AM 55% 45%

PM 62% 38%

The sum of the total diurnal percentages does not equal 100% because not all vehicles travel into or out of the site between 
the hours of 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The remaining percentage represents the vehicular trips outside of this timeframe (7:00 
PM to 6:00 AM).

ITE Peak Hour

Directional Distribution

Diurnal Hourly Traffic Volumes for 
Existing Denny's

Exhibit
C-2d

Diurnal Percentages from

ITE 10th Edition

Trips Generated

729

Total diurnal percentages taken from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition and represent the percentage of daily 
traffic during each 60-minute period.  These rates are then split by the percentage of traffic In and Out of the site during 
each hour, as described in Note 2, below.

ITE does not provide In/Out splits by hour.  Therefore, In/Out splits for all AM hours are taken from the AM peak hour 
In/Out split.  In/Out splits for all PM hours are taken from the PM peak hour In/Out split.  See table below.

Calculation of Hourly Trips
(based on Diurnal Percentages)

Time

 High Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant (ITE-932)

Daily Trips = 112.18 x ksf 729

Calculation of Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
(based on ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition)

High Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant 

(ITE-932)
square feet Average Daily Traffic
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
2 2 3 -3 -3 3
3 4 5 -5 -5 5
4 5 6 -6 -7 7
5 5 7 -7 -7 7
4 5 6 -6 -6 6
3 3 4 -4 -4 4
4 4 4 -4 -4 4
4 4 4 -4 -4 4
5 5 5 -5 -6 6
7 7 7 -7 -8 8
6 6 6 -6 -6 6
6 6 6 -6 -7 7
5 4 5 -5 -5 5

Note:

Hotel Trips
50% of trips are assumed to use an alternate driveway to access US 50

Outbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (southbound right outbound)

50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (southbound left outbound)

Inbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (eastbound left inbound)

50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (westbound right inbound)

C-2e
Trip Assignment for Exhibit

6:00 PM

The southbound left and right movements include trips exiting the site (orange).  The eastbound left and westbound right movements includes trips entering the site (green). The trip 
distribution percentages are detailed below. It is assumed that 50% of trips to/from the Quality Inn will use alternate intersections to enter/exit and will not pass through the study 
intersection.

Quality Inn
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

2:00 PM

4:00 PM
5:00 PM

3:00 PM

1:00 PM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

12:00 PM

10:00 AM
11:00 AM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Primary Trip Assignment for Quality Inn
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.

Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
2 2 3 -3 -2 2
4 3 4 -4 -4 4
5 5 7 -7 -6 6
6 6 7 -7 -7 7
8 7 10 -10 -9 9

16 15 19 -19 -18 18
17 16 27 -27 -27 27
12 11 19 -19 -19 19
6 6 10 -10 -10 10
5 5 8 -8 -8 8
7 7 12 -12 -12 12

13 12 20 -20 -20 20
14 13 23 -23 -22 22

Note:

Hotel Trips
100%

Outbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (southbound right outbound)

50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (southbound left outbound)

Inbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (eastbound left inbound)

50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (westbound right inbound)

Primary Trip Assignment for Denny's Restaurant
Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

10:00 AM
11:00 AM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

12:00 PM

2:00 PM

4:00 PM
5:00 PM

3:00 PM

1:00 PM

6:00 PM

The southbound left and right movements include trips exiting the site (orange).  The eastbound left and westbound right movements includes trips entering the site (green). The trip 
distribution percentages are detailed below.

Denny's Restaurant
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

C-2f
Trip Assignment for Exhibit
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
0 0 0 4 0 4 6 184 0 0 432 5
0 0 0 7 0 7 9 458 0 0 749 9
0 0 0 9 0 10 13 904 0 0 1149 13
0 0 0 11 0 11 14 905 0 0 1228 14
0 0 0 12 0 12 16 785 0 0 996 15
0 0 0 19 0 18 23 752 0 0 838 22
0 0 0 21 0 20 31 737 0 0 915 31
0 0 0 16 0 15 23 988 0 0 1018 23
0 0 0 11 0 11 15 937 0 0 851 16
0 0 0 12 0 12 15 929 0 0 908 16
0 0 0 13 0 13 18 1047 0 0 1134 18
0 0 0 19 0 18 26 1201 0 0 1083 27
0 0 0 19 0 17 28 1162 0 0 1083 27

Major Minor
Condition A Use 420 105 Condition Condition Condition

Major = 2 Lane(s) Begin A B A&B
Minor = 1 Lane(s) Major Minor 6:00 AM 627 8 0 0 0

Condition B Use 630 53 7:00 AM 1225 14 0 0 0
Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y 8:00 AM 2079 19 0 0 0

9:00 AM 2161 22 0 0 0
Combination A & B Use Major Minor 10:00 AM 1812 24 0 0 0

for Condition A 336 84 11:00 AM 1635 37 0 0 0
& & 12:00 PM 1714 41 0 0 0

for Condition B 504 42 1:00 PM 2052 31 0 0 0
2:00 PM 1819 22 0 0 0
3:00 PM 1868 24 0 0 0
4:00 PM 2217 26 0 0 0
5:00 PM 2337 37 0 0 0
6:00 PM 2300 36 0 0 0

0 0 0

No No No

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #1 is Not Satisfied **** C-3a

***Results Condition Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Under Existing Conditions Exhibit

Eight Hours must be satisfied to satisfy Warrant #1 Number of Hours Satisfied?

Time Main Line Minor - 
Southbound

Warrant #1

6:00 PM

Note: The volumes shown on this sheet were obtained by summing the existing turning movment count plus growth on Exhibit C-2b with the trip generations for the Denny's and 
Quality Inn on Exhibits C-2e and C-2f.

Intersection Input Values Required Traffic Volumes Results of Warrant 1 Analysis

5:00 PM

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM

Intersection Turning Movement Count
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Major = 2 Lane(s)
Minor = 1 Lane(s)

Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y

Regular Reduced
Begin (70% Factor)

6:00 AM 627 8 0
7:00 AM 1225 14 0
8:00 AM 2079 19 0
9:00 AM 2161 22 0
10:00 AM 1812 24 0
11:00 AM 1635 37 0
12:00 PM 1714 41 0
1:00 PM 2052 31 0
2:00 PM 1819 22 0
3:00 PM 1868 24 0
4:00 PM 2217 26 0
5:00 PM 2337 37 0
6:00 PM 2300 36 0

0 0 4   Hours Required
No No

N/A

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #2 is Not Satisfied **** C-3b

Number of Hours Satisfied?
Warrant 2 Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Under Existing Conditions Exhibit

Intersection Input Values

Results of Warrant 2 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Southbound

Warrant #2

181 of 193

Page 252 of 350



3,350 square feet

ADT =

Total In Out Total In Out

6:00 AM - 7:00 AM 2.1% 1.1% 1.0% 33 17 16

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 3.0% 1.5% 1.5% 47 24 23

8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 3.3% 1.7% 1.6% 52 27 26

9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 3.2% 1.6% 1.6% 50 26 25

10:00 AM- 11:00 AM 3.9% 2.0% 1.9% 62 31 30

11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 8.4% 4.3% 4.1% 133 68 65

12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 11.8% 6.1% 5.7% 186 97 89

1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 8.3% 4.3% 4.0% 131 68 63

2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 6.1% 3.2% 2.9% 96 50 46

3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 5.6% 2.9% 2.7% 88 46 42

4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 6.6% 3.4% 3.2% 104 54 50

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 7.3% 3.8% 3.5% 115 60 55

6:00 PM - 7:00 PM 6.5% 3.4% 3.1% 103 53 49

Total 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM 76.1% 39.3% 36.8% 1200 621 579

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

In Out

AM 51% 49%

PM 52% 48%

Daily Trips = 470.95 x ksf 1578

Calculation of Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
(based on ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition)

Fast-Food w/ Drive-Thru (ITE-934) square feet Average Daily Traffic

ITE does not provide In/Out splits by hour.  Therefore, In/Out splits for all AM hours are taken from the AM peak hour 
In/Out split.  In/Out splits for all PM hours are taken from the PM peak hour In/Out split.  See table below.

Calculation of Hourly Trips
(based on Diurnal Percentages)

Time

Fast-Food w/ Drive-Thru (ITE-934)

Diurnal Percentages from

ITE 10th Edition

Trips Generated

1578

Total diurnal percentages taken from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition and represent the percentage of daily 
traffic during each 60-minute period.  These rates are then split by the percentage of traffic In and Out of the site during 
each hour, as described in Note 2, below.

The sum of the total diurnal percentages does not equal 100% because not all vehicles travel into or out of the site between 
the hours of 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The remaining percentage represents the vehicular trips outside of this timeframe (7:00 
PM to 6:00 AM).

ITE Peak Hour

Directional Distribution

Diurnal Hourly Traffic Volumes for 
Proposed Burger King

Exhibit
C-4a
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5,530 square feet

ADT =

Total In Out Total In Out

6:00 AM - 7:00 AM 4.8% 2.4% 2.4% 222 111 111

7:00 AM - 8:00 AM 6.1% 3.1% 3.1% 283 141 141

8:00 AM - 9:00 AM 6.1% 3.1% 3.1% 283 141 141

9:00 AM - 10:00 AM 5.5% 2.8% 2.8% 255 127 127

10:00 AM- 11:00 AM 5.4% 2.7% 2.7% 250 125 125

11:00 AM - 12:00 PM 5.3% 2.7% 2.7% 245 123 123

12:00 PM - 1:00 PM 5.9% 3.0% 3.0% 273 137 137

1:00 PM - 2:00 PM 5.6% 2.8% 2.8% 259 130 130

2:00 PM - 3:00 PM 6.1% 3.1% 3.1% 283 141 141

3:00 PM - 4:00 PM 6.6% 3.3% 3.3% 306 153 153

4:00 PM - 5:00 PM 6.8% 3.4% 3.4% 315 157 157

5:00 PM - 6:00 PM 6.8% 3.4% 3.4% 315 157 157

6:00 PM - 7:00 PM 6.1% 3.1% 3.1% 283 141 141

Total 6:00 AM - 7:00 PM 77.1% 38.6% 38.6% 3572 1788 1784

Notes:
1.

2.

3.

4.

In Out

AM 50% 50%

PM 50% 50%

Daily Trips = 837.58 x ksf 4632

Calculation of Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
(based on ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition)

Convenience (Super) Market/Gas Station 

(ITE-960)
square feet Average Daily Traffic

ITE does not provide In/Out splits by hour.  Therefore, In/Out splits for all AM hours are taken from the AM peak hour 
In/Out split.  In/Out splits for all PM hours are taken from the PM peak hour In/Out split.  See table below.

Calculation of Hourly Trips
(based on Diurnal Percentages)

Time

Convenience/Service Station with Convenience Market (ITE-945)

Diurnal Percentages from

ITE 10th Edition

Trips Generated

4632

Total diurnal percentages taken from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition and represent the percentage of daily 
traffic during each 60-minute period.  These rates are then split by the percentage of traffic In and Out of the site during 
each hour, as described in Note 2, below.

The sum of the total diurnal percentages does not equal 100% because not all vehicles travel into or out of the site between 
the hours of 6:00 AM to 7:00 PM. The remaining percentage represents the vehicular trips outside of this timeframe (7:00 
PM to 6:00 AM).

Diurnal percentages are not provided for the Convenience (Super) Market/Gas Station (ITE-960). Therefore, the diurnal 
percentages for Gasoline/Service Station with Conveniene Market (ITE-945) were used.

ITE Peak Hour

Directional Distribution

Diurnal Hourly Traffic Volumes for 
Proposed Royal Farms

Exhibit
C-4b
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
4 4 1 3 5
5 5 1 4 7
6 6 1 5 7
6 6 1 5 7
7 7 2 6 9

15 14 4 12 19
20 20 5 17 27
14 14 3 12 19
10 10 3 9 14
9 9 2 8 13

11 11 3 10 15
12 12 3 11 17
11 11 3 10 15

Note:

Fast Food Trips
50% of trips both in/out of the site from ExhibitC-4a are pass-by trips which are assigned on Exhibit C-5b. The remaining 50% are primary trips that are assigned on this sheet.

Outbound
45% of trips are generated west of the intersection (northbound left outbound)

55% of trips are generated east of the intersection (northbound right outbound)
20% of of outbound trips to the east will exit the site at an alternate intersection. These trips will pass through the study intersection as eastbound through movements.

Inbound
45% of trips are generated west of the intersection (eastbound right inbound)

20% of inbound trips from the west will use an alternate access point and will not pass through the study intersection.
55% of trips are generated east of the intersection (westbound left inbound)

C-5a
Primary Trip Assignment for Exhibit

6:00 PM

The westbound left and thru movements include trips exiting the site (orange).  The eastbound thru and northbound right movements includes trips entering the site (green). The trip 
distribution percentages are detailed below.

Fast Food Portion of Site
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

2:00 PM

4:00 PM
5:00 PM

3:00 PM

1:00 PM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

12:00 PM

10:00 AM
11:00 AM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Primary Trip Assignment for Fast Food Portion of Development

184 of 193

Page 255 of 350



Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
4 2 -2 2 4 -4
6 3 -3 3 6 -6
7 3 -3 3 7 -7
6 3 -3 3 7 -7
8 4 -4 4 8 -8

16 8 -9 9 17 -17
22 11 -12 12 24 -24
16 8 -9 9 17 -17
12 6 -6 6 13 -13
11 5 -6 6 12 -12
13 6 -7 7 14 -14
14 7 -8 8 15 -15
12 6 -7 7 13 -13

Note:

Fast Food Trips
50% of trips both in/out of the site from ExhibitC-4a are pass-by trips which are assigned on this sheet.

Outbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (northbound left outbound)

50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (northbound right outbound)
50% of of outbound trips to the east will exit the site at an alternate intersection. These trips will not impact the study intersection

Inbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (eastbound right inbound)

50% of inbound trips from the west will use an alternate access point and will not impact the study intersection.
50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (westbound left inbound)

C-5b
Pass-by Trip Assignment for Exhibit

6:00 PM

The westbound left and thru movements include trips exiting the site (orange).  The eastbound thru and northbound right movements includes trips entering the site (green). The trip 
distribution percentages are detailed below.

Fast Food Portion of Site
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

2:00 PM

4:00 PM
5:00 PM

3:00 PM

1:00 PM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

12:00 PM

10:00 AM
11:00 AM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Pass-by Trip Assignment for Fast Food Portion of Development
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
12 7 6 6 15
15 9 8 7 19
15 9 8 7 19
14 8 7 7 17
14 8 7 7 17
13 8 7 6 16
15 9 7 8 18
14 9 7 7 17
15 9 8 7 19
17 10 8 9 20
17 10 8 9 21
17 10 8 9 21
15 9 8 7 19

Note:

Warehouse Trips
76% of trips both in/out of the site from ExhibitC-4a are pass-by trips which are assigned on Exhibit C-5d. The remaining 24% are primary trips that are assigned on this sheet.

Outbound
45% of trips are generated west of the intersection (northbound left outbound)

55% of trips are generated east of the intersection (northbound right outbound)
50% of of outbound trips to the east will exit the site at an alternate intersection. These trips will not impact the study intersection

Inbound
45% of trips are generated west of the intersection (eastbound right inbound)

50% of of inbound trips from the west will exit the site at an alternate intersection. These trips will pass through the study intersection as eastbound through traffic
55% of trips are generated east of the intersection (westbound left inbound)

Primary Trip Assignment for 
Convenience Market/Gas Portion of Development

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

10:00 AM
11:00 AM

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

12:00 PM

2:00 PM

4:00 PM
5:00 PM

3:00 PM

1:00 PM

6:00 PM

The westbound left and thru movements include trips exiting the site (orange).  The eastbound thru and northbound right movements includes trips entering the site (green). The trip 
distribution percentages are detailed below.

Convenience Market/Gas Station Portion of Site
Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

C-5c
Primary Trip Assignment for Exhibit
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
42 21 -21 21 42 -42
54 27 -27 27 54 -54
54 27 -27 27 54 -54
48 24 -24 24 48 -48
48 24 -24 24 48 -48
47 23 -23 23 47 -47
52 26 -26 26 52 -52
49 25 -25 25 49 -49
54 27 -27 27 54 -54
58 29 -29 29 58 -58
60 30 -30 30 60 -60
60 30 -30 30 60 -60
54 27 -27 27 54 -54

Note:

Warehouse Trips
76% of trips both in/out of the site from ExhibitC-4a are pass-by trips which are assigned on this sheet.

Outbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (northbound left outbound)

50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (northbound right outbound)
50% of of outbound trips to the east will exit the site at an alternate intersection. These trips will not impact the study intersection

Inbound
50% of trips are generated west of the intersection (eastbound right inbound)

50% of of inbound trips from the west will exit the site at an alternate intersection. These trips will not impact the study intersection
50% of trips are generated east of the intersection (westbound left inbound)

Convenience Market/Gas Station Portion of Site C-5c

Pass-by Trip Assignment for 
Convenience Market/Gas Portion of Development

4:00 PM
5:00 PM
6:00 PM

The northbound left and right movements include trips exiting the site (orange).  The eastbound right and westbound left movements includes trips entering the site (green). The trip 
distribution percentages are detailed below.

12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Pass-by Trip Assignment for Exhibit

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM
11:00 AM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
8 0 6 4 0 4 6 183 5 9 428 5

11 0 8 7 0 7 9 456 7 13 743 9
13 0 9 9 0 10 13 902 8 14 1142 13
12 0 9 11 0 11 14 903 8 14 1221 14
15 0 11 12 0 12 16 783 10 17 988 15
31 0 22 19 0 18 23 747 21 36 821 22
42 0 31 21 0 20 31 730 29 51 891 31
30 0 22 16 0 15 23 982 21 36 1001 23
22 0 16 11 0 11 15 934 15 27 838 16
20 0 14 12 0 12 15 925 14 25 896 16
24 0 17 13 0 13 18 1043 17 29 1120 18
26 0 19 19 0 18 26 1196 19 32 1068 27
23 0 17 19 0 17 28 1158 17 28 1070 27

Major Minor
Condition A Use 420 140 Condition Condition Condition

Major = 2 Lane(s) Begin A B A&B
Minor = 2 Lane(s) Major Minor 6:00 AM 636 14 0 0 0

Condition B Use 630 70 7:00 AM 1237 19 0 0 0
Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y 8:00 AM 2092 22 0 0 0

9:00 AM 2174 21 0 0 0
Combination A & B Use Major Minor 10:00 AM 1829 26 0 0 0

for Condition A 336 112 11:00 AM 1670 53 0 0 0
& & 12:00 PM 1763 73 0 1 0

for Condition B 504 56 1:00 PM 2086 52 0 0 0
2:00 PM 1845 38 0 0 0
3:00 PM 1891 34 0 0 0
4:00 PM 2245 41 0 0 0
5:00 PM 2368 45 0 0 0
6:00 PM 2328 40 0 0 0

0 1 0

No No No

Exhibit

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #1 is Not Satisfied **** C-6a

Eight Hours must be satisfied to satisfy Warrant #1 Number of Hours Satisfied?

***Results Condition Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. TSWA under Total Conditions - Scenario 2: Fast Food Developed First

6:00 PM

Note: Volumes above are the Existing Turning Movement Count with Growth (ExC-3b) plus the trip assignments for the Fast Food portion of the site (Exhibits C-5a and C-5b).

Intersection Input Values Required Traffic Volumes Results of Warrant 1 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Northbound

Warrant #1

5:00 PM

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM

Intersection Turning Movement Count
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Major = 2 Lane(s)
Minor = 2 Lane(s)

Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y

Regular Reduced
Begin (70% Factor)

6:00 AM 636 14 0
7:00 AM 1237 19 0
8:00 AM 2092 22 0
9:00 AM 2174 21 0

10:00 AM 1829 26 0
11:00 AM 1670 53 0
12:00 PM 1763 73 0
1:00 PM 2086 52 0
2:00 PM 1845 38 0
3:00 PM 1891 34 0
4:00 PM 2245 41 0
5:00 PM 2368 45 0
6:00 PM 2328 40 0

0 0 4 Hours Required
No No

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #2 is Not Satisfied **** C-6b

N/A

Number of Hours Satisfied?
Warrant 2 Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc.
TSWA under Total Conditions - Scenario 2: Fast Food Developed First Exhibit

Intersection Input Values

Results of Warrant 2 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Northbound

Warrant #2
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
54 0 28 4 0 4 6 169 27 57 390 5
69 0 36 7 0 7 9 439 34 73 695 9
69 0 36 9 0 10 13 885 34 73 1095 13
62 0 32 11 0 11 14 888 31 65 1180 14
62 0 32 12 0 12 16 768 31 65 948 15
60 0 31 19 0 18 23 736 29 63 791 22
67 0 35 21 0 20 31 718 34 70 863 31
63 0 34 16 0 15 23 970 32 66 969 23
69 0 36 11 0 11 15 918 34 73 797 16
75 0 39 12 0 12 15 908 38 78 850 16
77 0 40 13 0 13 18 1025 39 81 1074 18
77 0 40 19 0 18 26 1179 39 81 1023 27
69 0 36 19 0 17 28 1143 34 73 1029 27

Major Minor
Condition A Use 420 140 Condition Condition Condition

Major = 2 Lane(s) Begin A B A&B
Minor = 2 Lane(s) Major Minor 6:00 AM 654 82 0 1 0

Condition B Use 630 70 7:00 AM 1259 105 0 1 0
Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y 8:00 AM 2113 105 0 1 0

9:00 AM 2192 94 0 1 0
Combination A & B Use Major Minor 10:00 AM 1843 94 0 1 0

for Condition A 336 112 11:00 AM 1664 91 0 1 0
& & 12:00 PM 1747 102 0 1 0

for Condition B 504 56 1:00 PM 2083 97 0 1 0
2:00 PM 1853 105 0 1 0
3:00 PM 1905 114 0 1 1
4:00 PM 2255 117 0 1 1
5:00 PM 2375 117 0 1 1
6:00 PM 2334 105 0 1 0

0 13 3

No Yes No

Exhibit

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #1 is Satisfied **** C-7a

Eight Hours must be satisfied to satisfy Warrant #1 Number of Hours Satisfied?

***Results Condition Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. TSWA under Total Conditions - Scenario 1: Convenience Store Developed First

6:00 PM

Note: Volumes above are the Existing Turning Movement Count with Growth (ExC-3b) plus the trip assignments for the Convenience Market portion of the site (Exhibits C-5c 
and C-5d).

Intersection Input Values Required Traffic Volumes Results of Warrant 1 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Northbound

Warrant #1

5:00 PM

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM

Intersection Turning Movement Count
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Major = 2 Lane(s)
Minor = 2 Lane(s)

Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y

Regular Reduced
Begin (70% Factor)

6:00 AM 654 82 0
7:00 AM 1259 105 1
8:00 AM 2113 105 1
9:00 AM 2192 94 1

10:00 AM 1843 94 1
11:00 AM 1664 91 1
12:00 PM 1747 102 1
1:00 PM 2083 97 1
2:00 PM 1853 105 1
3:00 PM 1905 114 1
4:00 PM 2255 117 1
5:00 PM 2375 117 1
6:00 PM 2334 105 1

0 12 4 Hours Required
No Yes

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #2 is Satisfied **** C-7b

N/A

Number of Hours Satisfied?
Warrant 2 Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. TSWA under Total Conditions - Scenario 1: Convenience Store 
Developed First Exhibit

Intersection Input Values

Results of Warrant 2 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Northbound

Warrant #2
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Site Access Driveway US 50 US 50

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right
62 0 34 4 0 4 6 168 32 66 386 5
80 0 44 7 0 7 9 437 41 86 689 9
82 0 45 9 0 10 13 883 42 87 1088 13
74 0 41 11 0 11 14 886 39 79 1173 14
77 0 43 12 0 12 16 766 41 82 940 15
91 0 53 19 0 18 23 731 50 99 774 22

109 0 66 21 0 20 31 711 63 121 839 31
93 0 56 16 0 15 23 964 53 102 952 23
91 0 52 11 0 11 15 915 49 100 784 16
95 0 53 12 0 12 15 904 52 103 838 16

101 0 57 13 0 13 18 1021 56 110 1060 18
103 0 59 19 0 18 26 1174 58 113 1008 27
92 0 53 19 0 17 28 1139 51 101 1016 27

Major Minor
Condition A Use 420 140 Condition Condition Condition

Major = 2 Lane(s) Begin A B A&B
Minor = 2 Lane(s) Major Minor 6:00 AM 663 96 0 1 0

Condition B Use 630 70 7:00 AM 1271 124 0 1 1
Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y 8:00 AM 2126 127 0 1 1

9:00 AM 2205 115 0 1 1
Combination A & B Use Major Minor 10:00 AM 1860 120 0 1 1

for Condition A 336 112 11:00 AM 1699 144 1 1 1
& & 12:00 PM 1796 175 1 1 1

for Condition B 504 56 1:00 PM 2117 149 1 1 1
2:00 PM 1879 143 1 1 1
3:00 PM 1928 148 1 1 1
4:00 PM 2283 158 1 1 1
5:00 PM 2406 162 1 1 1
6:00 PM 2362 145 1 1 1

8 13 12

Yes Yes Yes

Exhibit

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #1 is Satisfied **** C-8a

Eight Hours must be satisfied to satisfy Warrant #1 Number of Hours Satisfied?

***Results Condition Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. TSWA under Total Conditions - Scenario 3: Full Build Out

6:00 PM

Note: Volumes above are the Existing Turning Movement Count with Growth (ExC-3a) plus all Trip Assignments for the site (ExC-5a - ExC-5d).

Intersection Input Values Required Traffic Volumes Results of Warrant 1 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Northbound

Warrant #1

5:00 PM

11:00 AM
12:00 PM
1:00 PM
2:00 PM
3:00 PM
4:00 PM

Hour Beginning Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

6:00 AM
7:00 AM
8:00 AM
9:00 AM

10:00 AM

Intersection Turning Movement Count
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Major = 2 Lane(s)
Minor = 2 Lane(s)

Reduced Voluomes (Y/N)?c Y

Regular Reduced
Begin (70% Factor)

6:00 AM 663 96 0
7:00 AM 1271 124 1
8:00 AM 2126 127 1
9:00 AM 2205 115 1

10:00 AM 1860 120 1
11:00 AM 1699 144 1
12:00 PM 1796 175 1
1:00 PM 2117 149 1
2:00 PM 1879 143 1
3:00 PM 1928 148 1
4:00 PM 2283 158 1
5:00 PM 2406 162 1
6:00 PM 2362 145 1

0 12 4   Hours Required
No Yes

N/A

Traffic Engineering & Transportation Planning **** Warrant #2 is Satisfied **** C-8b

Number of Hours Satisfied?
Warrant 2 Satisfied?

Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc. TSWA under Total Conditions - Scenario 3: Full Build Out Exhibit

Intersection Input Values

Results of Warrant 2 Analysis

Time Main Line Minor - 
Northbound

Warrant #2

193 of 193
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RECEIPT
TOWN OF EASTON
Planning & Zoning Department
14 South Harrison Street
Easton, Maryland 21601

APPLICATION # DATE
2025 - 1489 6/18/2025

PROJECT ID RECEIPT #
SE 25 - 07

TO: RE:  Application 2025 - 1489 / SE 25 - 07
BGFY, LLC 8493 Ocean Gateway
c/o Zachary A. Smith, Esq. Tax Map 0102, Grid 00EA, Parcel 2938B, Lot 4
114 Bay Street, BLDG C Easton, Maryland 21601
Easton, Maryland 21601

Date Description Transaction  Amount 

06/16/2025 BOZA SPECIAL EXCEPTION Cashiers Check No. 245363 ( 700.00)
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             
( - )                             

Thank you! TOTAL $700.00

 Paid in full. Thank you! 

If you have any questions about this receipt, please contact
Samantha N. Smith, Administrative Specialist (410) 822-1943, ssmith@eastonmd.gov

10719
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TOWN OF EASTON 
14 South Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

June 27, 2025 

BGFY,  LLC 
℅ Zachary A. Smith, Esq. 
114 Bay Street, BLDG C 
Easton, Maryland 21601​

Re:​ BOZA Application SE-1489 / SE 25-07​
8493 Ocean Gateway​
Tax Map 0102, Grid 00EA, Parcel 2938B, Lot 4 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

Mr. Smith, 

The above matter has been scheduled for a public hearing before the Town of Easton 
Board of Zoning Appeals on Tuesday, July 15, 2025 at 9:00 A. M. in the Chambers of the 
Mayor and Council of Easton. You should appear at the above time and place, together with any 
witnesses you may care to present and be prepared to submit evidence, which will establish: 

1. the proposed use conforms in all aspects to minimum requirements of the district in
which it is located;

2. the proposed use is not adversely affecting the health, safety, and general welfare of
residents of the area;

3. the proposed use will not interfere with the adequate and orderly provision of public
facilities necessary to service the area or the proposed special exception;

4. the proposed use will not create congestion in the streets or undue traffic hazards, and
that adequate egress and ingress are provided;

5. the proposed use will not adversely affect the area and surrounding property due to
adverse environmental characteristics including undue smoke, odor, noise, improper
drainage, or inadequate access;

6. the proposed use will not adversely affect the established character of the area;
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Mr. Zachary A. Smith 
June 27, 2025 
Page 2​

7. the proposed use shall be in conformity with the provisions of the Easton Comprehensive
Plan including those provisions of the Comprehensive Plan relating to design and
performance standards for the development or redevelopment of land. In addition to the
criteria set forth elsewhere herein when considering an application for additional
principal uses upon an approved lot, the proposed additional uses shall be compatible and
complementary to uses customarily found near or in conjunction with one another.  This
provision may not be used to permit shopping centers which are governed by other
provisions of this Ordinance.

NOTE:  In the event your application pending before the Easton Board of Zoning Appeals 
requires a recommendation to the Board from the Easton Planning and Zoning Commission, the 
Appeals Board will not hear your application until it is in receipt of the Planning and Zoning 
Commission's recommendation.  It is your responsibility to see that the recommendation required 
is before the Board of Zoning Appeals before any evidence is heard. 

If there are any restrictions attached to the deed of the property subject to this application, 
please advise the Board thereof. 

Samantha N. Smith, Administrative Specialist 
Planning and Zoning Department 
410-822-1943 ssmith@eastonMD.gov
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TOWN OF EASTON 
14 South Harrison Street 
Easton, Maryland 21601 

June 30, 2025 

Dear Resident, 

The Easton Board of Zoning Appeals will hold a public meeting on Tuesday, July 15, 
2025 at 9:00 a.m. in the Easton Town Council Chambers located on the second floor of 
14 South Harrison Street.  The Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance requires that owners of 
property located within 400 feet of a parcel on which certain types of applications are 
pending be given notice of upcoming meetings or hearings. If you are a tenant in or an 
owner of a multi-unit building, please distribute or post this notice in a visible location 
for all other tenants or owners to view. If you are a tenant of a rental property, please 
notify the property owner that this notice letter has been distributed to their property. 
Notice has also been sent to the Star Democrat, a sign has been posted at the subject 
property and the hearing agenda has been posted on the Town of Easton website: 
http://eastonmd.gov/. 

This letter is sent to inform you that Application SE-1489 / SE 25-07 has been filed by 
Zachary A. Smith, Esq. on behalf of BGFY, LLC,  pursuant to Section 28-1303.5.B of the 
Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance) to obtain a Special Exception for use (6) 
603.1 in Table 2.1 of Section 28-201 to be utilized as a Cannabis Dispensary* in the CG - 
Commercial General Zoning District. The property is located at 8493 Ocean Gateway, 
Easton, Maryland, also known as Tax Map 0102, Grid 00EA, Parcel 2938B, Lot 4, and is 
situated in the CG - Commercial General Zoning District. The property is owned by PKZ 
LLC. ​

Copies of the proposed application are on file and available for public review in the 
Town’s Planning Office at 14 South Harrison Street between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 
4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.  In addition, digital copies will be available for 
review one week prior to the scheduled meeting via the Town’s website at 
https://www.eastonmd.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes. If you have any questions regarding 
this application, please contact the Planning Office at (410) 822-1943 or via email at 
ssmith@eastonMD.gov.    

Samantha N. Smith, Administrative Specialist 
Planning & Zoning Department 
410-822-1943 ssmith@eastonMD.gov
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Subject property posting pursuant to Section 
28-901.2.H.2 of the Town of Easton Zoning Code -

June 27, 2025.
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THE STAR DEMOCRAT - ONE TIME - SATURDAY, JUNE 28, 2025 

NOTICE 

Notice is hereby given that Application SE-1489 /  SE 25-07 has been filed by 

Zachary A. Smith, Esq. on behalf of BGFY, LLC,  pursuant to Section 28-1303.5.B of the 

Town of Easton Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance) to obtain a Special Exception for use (6) 

603.1 in Table 2.1 of Section 28-201 to be utilized as a Cannabis Dispensary* in the CG - 

Commercial General Zoning District. The property is located at 8493 Ocean Gateway, 

Easton, Maryland, also known as Tax Map 0102, Grid 00EA, Parcel 2938B, Lot 4, and is 

situated in the CG - Commercial General Zoning District. The property is owned by PKZ 

LLC.  

A copy of the application may be inspected during normal business hours in the 

Department of Planning and Zoning. The undersigned Board will hold a public hearing 

with respect to said application on Tuesday, July 15, 2025 at 9:00 A.M. in the Town 

Council Chambers, second floor, located at 14 S. Harrison Street.  All interested parties are 

invited to attend. Please continue to check our website at 

https://eastonmd.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes for agenda updates.  

TOWN OF EASTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 

Notice to Star Democrat:  Please publish as indicated above and send Certificate of 
Publication to Planning and Zoning, Town of Easton, P.O. Box 520, Easton, Maryland 
21601, prior to date of hearing. 
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This is to certify that the annexed legal 
advertisement has been published in the  
publications and insertions listed below.  
"SE-1489 /  SE 25-07..." was published in the:

	 The Star Democrat	 06/28/25

James F. Normandin
President & Publisher

CERTIFICATE OF 
PUBLICATION

APG Media of Chesapeake, LLC	 06/30/25
	 3083751
29088 Airpark Drive
Easton, MD 21601

STATE OF : MARYLAND
COUNTY OF: Talbot County

NOTICE
  Notice is hereby given that Application SE-1489 /  SE 25-07 has been filed by Zachary A. Smith, 
Esq.  on  behalf  of  BGFY,  LLC,    pursuant  to  Section  28-1303.5.B  of  the  Town  of  Easton  Zoning  
Ordinance (Ordinance) to obtain a Special Exception for use (6) 603.1 in Table 2.1 of Section 28-
201 to be utilized as a Cannabis Dispensary* in the CG - Commercial General Zoning District. The 
property is located at 8493 Ocean Gateway, Easton, Maryland, also known as Tax Map 0102, Grid 
00EA, Parcel 2938B, Lot 4, and is situated in the CG - Commercial General Zoning District. The 
property is owned by PKZ LLC. 
  A  copy  of  the  application may  be  inspected  during  normal  business  hours  in  the Department 
of  Planning  and  Zoning.  The  undersigned  Board  will  hold  a  public  hearing  with  respect  to  said  
application on Tuesday, July 15, 2025 at 9:00 A.M.  in the Town Council Chambers, second floor, 
located at 14 S. Harrison Street.  All interested parties are invited to attend. Please continue to check 
our website at https://eastonmd.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes for agenda updates.

TOWN OF EASTON BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
3083751 SD                                                                                          6/28/2025
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Samantha Smith <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>

Objection: Dennys building to be a cannabis dispensary.
1 message

ramesh patel <ramesh501@comcast.net> Tue, Jul 1, 2025 at 11:14 AM
To: "ssmith@eastonmd.gov" <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>

Dear Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals,

I hope this message finds you well. My name is Ramesh Patel, and I am writing on behalf
of Asiya Hospitality, owners of the Holiday Inn Express, located at 8561 Ocean Gateway,
Easton, MD. I am writing to formally express our opposition to the proposed marijuana
dispensary at 8493 Ocean Gateway, Easton MD, which is directly adjacent to our hotel. 

As a business serving families, business travelers, and tourists, we am concerned about
the potential negative impact on customer perception, safety, and our long-term viability
as a hospitality provider. While cannabis sales are now legal under state law, the
placement of such a business next to a hotel poses unique challenges, which are supported
by current research and industry data.

Key Concerns:

1. Negative Impact on Guest Perception

Academic research suggests that the proximity of cannabis dispensaries can deter certain
demographics, especially families and business travelers. One study found that even with
legal compliance, public perception of safety and area desirability is adversely affected
(Dragone et al., 2020).

2. Public Safety and Nuisance Behavior

Studies have linked cannabis dispensaries with increased calls for police service and
concerns about loitering and public use, particularly in urban or mixed-use zones (Kepple
& Freisthler, 2012).
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3. Economic Harm to Hotels

Research from Cornell Hospitality Quarterly shows that hotel operators near dispensaries
report difficulties with occupancy rates, event bookings, and guest satisfaction due to
reputational concerns (Gursoy et al., 2022).

I strongly urge the board to consider these impacts when evaluating the proposed location.
Approving a dispensary in this area would be detrimental to the numerous hotels and
hospitality businesses in the immediate vicinity.  A marijuana dispensary would be
counterproductive to the town’s economic and community development goals.

Please feel free to contact me directly if you would like additional information or copies
of the studies referenced.

Thank you for your time and public service.

Sincerely,

Ramesh Patel

[Phone 302-632-9371]

[Email ramesh501@comcast.net]

List of Cited Studies and Sources

1. Dragone, D., Prarolo, G., Vanin, P., & Zanella, G. (2020).
Crime and the legalization of recreational marijuana.
Regional Science and Urban Economics, 83, 103533.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0167268118300386

2. Kepple, N. J., & Freisthler, B. (2012).
Exploring the Ecological Association Between Crime and Medical Marijuana
Dispensaries.
Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 73(4), 523–530. 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22630790/
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1. 3. Gursoy, D., Chi, C. G., & Lu, L. (2022).Impact of Cannabis Legalization on
Hotel Performance: Stakeholder Perspectives and Strategic
Implications.Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, Published online June 2022. 
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10591478251345522#
:~:text=Abstract,%2C%20tourism%2C%20and%20public%20policy.

Thanks.

Ramesh Patel
151 Granite Way
Dover DE 19901 
Phone: 302-724-9445
Cell: 302-632-9371
(Email: ramesh501@comcastl.net)
 
"It Is Very Simple To Be Happy,  But It Is Very Difficult To Be Simple." 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email transmission and/or the documents accompanying it may contain
confidential and proprietary information belonging to the sender which is the exclusive property of the sender. The
information is intended only for use of the addressee named herein for the purpose stated. Any other disclosure, copying,
or distribution as well as the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this information, is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this transmission in error, please notify by emailing the sender and delete the material from any computer

Page 310 of 350

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10591478251345522#:~:text=Abstract,%2C%20tourism%2C%20and%20public%20policy.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10591478251345522#:~:text=Abstract,%2C%20tourism%2C%20and%20public%20policy.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10591478251345522#:~:text=Abstract,%2C%20tourism%2C%20and%20public%20policy.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10591478251345522#:~:text=Abstract,%2C%20tourism%2C%20and%20public%20policy.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10591478251345522#:~:text=Abstract,%2C%20tourism%2C%20and%20public%20policy.
mailto:ramesh501@comcastl.net


Page 311 of 350



Page 312 of 350



QUALITY INN​
8523 OCEAN GATEWAY, EASTON, MD 21601​
Email Address # patelankit9797@gmail.com, # raughtonmegam@gmail.com 

            Contact# 609-553-0522 (Andy Patel /owner) 

# 443-225-3161 (Megan / General Manager) 

Date: 07-01-2025 

To:​
Zoning & Planning Department​
Talbot county , Maryland 

215 Bay Street, Suite 2​
Easton, MD 21601 

Subject: Objection to Proposed Cannabis Dispensary near Quality Inn located at 8523 
ocean gateway, Easton, MD 21601 

Dear Members of the Zoning and Planning Department, 

I am writing as a concerned citizen and community stakeholder to formally object to the 
proposed establishment of a cannabis dispensary at 8493 Ocean Gateway, Eastom, MD 21601, 
which is located directly adjacent to Quality Inn, a local hospitality business that plays a vital 
role in our town's tourism and economy Since 2000. 

While I respect the legal framework permitting cannabis retail establishments, placing one next 
to a hotel raises several serious concerns: 

Negative Impact on Tourism and Guest Experience​
Hotels serve as a welcoming gateway for visitors. The presence of a dispensary right next may 
deter families, business travelers, and event organizers who may perceive the location as less 
appealing or inappropriate for their guests. Families come from all around the nation and world 
to visit our great town with their kids. And according to location, the first thing they will see is a 
Marijuana Dispensary. 

Concerns over Public Safety and Nuisance​
Cannabis dispensaries can sometimes attract increased foot traffic and loitering, particularly in 
parking areas. This raises valid concerns about guest safety, noise, and after-hours disturbances 
that could negatively affect hotel operations. 
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Conflict with Community Character and Zoning Intent​
The proposed location appears to be inconsistent with the intended use and character of the 
surrounding area, which includes hospitality, retail, and family-friendly spaces. Allowing a 
dispensary next door could set a precedent that alters the nature and appeal of the neighborhood. 
 
Potential Huge Financial Harm to the Hotel and Local Businesses  (And Possibly the Town)​
The hotel may experience booking cancellations or a drop in occupancy due to perceived 
reputational issues, which in turn could reduce local tax revenue and impact surrounding small 
businesses that rely on hotel guests, Which is all year around. And although I understand 
Maryland has imposed an 18% tax on all adult cannabis, I feel as though the extra revenue will 
just be going into the added vehicle collisions and disputes this place of business could bring. 
 
There will always be an Odor Issue  
There are four hotels very close by which add to gather around 300 guest rooms or plus. There is 
an outdoor pool, a nice sitting area and rooms in very close vicinity. And this odor will not only 
affect the mentioned properties, but the entire bypass itself. 
 
General Traffic Safety 
If a place of substances is placed directly off of the main highway, it’s a given that traffic 
accidents and disputes will gain a higher percentage in the area. It’s not a matter of if, it’s a 
matter of when and how often. 
  

In conclusion, I respectfully urge the Town and Zoning Department to reconsider this location 
and instead guide such establishments toward zones that are more suitable and better aligned 
with the town’s long-term vision for community development. 

Thank you for your attention and for considering the voices of local residents and business 
owners. I am happy to provide additional information or participate in a public hearing to further 
express these concerns. 

Sincerely,​
Ankitkumar Patel.​
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Samantha Smith <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>

Cannabis dispensary Concerns
1 message

quality inn <qi.eastonmd@gmail.com> Wed, Jul 2, 2025 at 11:24 AM
To: "ssmith@eastonmd.gov" <ssmith@eastonmd.gov>

Hi, my names' Tristen Raughton. I work here at the quality inn and I would just like to express my concerns on the matter,
so I've put together a short essay. I really hope the appropriate authorities listen to what it says.

In an era of expanding cannabis legalization, communities are grappling with the challenges of integrating dispensaries
into their economic and social landscapes. While the tax benefits of cannabis sales are often emphasized, location
matters significantly. The proposal to situate a cannabis dispensary adjacent to a hotel that serves as a key economic
driver—particularly one located off a major highway—presents a host of potential risks. These include economic
destabilization, reputational damage, traffic safety concerns, and adverse social perceptions, all of which could undermine
long-term community prosperity.
The hotel in question likely contributes substantial tax revenue to the municipality through lodging, tourism, food services,
and associated hospitality expenditures. Hotels situated near major highways often serve as gateway hubs for travelers,
corporate guests, and families. These guests choose accommodations based on a perceived standard of safety,
cleanliness, and professionalism. Placing a cannabis dispensary directly beside such a hotel may influence the perception
of the area, potentially discouraging bookings, lowering guest satisfaction, and reducing return rates. As a result, the town
risks jeopardizing a consistent and reliable revenue stream in exchange for a new, but uncertain, source of income.
Furthermore, a dispensary near a highway-facing hotel could increase congestion, loitering, and law enforcement
demand. The proximity to a major thoroughfare raises significant public safety considerations, particularly in areas already
managing high traffic volume. Drivers impaired by cannabis, whether legally or illegally obtained, pose a risk not only to
themselves but to the broader commuting public. While dispensaries themselves are not the source of impaired driving,
their placement near transit corridors increases the likelihood of such incidents. This risk, compounded by increased foot
and vehicular traffic, could strain emergency services and lower the overall quality of life in the surrounding area.
Another concern lies in the social and reputational implications. Hotels often host business meetings, conferences, and
family events—functions that thrive in environments with a clear sense of professionalism. The presence of a cannabis
dispensary nearby could be viewed by some clientele as incongruent with the atmosphere they expect, particularly in
more conservative or family-oriented communities. While societal views on cannabis are evolving, stigmas persist. These
perceptions, fair or not, could dissuade certain demographics from patronizing the hotel, leading to a decline in revenue
and reputation.
Moreover, from an urban planning perspective, the clustering of incompatible land uses—such as hospitality and cannabis
retail—can create long-term friction within the economic ecosystem of a town. Strategic zoning should aim to maximize
complementary businesses and minimize the potential for conflict between divergent consumer bases. Instead of placing
a dispensary in such a sensitive location, municipalities might consider designating commercial zones further from critical
tourist infrastructure to balance access with economic prudence.
In conclusion, while cannabis dispensaries have a rightful place in regulated economies, their placement must be
approached with caution, particularly when they risk undermining existing economic pillars. Positioning one beside a high-
revenue hotel near a major highway could result in far-reaching and irreversible consequences. Municipal leaders must
weigh short-term tax gains against the long-term sustainability and reputation of their town, ensuring that progress does
not come at the cost of stability.
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