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• Scenario 1: Existing Conditions. Existing conditions, as identified by empirical traffic data.  

• Scenario 2: Baseline Conditions. Existing conditions plus expected traffic increases from 
approved/pending projects and projects currently under construction. 

• Scenario 3c: Proposed Project. Baseline conditions plus traffic increases that would result from 
the Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan. 

• Scenario 4: Cumulative Conditions. Conditions with traffic from buildout of the Foster City 
General Plan and all three proposed projects. The projects associated with General Plan buildout 
are listed in Table V.G-5 and shown on Figure V.G-1. Additional analysis scenarios of the 
Cumulative Conditions without each of the three proposed projects are included in Appendix F of 
the MPTA, and are summarized in this section. These analyses were conducted to allow the City 
to measure each project’s contribution to cumulative conditions (to determine if a project would 
make a “significant” contribution to cumulative congestion).  

 
The roadway system is expected to remain unchanged during the time frame of the analysis scenarios, 
with the exception of a local roadway change associated with the Gilead project. For the scenario 
analyzing the Gilead project (Scenario 3c), conditions with and without the proposed closure of 
Lakeside Drive and the effect the closure would have on the operations of adjacent intersections were 
studied. 
 
c. Existing Roadway Network. The following section describes the existing roadway network 
around the project site and the study area as shown on Figure V.G-2. Regional access to the study 
area is provided by State Route (SR) 92 and US 101. Key city streets in the study area are East Third 
Avenue, Mariners Island Boulevard (City of San Mateo), Vintage Park Drive, Lakeside Drive, Reef 
Drive, Foster City Boulevard, Chess Drive, Metro Center Boulevard, East Hillsdale Boulevard, 
Edgewater Boulevard, Shell Boulevard, and Beach Park Boulevard.  
• SR 92 is a freeway that runs in an east-west direction from Half Moon Bay, near the coast, to 

Hayward on the east side of San Francisco Bay via the San Mateo Bridge. SR 92 has partial 
interchanges (hook ramps) with Fashion Island Boulevard, Edgewater Boulevard, Metro Center 
Boulevard, and Chess Drive. It is generally six lanes wide east of US 101 and four lanes wide 
west of US 101, with auxiliary lanes between interchanges. 

• US 101 is a freeway that provides regional north-south access. In the vicinity of Foster City, US 
101 generally has four travel lanes in each direction with one or two auxiliary lanes between 
interchanges. Northbound US 101 between SR 92 and Kehoe Avenue has five travel lanes. 
Access to the study area from US 101 is provided via interchanges at SR 92, East Hillsdale 
Boulevard, and East Third Avenue.  

• East Third Avenue is a four-lane divided roadway that runs in an east-west direction along the 
northern San Francisco Bay shoreline north of SR 92. It has a full access interchange with US 
101.  

• Mariners Island Boulevard (City of San Mateo) extends from East Third Avenue in the north to 
SR 92, where it becomes Edgewater Boulevard. It is a four-lane divided roadway. 

• Vintage Park Drive extends from East Third Avenue in the north just past SR 92 in the south. It is 
a four-lane divided roadway. 
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Table V.G-5: Cumulative Development Analyzed in Scenario 4 - Land Use Descriptions  

Category 
Project 
Number Project Name Existing Land Use Proposed Land Use 

A-1 Parkside Towers 291,000 s.f. office,  
11,600 s.f. retail 382,000 s.f. office, 17,400 s.f. retail 

A-2 Teen Center 5,000 s.f. teen center 9,000 s.f. teen center Existing 
Unoccupied 

Space 
A-3 Pilgrim/Triton 

(Existing) 

107,100 s.f. industrial 
park, 700 s.f. office 

(occupied space) 

256,600 s.f. industrial park, 38,300 s.f. office 
(represents full occupancy) 

B-1 Jiffy Lube -- 3,900 s.f. service station 
B-2 Bayside Towers III -- 92,900 s.f. office 

Approved but 
not yet 

Constructed 
Projects B-3 Mariners Island 

Condominiums -- 76 condominiums 

C-1 Pilgrim/Triton 256,500 s.f. industrial 
park, 38,800 s.f. office 

266,000 office, 30,000 s.f. retail, 730 condos 
(including 64 live-work units) 

Pending 
Projects C-2 NPJC Cultural Arts -- 

43,400 s.f. cultural arts center (400-seat theater, 
5,600 s.f. multi-purpose room, 1,500 s.f. 

community room, 5,300 s.f. Youth Program 
Center, 6 classrooms 

D-1 Mirabella -- 
350 apartments, 20 assisted living apartments, 20-
bed memory care facility, 30-bed skilled nursing 
facility, 70 senior apartments, 50,000 s.f. retail 

D-2 Chess-Hatch 190,000 s.f. 
office/warehouse 800,000 s.f. office Currently 

Proposed 
Projects 

D-3 Gilead Sciences 

295,717 s.f. office, 
250,236 s.f. lab 

25,728 s.f. office/lab 
57,473 office/warehouse

755,048 s.f. office, 445,432 s.f. lab 

E-1 EFI Phase IV -- 207,000 s.f. R&D 
E-2 EFI Phase IIb -- 263,000 s.f. R&D 
E-3 EFI Phase III -- 172,000 s.f. R&D 

E-4 Rent-a-Space 137,000 s.f. mini-
warehouse 144 attached residential units 

E-5 Beach Park Plaza 30,000 s.f. retail 81 dwelling units 

E-6 Franciscan 
Apartments 122 apartments 224 apartments 

E-7 Marina -- 300 berths 

Cumulative 
Conditions 
Projectsa 

E-8 VISA V -- 8,000 s.f. 
a These Cumulative Conditions projects from the General Plan have not been approved (or approvals have expired) and will 

be subject to separate environmental review 
Source:  City of Foster City, December 2008 
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• Lakeside Drive extends from East Third Avenue to Vintage Park Drive. It has one travel lane in 
each direction and a center two-way-left-turn lane. 

• Reef Drive is a short two-lane street that extends in an east-west direction between Mariners 
Island Boulevard and Lakeside Drive. 

• Foster City Boulevard is a four- to six-lane arterial that extends from East Third Avenue, across 
SR 92, to Beach Park Boulevard. It is a major north-south arterial in Foster City. 

• Chess Drive extends eastward from Bridgepointe Parkway past Foster City Boulevard and then 
curves around to the north and west to intersect with Foster City Boulevard at Vintage Park 
Drive. Chess Drive is four lanes wide west of Foster City Boulevard and two lanes wide to the 
east. 

• Metro Center Boulevard is a four-lane east-west roadway that runs parallel to SR 92 on the south 
and extends between Edgewater Boulevard and Foster City Boulevard. 

• East Hillsdale Boulevard is a four- to six-lane divided arterial that runs in an east-west direction 
to the south of SR 92. 

• Edgewater Boulevard is the continuation of Mariners Island Boulevard south of SR 92. It is four 
lanes wide.  

• Shell Boulevard is a four-lane roadway that runs generally in a north-south direction. It extends 
southward from Metro Center Boulevard. 

• Beach Park Boulevard is a four-lane roadway that circumvents the southeastern quadrant of 
Foster City. 

 
d.  Study Intersections. This study evaluates impacts of the proposed project and cumulative 
projects on 31 intersections and seven freeway segments. The study facilities were determined by 
City staff and reviewed by Fehr & Peers. The study area is comprehensive; the impacts are well 
contained within the study area and no impacts are anticipated beyond these borders (where the 
project’s traffic contributions would be reduced). The 31 study intersections and seven study freeway 
segments are listed below and shown on Figure V.G-2. Intersections marked with an asterisk (*) are 
located in the City of San Mateo. 
 
Intersections 

1. Norfolk Street and East Third Avenue* 
2. Mariners Island Boulevard and East Third Avenue 
3. Lakeside Drive and East Third Avenue 
4. Marsh Drive and East Third Avenue 
5. Foster City Boulevard and East Third Avenue 
6. Foster City Boulevard and Vintage Park Drive/Chess Drive 
7. Baker Way/SR 92 Westbound Ramps and Fashion Island Boulevard/Bridgepointe Parkway* 
8. Vintage Park Drive and Chess Drive 
9. SR 92 Westbound Ramps and Chess Drive 
10. Foster City Boulevard and Chess Drive 
11. SR 92 Eastbound Ramps and Edgewater Boulevard/Mariners Island Boulevard 
12. Edgewater Boulevard and Metro Center Boulevard 
13. Vintage Park Drive and Metro Center Boulevard 
14. Shell Boulevard and Metro Center Boulevard 
15. SR 92 Eastbound Ramps and Metro Center Boulevard 
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16. Foster City Boulevard and Metro Center Boulevard/Triton Drive 
17. Norfolk Street and East Hillsdale Boulevard*  
18. Altair Avenue and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
19. Edgewater Boulevard and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
20. Center Park Lane and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
21. Shell Boulevard and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
22. Foster City Boulevard and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
23. Pilgrim Drive and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
24. Gull Avenue and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
25. Foster City Boulevard and Balclutha Drive 
26. Foster City Boulevard and Bounty Drive 
27. Foster City Boulevard and Marlin Avenue 
28. Shell Boulevard and Recreation Center 
29. Edgewater Boulevard and Beach Park Boulevard 
30. Mariners Island Boulevard and Fashion Island Boulevard* 
31. Mariners Island Boulevard and Reef Drive*  

 
Freeway Segments 

A. US 101, north of East Third Avenue 
B. US 101, between East Third Avenue and SR 92 
C. US 101, between SR 92 and East Hillsdale Boulevard 
D. US 101, south of East Hillsdale Boulevard 
E. SR 92, between US 101 and Mariners Island Boulevard/Edgewater Boulevard 
F. SR 92, Mariners Island Boulevard/Edgewater Boulevard and Foster City Boulevard 
G. SR 92, east of Foster City Boulevard 

 
e.  Existing Conditions (Scenario 1). A description of existing conditions in and around the 
project site is provided below.  
 

(1) Intersection Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations. Intersection turning 
movement counts were conducted at the 31 study intersections during the morning (AM) and evening 
(PM) peak hours (7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) in April 2008. The counts were conducted 
on weekdays when local area schools were in normal session. The count results were compared to the 
results of counts used for the Pilgrim/Triton EIR traffic analysis (a traffic analysis conducted for a 
proposed mixed use project in Foster City in late 2007) and to the results of counts provided by the 
City. Generally, the April 2008 counts collected by Fehr & Peers were similar to the Pilgrim/Triton 
counts and similar to or higher than counts provided by the City. Some minor adjustments were made 
to intersections near freeway interchanges so that peak hour volumes analyzed in the study balance. 
Generally, this resulted in volumes that were either the same as the counts or slightly higher. 
Intersection lane configurations and traffic control devices (traffic signals or stop signs) were also 
observed during field visits. The AM and PM peak-hour intersection turning movement volumes, lane 
configurations, and traffic control devices are presented on Figure V.G-3.  
 

(2) Intersection Operations. The intersection Level of Service (LOS) analysis results for 
isolated intersections are presented in Table V.G-6. The LOS analysis results for the four 
intersections near the SR 92/Foster City Boulevard interchange based on the simulation results are 
presented in Table V.G-7. 
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Table V.G-6: Existing Intersection Levels of Service (LOS) Based on HCM Methodology 
for Isolated Intersections 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection Control 
Delaya LOS Delaya LOS 

1   Norfolk Street & East Third Avenueb Signalized 29 C 31 C 
2   Mariners Island Boulevard & East Third 

Avenue Signalized 12 B 15 B 

3   Lakeside Drive & East Third Avenue  Signalized 4 A 12 B 
4   Marsh Drive & East Third Avenue Signalized 1 A 4 A 
5   Foster City Boulevard & East Third 

Avenue Signalized 7 A 8 A 

6   Foster City Boulevard & Vintage Park 
Drive/Chess Drive Signalized 11 B 16 B 

7   SR 92 Westbound Ramps/Baker Way & 
Fashion Island Blvd/Bridgepointe Pkwyb Signalized 17 B 20 B 

8   Vintage Park Drive & Chess Drive Signalized 26 C 45 D 
9   SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive Signalized 23 C 34 C 
10 Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive Signalized 21 C 31 C 
11 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Edgewater 

Boulevard  Signalized 15 B 18 B 

12 Metro Center Boulevard & Edgewater 
Boulevard Signalized 15 B 16 B 

13 Vintage Park Drive & Metro Center 
Boulevard Signalized 21 C 22 C 

14 Shell Boulevard & Metro Center Boulevard Signalized 19 B 22 C 
15 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center 

Boulevard Signalized 13 B 17 B 

16 Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center 
Boulevard/Triton Drive Signalized 32 C 23 C 

17 Norfolk Street & East Hillsdale Boulevardb Signalized 39 D 29 C 
18 Altair Avenue & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized 16 B 12 B 
19 Edgewater Boulevard & East Hillsdale 

Boulevard Signalized 26 C 29 C 

20 Center Park Lane & East Hillsdale 
Boulevard Signalized 8 A 12 B 

21 Shell Boulevard & East Hillsdale 
Boulevard Signalized 21 C 22 C 

22 Foster City Boulevard & East Hillsdale 
Boulevard Signalized 31 C 24 C 

23 Pilgrim Drive & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized 14 B 15 B 

24 Gull Avenue & East Hillsdale Boulevard All-Way 
Stop 21 C 14 B 

25 Foster City Boulevard & Balclutha Drive Signalized 15 B 12 B 
26 Foster City Boulevard & Bounty Drive Signalized 17 B 13 B 

27 Foster City Boulevard & Marlin Avenue All-Way 
Stop 31 D 12 B 

28 Shell Boulevard & Recreation Center Signalized 5 A 9 A 
29 Edgewater Boulevard & Beach Park 

Boulevard Signalized 27 C 21 C 

30 Mariners Island Boulevard & Fashion 
Island Boulevardb Signalized  26 C 29 C 

31 Mariners Island Boulevard & Reef Driveb Side-Street 
Stop  11 B 11 B 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second 
b     Intersection in San Mateo 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008. 
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Table V.G-7: Existing Intersection Levels of Service (LOS) Based on Simulation 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection Control Peak 

Period Delaya LOS Delaya LOS 

9    SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

23 
34 

C 
C 

19 
38 

B 
D 

10  Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

21 
31 

C 
C 

22 
62 

C 
E 

15  SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center 
Boulevard Signalized AM 

PM 
13 
17 

B 
B 

23 
28 

C 
C 

16  Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center 
Boulevard/Triton Drive Signalized AM 

PM 
32 
23 

C 
C 

26 
21 

C 
C 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second 
Bold indicates unacceptable LOS. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008. 
 
 
The LOS results presented in Table V.G-6 show that all of the isolated intersections are operating at 
an acceptable LOS of D or better. The VISSIM results for the four inter-related intersections around 
Foster City Boulevard and the SR 92 Eastbound and Westbound Ramps at Chess Drive and Metro 
Center Boulevard are presented in Table V.G-7. The reported LOSs for these intersections from the 
simulation analysis are similar to the 2000 HCM method results for isolated intersections at most 
locations. VISSIM captures the effect of vehicles backing up from the SR 92 westbound on-ramp 
through its intersection with Chess Drive to Foster City Boulevard and the effect the queue spillback 
has on the northbound left-turn movement on Foster City Boulevard. The VISSIM results show LOS 
E operations at Foster City Boulevard and Chess Drive during the PM peak hour. The other three 
intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS. Because the VISSIM results for these four 
intersections are more accurate than the HCM method for isolated intersections, and also tend to be 
more conservative by capturing the interactive delays associated with closely-spaced intersections, 
VISSIM results will be presented for these four intersections in subsequent intersection LOS tables. 
 

(3) Freeway Volumes and Operations. Manual freeway counts were conducted at three 
freeway segments during the morning and evening peak periods in April 2008. Volumes on the other 
segments were developed by adding the on-ramp volumes and subtracting the off-ramp volumes. The 
resulting volumes were converted to Passenger Car Equivalents, based on information from Caltrans 
data showing that 3.5 percent of the traffic on US 101 and 4.5 percent of the traffic on SR 92 consists 
of trucks and other heavy vehicles. The results are presented in Table V.G-8. The freeway analysis 
results are also presented in Table V.G-8. The freeway operations vary depending on the peak hour, 
direction and segment, ranging from LOS B to LOS E.  No segments on SR 92 or US 101 currently 
exceed the CMP LOS threshold. 

f. Baseline Conditions (Scenario 2) Analysis. Baseline Conditions include existing traffic plus 
traffic generated by occupancy of vacant space in existing buildings in Foster City, traffic generated 
by approved but not yet constructed projects, and traffic generated by projects that are already under 
review by the city (including the Pilgrim/Triton project). The trip generation estimates for these 
projects are presented in Tables A-6 through A-8 in the Appendix to the MPTA. Scenario 2 forms the 
baseline against which project-related impacts are evaluated. 
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Table V.G-8: Existing Freeway Segment Levels of Service 
Segment CMP LOS 

Standard 
Peak 
Hour Direction Volumea LOS 

Northbound 7,603 D AM Southbound 9,169 E 
Northbound 7,510 D A. US 101, North of Third Avenue F 

PM Southbound 8,341 E 
Northbound 7,706 D AM Southbound 9,373 E 
Northbound 7,819 D B. US 101, Third Avenue to SR 92 F 

PM Southbound 8,927 D 
Northbound 7,302 C AM Southbound 7,419 D 
Northbound 7,738 D C. US 101, SR 92 to Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 8,921 D 
Northbound 6,671 C AM Southbound 8,494 D 
Northbound 7,659 D D. US 101, South of Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 8,600 D 
Eastbound 5,504 D AM Westbound 5,109 C 
Eastbound 5,186 D E. SR 92, US 101 to Edgewater Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 7,182 E 
Eastbound 4,225 C AM Westbound 4,817 C 
Eastbound 4,353 C 

F. SR 92, Edgewater Boulevard to Foster City 
Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 6,002 D 
Eastbound 2,439 B AM Westbound 4,598 C 
Eastbound 3,673 C G. SR 92, Foster City Boulevard to County Line E 

PM Westbound 4,141 C 
a Volumes presented are passenger-car equivalents. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008 

Overall, the projects associated with Scenario 2 are projected to add 11,000 daily trips, 1,000 AM 
peak hour trips, and 1,100 PM peak hour trips to existing traffic volumes. These AM and PM peak 
hour trips were assigned to the freeway segments, roadway segments, and intersection turning 
movements based on the directions of approach and departure depicted on the trip distribution figure, 
Figure V.G-4. The trip assignments of the net added traffic volumes for the projects, grouped by 
category, are presented on Figures A-1 through A-3 in the Appendix to the MPTA. The traffic 
projections for Scenario 2 are presented on Figure A-7 in the Appendix. 

(1) Intersection Operations. The intersection operations analysis results are presented in 
Table V.G-9. The VISSIM results are incorporated into Table V.G-9 as they more realistically portray 
operations for the four inter-related intersections. As shown in Table V.G-9, most of the intersections 
are projected to operate at LOS D or better (acceptable levels). The intersections projected to operate 
at LOS E or F are: 
• Foster City Boulevard/Chess Drive, LOS F during the PM peak hour;   
• SR 92 Eastbound Ramps/Metro Center Boulevard, LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours; 

and 
• Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue, LOS E during the AM peak hour.  
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Table V.G-9: Scenario 2 (Baseline Conditions) Intersection Levels of Service 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Intersection Control 

Delaya LOS Delaya LOS 
1   Norfolk Street & East Third Avenueb Signalized 29 C 28 C 
2   Mariners Island Boulevard & East Third 

Avenue Signalized 12 B 15 B 

3   Lakeside Drive & East Third Avenue  Signalized 4 A 11 B 
4   Marsh Drive & East Third Avenue Signalized 1 A 4 A 
5   Foster City Boulevard & East Third Avenue Signalized 8 A 8 A 
6   Foster City Boulevard & Vintage Park 

Drive/Chess Drive Signalized 11 B 14 B 

7   SR 92 Westbound Ramps/Baker Way & 
Fashion Island Blvd/Bridgepointe Pkwyb Signalized 17 B 20 B 

8   Vintage Park Drive & Chess Drive Signalized 26 C 41 D 
9   SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive Signalized 19 B 40 D 
10 Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive Signalized 24 C 85 F 
11 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Edgewater 

Boulevard  Signalized 16 B 18 B 

12 Metro Center Boulevard & Edgewater 
Boulevard Signalized 16 B 19 B 

13 Vintage Park Drive & Metro Center 
Boulevard Signalized 21 C 24 C 

14 Shell Boulevard & Metro Center Boulevard Signalized 21 C 23 C 
15 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center 

Boulevard Signalized 69 E 62 E 

16 Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center 
Boulevard/Triton Drive Signalized 36 D 51 D 

17 Norfolk Street & East Hillsdale Boulevardb Signalized 33 C 30 C 
18 Altair Avenue & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized 16 B 12 B 
19 Edgewater Boulevard & East Hillsdale 

Boulevard Signalized 28 C 31 C 

20 Center Park Lane & East Hillsdale 
Boulevard Signalized 8 A 12 B 

21 Shell Boulevard & East Hillsdale 
Boulevard Signalized 23 C 23 C 

22 Foster City Boulevard & East Hillsdale 
Boulevard Signalized 35 C 23 C 

23 Pilgrim Drive & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized 15 B 15 B 

24 Gull Avenue & East Hillsdale Boulevard All-Way 
Stop 22 C 14 B 

25 Foster City Boulevard & Balclutha Drive Signalized 12 B 11 B 
26 Foster City Boulevard & Bounty Drive Signalized 17 B 13 B 

27 Foster City Boulevard & Marlin Avenue All-Way 
Stop 36 E 12 B 

28 Shell Boulevard & Recreation Center Signalized 5 A 9 A 
29 Edgewater Boulevard & Beach Park 

Boulevard Signalized 22 C 22 C 

30 Mariners Island Boulevard & Fashion 
Island Boulevardb Signalized  27 C 30 C 

31 Mariners Island Boulevard & Reef Driveb Side-Street 
Stop 12 B 12 B 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second 
b     Intersection in San Mateo 
Locations that exceed established thresholds indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008. 
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(2) Freeway Operations. Freeway segment volumes and LOS under the Baseline Condi-
tions are shown in Table V.G-10. The segment of southbound US 101 north of Third Avenue is 
projected to operate at LOS F in the AM peak hour; however, LOS F is the CMP LOS standard for 
this segment. All other segments would operate at LOS E or better during the AM and PM peak 
hours, within the CMP LOS standards. 
 

(3) Recommended Improvements. Improvements at the intersections of Foster City 
Boulevard/Chess Drive and SR 92 Eastbound Ramps/Metro Center Boulevard would not alone be 
adequate to provide acceptable operations in the interchange area, because such improvements would 
simply move the problem to the next intersection downstream. The following recommended 
improvements have been identified to improve the intersections around the Foster City Boulevard/SR 
92/Chess Drive/Metro Center Boulevard interchange area (based on the simulation analysis) and at 
Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue so that they would operate at acceptable LOS under Baseline 
Conditions: 

REC-1. Reconstruct the on-ramp to Westbound SR 92 from Chess Drive to increase capacity 
by providing two lanes onto SR 92. The right-hand lane would channel directly into the 
existing auxiliary lane and the left-hand lane would merge with the outer freeway mainline 
lane. This may involve realigning the on-ramp slightly to provide a longer merge distance 
and would require Caltrans approval. A conceptual design of this improvement is shown on 
Figure V.G-5. 

REC-2. Install signal interlock for signals on Chess Drive at Foster City Boulevard and 
Westbound SR 92 Ramps.  Interlocking the northbound left-turn movement at Foster City 
Boulevard/Chess Drive with the westbound left-turn movement from Chess Drive onto SR 
92 westbound would improve the flow of traffic and reduce queuing between the two 
intersections. 

REC-3. Lengthen the northbound left-turn lanes on Foster City Boulevard at Chess Drive to 
650 feet.  Increasing the length of the existing 525-foot northbound left-turn lanes on Foster 
City Boulevard at Chess Drive to 650 feet would prevent queues from extending out of the 
turn lanes and blocking through traffic on Foster City Boulevard. Refer to Figure V.G-6.  

REC-4. Lengthen the westbound left-turn lane on Chess Drive at Foster City Boulevard to 300 
feet.  This would allow the vehicle queues to be accommodated within the turn pocket, 
allowing for more efficient roadway and signal operations. Refer to Figure V.G-6. 

REC-5. Provide a “Green Arrow” (i.e., signal overlap phase) for westbound right turns from 
Triton Drive onto northbound Foster City Boulevard simultaneously with southbound 
left turns from Foster City Boulevard onto Triton Drive.  This would involve some 
signal modification to display the green arrow and would require conversion of the 
westbound shared through/right-turn lane to a through-only lane. With the signal overlap 
phase for westbound right-turning traffic, a single right-turn lane is adequate. Refer to 
Figure V.G-6. 

REC-6. Construct a second eastbound through lane on Metro Center Boulevard and Triton 
Drive at Foster City Boulevard.  Increasing capacity at this intersection would reduce 
congestion in this area. This improvement was recommended as part of the Pilgrim/Triton  
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Table V.G-10: Scenario 2 (Baseline Conditions) Freeway Segment Levels of Service 
Segment CMP LOS 

Standard 
Peak 
Hour Direction Volumea LOS 

Northbound 7,603 D AM Southbound 9,169 E 
Northbound 7,510 D A. US 101, North of Third Avenue F 

PM Southbound 8,341 E 
Northbound 7,706 D AM Southbound 9,373 E 
Northbound 7,819 D B. US 101, Third Avenue to SR 92 F 

PM Southbound 8,927 D 
Northbound 7,302 C AM Southbound 7,419 D 
Northbound 7,738 D C. US 101, SR 92 to Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 8,921 D 
Northbound 6,671 C AM Southbound 8,494 D 
Northbound 7,659 D D. US 101, South of Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 8,600 D 
Eastbound 5,504 D AM Westbound 5,109 C 
Eastbound 5,186 D E. SR 92, US 101 to Edgewater Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 7,182 E 
Eastbound 4,225 C AM Westbound 4,817 C 
Eastbound 4,353 C 

F. SR 92, Edgewater Boulevard to Foster City 
Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 6,002 D 
Eastbound 2,439 B AM Westbound 4,598 C 
Eastbound 3,673 C G. SR 92, Foster City Boulevard to County Line E 

PM Westbound 4,141 C 
a Volumes presented are passenger-car equivalents. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008 
 
 

project. The Pilgrim/Triton developer is in the process of acquiring the necessary right-of-
way for the widening. Refer to Figure V.G-6. 

REC-7. As an alternative to REC-5 and REC-6 above, construct a new off-ramp from 
Eastbound SR 92 at Beach Park Boulevard, opposite Teal Street.  According to the 
C/CAG travel demand forecasting model, approximately 15 to 20 percent of traffic exiting 
Eastbound SR 92 at Metro Center Boulevard is destined for the eastern part of Foster City. 
This equates to about 250 to 300 vehicles per hour during the AM and PM peak hours. This 
traffic would be likely to use a new off ramp located at Beach Park Boulevard, opposite 
Teal Street. While this is one component of many listed here aimed at reducing congestion 
around the Foster City Boulevard/SR 92 interchange area, the marginal operational 
improvement associated with this measure should be carefully balanced against the cost, 
which is likely to be extremely high. Ultimately, the City’s decision makers may wish to 
accept a slightly reduced level of service in this area to avoid the high construction cost of 
this improvement.  



not to scale

FIGURE V.G-5

SOURCE:  FEHR & PEERS, 2008
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Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan EIR
Recommended Improvements to Westbound

SR-92 On Ramp From Chess Drive
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REC-8.   Install a new traffic signal at the intersection of Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue.  
Installation of a traffic signal at this location would improve LOS at this intersection to 
acceptable levels. However, this all-way stop controlled intersection would not meet peak 
hour traffic signal warrants, which describe the general correlation between the planned 
level of future development and the need to install new traffic signals. Ultimately, the full 
set of warrants should be investigated based on field-measured, rather than forecast, traffic 
data and a thorough study of traffic and roadway conditions. Furthermore, the decision to 
install a signal should not be based solely upon the warrants, since the installation of 
signals can lead to certain types of collisions. The City should undertake regular monitoring 
of actual traffic conditions and collision data, and timely re-evaluation of the full set of 
warrants in order to prioritize and program intersections for signalization.  

Implementation of these improvements would ensure all study intersections would operate at an 
acceptable LOS with the addition of traffic associated with pending and approved but not yet 
constructed projects. The operations of the four intersections around the Foster City Boulevard/SR 92 
interchange area and the Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue intersection under Baseline 
Conditions with and without the recommendations listed above are shown in Table V.G-11. It should 
be noted that without implementation of REC-1, the other recommended improvements near the 
Foster City Boulevard/SR 92 interchange (REC-2 through REC-7) would be less effective. 

Because the SR 92 westbound on- and off-ramps at Chess Drive are under Caltrans jurisdiction, it is 
uncertain whether modifications to these ramps would be implemented. Therefore, a sensitivity test 
was conducted to determine the effectiveness of those improvements that the City has control over if 
the ramp improvements were not constructed (refer to Chapter 5 of the MPTA for additional detail). 
The results generally demonstrate that if the improvements to Caltrans facilities were not 
implemented, intersections along Chess Drive would continue to operate at unacceptable LOS even 
with the other (feasible) improvements. The feasible improvements alone, while still offering some 
level of benefit, would be much less effective at improving traffic flow along Chess Drive. 
Conversely, the facilities on Metro Center Boulevard and Triton Drive would be improved to 
acceptable levels even if the improvements to Caltrans facilities were not implemented. 
 
Table V.G-11: Scenario 2 (Baseline Conditions) Intersection Levels of Service With and 
Without Recommended Improvements 

Without 
Recommended 
Improvements 

With 
Recommended 
Improvements 

Intersection Control 
Peak 

Period Delaya LOS Delaya LOS 

9    SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

19 
40 

B 
D 

19 
34 

B 
C 

10  Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

24 
85 

C 
F 

26 
48 

C 
D 

15 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center 
Boulevard Signalized AM 

PM 
69 
62 

E 
E 

22 
28 

C 
C 

16 Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center 
Boulevard/Triton Drive Signalized AM 

PM 
36 
51 

D 
D 

33 
31 

D 
C 

27. Foster City Boulevard & Marlin Avenue All-Way Stop/ 
Signalized 

AM 
PM 

36 
12 

E 
B 

28 
23 

C 
C 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second. 
Locations that exceed established thresholds indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008. 
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g.  Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities. Bicycle facilities include Class I bike paths, Class II bike 
lanes, and Class III bike routes. Bike paths are paved pathways that are separated from roadways used 
by motor vehicles by space or a physical barrier. Bike lanes are lanes on the outside edge of roadways 
that are intended for the exclusive use of bicycles and are designated with special signing and 
pavement markings. Bike routes are roadways designated for bicycle use with only a bike route sign. 

The bicycle facilities in the City are shown on Figure V.G-7. Class III bicycle routes are located on 
Lakeside Drive through the project site and on Vintage Park Drive adjacent to the project site. A 
Class I bicycle path is provided near and along the Bay shoreline, north of the project site. Class II 
on-street striped bike lanes run along Mariners Island Boulevard, along the western boundary of the 
project site. 

h.  Pedestrian Facilities.  Pedestrian facilities comprise sidewalks, crosswalks, wheelchair ramps, 
and pedestrian signals at intersections. Crosswalks and wheelchair ramps are provided along Lakeside 
Drive within the project site, although there is no sidewalk on the west side of Lakeside Drive.  
Signalized pedestrian crossings are provided along East Third Avenue to the north of the site at 
Mariners Island Boulevard and Lakeside Drive. Crosswalks are provided at the unsignalized 
intersection of Vintage Park Drive and Lakeside Drive, to the east of the site. No crosswalks or 
signalized pedestrian control exist for pedestrians wishing to cross Mariners Island Boulevard at Reef 
Drive, to the west of the project site. Traffic along Mariners Island Boulevard is uncontrolled at this 
location, requiring pedestrians to wait for gaps in oncoming traffic before crossing. 

i.  Transit Facilities. Transit service within Foster City is provided by San Mateo County Transit 
District (SamTrans) and Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) bus service, BART 
shuttles, Caltrain shuttles, and Foster City Connection shuttles. Figure V.G-8 illustrates the transit 
routes in the vicinity of the project site. Descriptions of these routes, the hours of operation, and their 
service frequencies are described below and summarized in Table V.G-12.  

• SamTrans. SamTrans operates two bus routes near the site: Routes FX and 251. Route FX is an 
express route that provides service to San Francisco and operates along E. Hillsdale Boulevard, 
Gull Avenue, Beach Park Boulevard, Edgewater Boulevard, Mariners Island Boulevard, and East 
Third Avenue. The FX stop nearest to the project site is a drop-off only stop on the west side of 
Mariners Island Boulevard, north of Reef Drive. Route 251 provides a connection between the 
Hillsdale Shopping Center and Hillsdale Caltrain station in San Mateo to the Bridgepointe 
Shopping Center. The nearest Route 251 stop to the project site is located on Bridgepointe Circle, 
approximately ¼-mile south of the site. 

• AC Transit. AC Transit provides transbay service between Hayward and San Mateo. Line M 
operates across the San Mateo Bridge (SR 92) and travels on Foster City Boulevard, Chess Drive, 
Vintage Park Drive, Metro Center Boulevard, and E. Hillsdale Boulevard in Foster City. The Line 
M stops nearest to the project site are located on Vintage Park Drive, approximately 0.2 mile 
north and south of Lakeside Drive. 
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Table V.G-12: Existing Transit Service 
Service Provider Name/Description Hours of Operation/Frequency 

FX- San Francisco to San Mateo 
Express Service 

5:52 – 9:20 a.m. Weekday (20 minutes) 
4:02 – 7:45 p.m. Weekday (25 minutes) SamTrans 

251 – Caltrain Connection 5:43 a.m. – 7:24 p.m. Weekdays (60 minutes) 
8:15 a.m. – 7:12 p.m. Saturdays (60 minutes) 

AC Transit M – Transbay Service 5:30 a.m. – 8:17 p.m. Weekdays (20-30 minutes) 
7:00 a.m. – 6:42 p.m. Weekends (120 minutes) 

BART/Caltrain Shuttle North Foster City Shuttle 6:22 a.m. – 9:02 a.m. Weekday (60 minutes) 
4:34 a.m. – 7:33 p.m. Weekday (60 minutes) 

Lincoln Centre Shuttle  6:44 a.m. – 9:35 a.m. Weekday (40 minutes) 
3:57 a.m. – 6:34 p.m. Weekday (40 minutes) Caltrain Shuttle 

Mariners Island Area (PCA) Shuttle 6:50 a.m. – 10:22 a.m. Weekday (50 minutes) 
3:20 a.m. – 6:49 p.m. Weekday (60 minutes) 

Red Line 9:40 a.m. – 3:39  p.m. Weekday (60 minutes) Foster City  
Connections Shuttle Blue Line 9:35 a.m. – 3:20 p.m. Weekday (30 minutes) 

Source: http://511.org.  

 

• BART/Caltrain Shuttle. The North Foster City Shuttle provides service between the Millbrae 
Intermodal Station (serving BART and Caltrain) and Foster City businesses and office buildings 
during commute hours. It stops at two locations along Lakeside Drive within the project site 
boundary. 

• Caltrain Shuttles. The Peninsula Congestion Relief Alliance operates two other shuttle buses: 
Lincoln Centre Area Shuttle and Mariners Island (PCA) area shuttle. Both shuttles provide 
service to the Hillsdale Caltrain station. The Lincoln Centre Area Shuttle stops at two locations 
along Lakeside Drive within the project site. 

• Foster City Connections Shuttle. The Foster City Connections Shuttle is a free shuttle for Foster 
City residents and employees. The Red Line shuttle provides a connection to the Hillsdale 
Caltrain station, following the same route as SamTrans Route 251. The Red Line stops nearest to 
the project site are located on Chess Drive east and west of Vintage Park Drive, each 
approximately ¼-mile away from the site. The Blue Line shuttle serves the western portion of the 
city and the Bridgepointe Shopping Center. The Blue Line stop nearest to the project site is 
located in the Bridgepointe Shopping Center, approximately ½-mile south of the site. 

 
j.  Planned Improvements. With the exception of the potential closure of Lakeside Drive, no 
changes to the roadway system around Foster City are anticipated as part of this transportation 
analysis.  

k.  Regulatory Setting. Refer to Chapter IV, Planning Policy, for a discussion of transportation-
related policies in the Foster City General Plan.  
 
2. Impacts and Mitigation Measures   

This section evaluates the transportation-related impacts of the proposed project. It focuses on traffic 
operations and potential traffic impacts at study intersections in the vicinity of the project site under 
two scenarios, summarized below:  



LCC

LCC

LCC

LCCNFC

NFC

NFC

NFC

MIC

MIC

M

M M

M

M

54/F
X

FX

FX

54/
FX

FCR

FC
R

FCR
25
1

251

251

25
1

FCB
FCB FCB

EEd
g

ew

Gull Ave

Crane Ave

Crane Ave

E.
 H

ill
sd

al
e 

Blv
d

E.
 H

ill
sd

al
e 

Blv
d

Metro
 Cente

r B
lvd

Metro
 Cente

r B
lvd

Trit
on D

r

Trit
on D

r

Pilgrim DrPilgrim Dr

Shell Blvd

Shell Blvd

Com
et Dr

Foster  C

Foster  Cit

Fo
ste

r C
ity

 B
lv

d

E. 3E. 3
rdrd

 Ave Ave

Catamaran StCatamaran St

Chess Dr

Chess Dr

Vin
ta

g
e

 P
a

r k
 D

r

M
a

rsh
 D

r

L
a

k
e

sid
e

  D
r

M
a

ri
n

e
rs

 Is
la

n
d

 B
lv

d

Bri
dgep

oin
te

Bri
dgep

oin
te

Pkw
y

Pkw
y

Ed
g

ew

Gull Ave

Crane Ave

E.
 H

ill
sd

al
e 

Blv
d

Metro
 Cente

r B
lvd

Trit
on D

r

Pilgrim Dr

Shell Blvd

Com
et Dr

Foster  C

Fo
ste

r C
ity

 B
lv

d

E. 3
rd

 Ave

Catamaran St

Chess Dr

Vin
ta

g
e

 P
a

r k
 D

r

M
a

rsh
 D

r

L
a

k
e

sid
e

  D
r

M
a

ri
n

e
rs

 Is
la

n
d

 B
lv

d

Bri
dgep

oin
te

Pkw
y

RReef Dr
Reef Dr

B
o

u
n

ty
 D

r

Fashio
n Is

land Blvd

92
CALIFORNIA

92
CALIFORNIA

t Dr
t D

Com
et D

CoCom
et Dr

B
o

u
n

ty
 D

r
D

r

LEGEND

=  Lincoln Centre CaltrainLCC

=  North Foster City Caltrain/BARTNFC

=  Mariners Island CaltrainMIC

=  AC Transit M LineM

=  SamTrans 54 / FX54/FX

=  SamTrans 251251

=  Foster City Connection RedFCR

=  Foster City Connection BlueFCB

not to scale

FIGURE V.G-8

SOURCE:  FEHR & PEERS, 2008

I:\CFS0801 Gilead Sciences\figures\Fig_VG8.ai  (12/12/08)

Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan EIR
Existing Transit Routes



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  G I L E A D  S C I E N C E S  C O R P O R A T E  C A M P U S  M A S T E R  P L A N  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 9  V .  S E T T I N G ,  I M P A C T S  A N D  M I T I G A T I O N  M E A S U R E S  
 G .  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  C I R C U L A T I O N  

 

P:\CFS0801 Gilead\PRODUCTS\DEIR\Public\5g-Transport.doc (1/16/2009) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 183

• Scenario 3c: Proposed Project. Baseline conditions plus traffic increases that would result from 
the Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan. 

• Scenario 4: Cumulative Conditions. Conditions with traffic from buildout of the Foster City 
General Plan and all three proposed projects. Additional analysis scenarios of the Cumulative 
Conditions without each of the three proposed projects are included in Appendix F of the MPTA, 
and are summarized below. These analyses were conducted to allow the City to measure each 
project’s contribution to cumulative conditions. 

 
The scenario numbers used in this transportation and circulation section refer to the scenario numbers 
used in the MPTA from which this section was adapted. Scenarios 3a, 3b, and 3d (which are not 
evaluated here in this EIR) refer, respectively, to Baseline Conditions plus traffic increases that would 
result from the Mirabella Project, Baseline Conditions plus traffic increases that would result from the 
Chess-Hatch Project, and Baseline Conditions plus traffic increases that would result from the 
Mirabella, Chess-Hatch, and Gilead projects together. Refer to the MPTA for more information about 
these scenarios. Scenario 1 (Existing Conditions) and Scenario 2 (Baseline Conditions) are discussed 
in the setting section of this EIR, above. 
 
a.  Trip Generation Estimates. Trip generation estimates for the proposed Master Plan were 
developed by applying site-specific trip generation rates calculated by Kimley-Horn and Associates, 
Inc. based on surveys at Gilead Sciences. 5 Fehr & Peers reviewed these rates and found them to be 
similar to surveyed rates from Genentech’s South San Francisco campus and likely more reflective of 
the proposed development, as the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation, 7th 
Edition, 2003 does not have rates for a directly comparable land use.  

The proposed Master Plan is projected to add 5,880 daily trips, including 583 AM peak hour trips, 
and 609 PM peak hour trips to the surrounding roadways. The calculation of these trip estimates is 
presented in Table V.G-13. 

b. Trip Distribution. Trip distribution refers to the directions that the trips generated by the 
project will use to approach and depart the site, and the percentage of traffic using each direction. The 
trip distribution pattern for office and laboratory space was based on existing travel patterns, inform-
ation for the San Mateo County travel demand forecasting model, and Census 2000 data. First, the 
amount of local versus regional traffic was estimated, with local traffic defined as traffic coming from 
and going to locations within Foster City and San Mateo. The San Mateo County travel demand 
forecasting model was the primary tool used for this portion of the analysis. Then the percentages of 
traffic using each major regional roadway and local subarea were estimated. The trip distribution 
pattern is presented on Figure V.G-4, with additional discussion in the Appendix to the MPTA. 

 

                                                      
5 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2008. Analysis of Gilead Sciences General Development Plan Traffic Impacts. 

May. 
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Table V.G-13: Trip Generation Estimates 
AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

Land Use Size  
Daily 
Trips In Out Total In Out Total 

Proposed 
General Office 755 ksf  8,310 851 118 969 134 841 975 
Laboratory 445 ksf  3,610 107 41 148 56 153 209 

Proposed Subtotal 11,920 958 159 1,117 190 994 1,184 
Existing  

General Office 340 ksf  3,740 383 53 436 60 379 439 
Laboratory 276 ksf  2,240 67 25 92 34 95 129 
Warehousing 13 ksf  60 5 1 6 2 5 7 

Existing Subtotal 6,040 455 79 534 96 479 575 
Net Added Trips 5,880 503 80 583 94 515 609 

Source:  Fehr & Peers, December 2008 

c. Trip Assignment. Trips generated by the project were assigned to the roadway system based 
on the trip distribution pattern shown on Figure V.G-4. The trip assignment for the proposed Master 
Plan is presented on Figure V.G-9. The analysis for the proposed project takes into account the 
proposed closure of Lakeside Drive. The trip assignment for the proposed project under the assump-
tion that Lakeside Drive remains open is included in Figure A-6 in the Appendix to the MPTA. 

d. Criteria of Significance. The proposed Master Plan would have a significant impact on traffic 
operations if it would: 

• Cause an intersection operating acceptably without the project to exceed the applicable LOS 
threshold; 6 

• Increase the average intersection delay by 4 seconds per vehicle or more at an intersection 
exceeding its LOS threshold without the project (similar to C/CAG requirements); 

• Cause a freeway segment to exceed its Congestion Management Program (CMP) LOS standard; 

• Increase the volume of a freeway segment that exceeds the CMP LOS standard without the 
project by 1 percent or more of the freeway segment’s capacity; 

• Results in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks. 

 
Bicycle and pedestrian impacts would be considered significant if the Master Plan would: 
• Disrupt existing or planned bicycle or pedestrian facilities. 
• Create inconsistencies with adopted bicycle or pedestrian system plans, guidelines, or policy 

standards. 
 

 

                                                      
6 With exceptions allowed by LUC-50. 



15
 (3

)

253 (44)

East 3rd Ave

2 (16)
38 (255)

TRUETRUE

N
or

fo
lk

 S
t1 2

M
ar

in
er

s 
Is

la
nd

 B

40 (271)
9 (63)

East 3rd Ave
TRUE TRUE

63
 (1

0)

268 (47)

3

La
ke

si
de

 D
r

9 (46)
82 (13)

East 3rd Ave
TRUE TRUE

39
 (2

73
)

11
 (8

1)

41 (11)
276 (45)

TRUE TRUE

TRUE

4
67 (11)

East 3rd Ave

M
ar

sh
 D

r

24
 (4

9)

9 (66)
43 (25)

TRUE
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

TRUETRUE

5

TRUE
East 3rd Ave

9 
(6

6)

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

Vintage Chess Dr

8

S
R

 9
2 

W
B

 R
am

p

10
 (5

2)
12

 (6
5)

V
in

ta
ge

 P
ar

k 
D

r

TRUE

8 (6)
8 (45)

TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

6

ridgepointe Parkwa
TRUE TRUE

16 (4)

67
 (1

1)

7

Chess

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

67
 (1

1)

84
 (2

0)

9 (66)

7 (2)
5 (8)

TRUE TRUE
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE
TRUE TRUE

9 10

S
R

 9
2 

W
B

 R
am

p

TRUE TRUE

9 
(6

6)

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

TRUE
40

 (1
0)

12

S
R

 9
2 

E
B

 R
am

p

45 (7)
3 (18)

Metro Center Blvd

6 
(4

4)
40

 (1
0)

E
dg

ew
at

er
 B

lv
d

Chess Dr Chess Dr Edgewater Blvd

11

TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE TRUE

22
 (4

)

16
 (4

)

45
 (7

) 45 (7)

45
 (7

)
16

 (4
)

6 (44)

TRUE TRUE
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

56 (14)

TRUE TRUE

13

3 
(1

8)

8 
(4

8)

14

V
in

ta
ge

 P
ar

k 
D

r

28 (6)

TRUE TRUE

S
he

ll 
B

lv
d

8 (2)

TRUE

16

S
F 

92
 E

B
 R

am
ps

6 (44)
8 (2)

Triton
6 

(4
4)

3 
(2

2)

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

dvlB retneC orteMdvlB retneC orteMdvlB retneC orteM

15

TRUE

S
R

 9
2 

E
B

 R
am

p

20
 (4

)

TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

3 (18)

3 (21)
)9( 2)72( 5

2 (9)

TRUE
8 

(2
)

22
 (4

)

Metro Center Blvd

TRUE
TRUE TRUE TRUE

TRUETRUE

4 (26)

East Hillsdale Blvd

N
or

fo
lk

 S
t17

A
lta

ir 
A

ve

4 (26)

East Hillsdale Blvd E
dg

ew
at

er
 B

lv
d

East Hillsdale Blvd

19

4 
(2

6)
6 

(3
6)

TRUE TRUETRUE TRUE TRUE

18

25 (5)

35
 (7

)

)5( 52)5( 52

TRUE

KEY:

XX (YY) = AM (PM) 
Peak Hour 
Traffic
Volumes

FIGURE V.G-9a

Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan EIR
Scenario 3c

Project Trip Assignment

SOURCE:  FEHR & PEERS, NOVEMBER 2008

I:\CFS0801 Gilead Sciences\figures\Fig_VG9a.ai  (12/12/08)



East Hillsdale Blvd
TRUEFALSE

C
en

te
r P

ar
k 

La
ne20 21

3 
(2

1)

S
he

ll 
B

lv
d

East Hillsdale Blvd
FALSE TRUE

20
 (4

)

2 
(1

0)

22

3 
(2

1)

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

10 (2)

East Hillsdale Blvd
FALSE TRUE

20
 (4

)

TRUE TRUE

TRUE

23

P
ilg

rim
 D

r

10 (2)

East Hillsdale Blvd

2 (10)

TRUE
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

TRUETRUE

24

TRUE

10 (2)

East Hillsdale Blvd
3 

(2
1)

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

Balclutha Dr Marlin Ave

2 
(1

0)

27

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

10 (2)

2 
(1

0)

Fo
st

er
 C

ity
 B

lv
d

TRUE

10
 (2

)

TRUE FALSE TRUE FALSE

25

Bounty Dr
FALSE TRUE

10 (2)

20
 (4

)

26

2 
(1

0)

G
ul

l A
ve2 (10)

TRUE TRUE
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

Recreation Center

TRUE TRUE

28

3 
(2

1)

29

S
he

ll 
B

lv
d

TRUE TRUE

6 
(3

6)

E
dg

ew
at

er
 B

lv
d

FALSE
1 

(7
)

31

M
ar

in
er

s 
Is

la
nd

 B

7 (1)
1 (4)

2 (14)

Reef Drive

9 
(6

3)
14

 (2
)

M
ar

in
er

s 
Is

la
nd

 B

dvlB kraP hcaeB retneC noitaerceR shion Island Boulev

30

2 
(1

1)
6 

(4
4)

TRUE TRUE TRUE FALSE TRUE

35
 (7

) 11 (2)

20
 (4

)

45
 (7

)

63
 (1

0)

4 (1)

FALSE FALSE
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE
FALSE FALSE

FALSE FALSE FALSE FALSEFALSE FALSE FALSE FALSE

FALSE
FALSE

FALSE FALSE FALSE
FALSEFALSE

FALSE FALSEFALSE FALSE FALSEFALSE

KEY:

XX (YY) = AM (PM) 
Peak Hour 
Traffic
Volumes

FIGURE V.G-9b

Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan EIR
Scenario 3c

Project Trip Assignment

SOURCE:  FEHR & PEERS, NOVEMBER 2008

I:\CFS0801 Gilead Sciences\figures\Fig_VG9b.ai  (12/12/08)



 
L S A  A S S O C I A T E S ,  I N C .  G I L E A D  S C I E N C E S  C O R P O R A T E  C A M P U S  M A S T E R  P L A N  E I R  
J A N U A R Y  2 0 0 9  V .  S E T T I N G ,  I M P A C T S  A N D  M I T I G A T I O N  M E A S U R E S  
 G .  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  C I R C U L A T I O N  

 

P:\CFS0801 Gilead\PRODUCTS\DEIR\Public\5g-Transport.doc (1/16/2009) PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT 187

Transit impacts would be considered significant if the Master Plan would:  
• Disrupt existing transit services or facilities. This includes disruptions caused by proposed project 

driveways on transit streets, impacts to transit stops/shelters, and impacts to transit operations 
from traffic improvements proposed or resulting from the project.  

• Interfere with planned transit services or facilities. 
• Create demand for public transit services above that which is provided or planned.  
• Conflict or create inconsistencies with adopted transit system plans, guidelines, policies or 

standards. 
 
A site access or internal circulation impact would be considered significant if the Master Plan would 
result in any of the following:  
• Designs for on-site circulation, access and parking areas that fail to meet industry standard design 

guidelines.  
• A substantial increase in hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).  
• Inadequate emergency access. 
 
e. Proposed Project (Scenario 3c) Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The proposed Master 
Plan is projected to add approximately 5,880 daily trips, including 583 AM peak hour trips, and 609 
PM peak hour trips to the surrounding roadways. A portion of Lakeside Drive would be closed to 
through traffic as part of the project. The traffic volumes for Scenario 3c with the closure are 
presented on Figure V.G-10.  
 
The closure of Lakeside Drive to through traffic would effectively split the Gilead Campus into north 
and south campuses (in terms of how drivers would access the site). Without the closure, approx-
imately 50 percent of project-generated traffic would access the site from the north, via East Third 
Avenue and Mariners Island Boulevard and 50 percent would access the site from the south, via 
Vintage Park Drive. With the closure of Lakeside Drive, this split would shift such that approximately 
70 percent of traffic would access the site on the north, via the less congested intersections on East 
Third Avenue and Mariners Island Boulevard, and the amount of traffic entering the site from the 
more congested area to the south would be reduced to approximately 30 percent. Therefore, the 
closure of Lakeside Drive would redistribute project traffic through less-congested areas of the City. 
Although the closure would generally encourage more traffic to use uncongested areas to the north to 
access the site, it would also have some localized effects, particularly by forcing traffic exiting 
westbound SR 92 to use the congested intersections on Foster City Boulevard to travel north to East 
Third Avenue, rather than exit onto Chess Drive and Vintage Park Drive to access the site. 
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A study conducted by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. estimated that of the traffic on Lakeside 
Drive during a typical weekday, all but approximately 350 vehicles are destined for the existing 
Gilead Sciences and EFI buildings in the area.  The remaining 350 vehicles constitute through-traffic 
on Lakeside Drive. This translates to approximately 35-50 vehicles during the AM and PM peak 
hours that would be affected by the closure. The closure of Lakeside Drive is therefore unlikely to 
have a noticeable effect on area-wide circulation, other than to reassign project-related traffic to 
roadways around the project site. Therefore, no other reassignment of existing traffic was assumed in 
this analysis. 
 

(1) Intersection Operations. The intersection level of service results for the Proposed 
Project Scenario are presented in Table V.G-14. The three intersections projected to operate at 
unacceptable levels under Baseline Conditions would continue to do so with the addition of traffic 
generated by the Master Plan: 
• Foster City Boulevard/Chess Drive, LOS F during the PM peak hour  
• SR 92 Eastbound Ramps/Metro Center Boulevard, LOS E during both the AM and PM peak 

hours 
• Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue 
 
As shown in Table V.G-15, the addition of Master Plan traffic would not increase average delay at 
any of the four intersections by 4 seconds or more. Therefore, the Gilead project would have a less-
than-significant impact on intersection operations, and no mitigation would be warranted. 
 
 (2)      Recommended Improvements. Table V.G-16 shows the operations of the four intersec-
tions near the SR 92/Foster City Boulevard interchange area, plus the Foster City Boulevard/Marlin 
Avenue intersection, with and without the recommended improvements listed for Baseline 
Conditions. As shown in the table, with the recommended improvements for Baseline Conditions 
(REC-1 through REC-8), the addition of traffic from the proposed project would not cause any of the 
study intersections to exceed acceptable LOS criteria and no additional improvements are 
recommended. 
 
 (3)     Freeway Operations. Freeway segment operations with the Gilead project are expected 
to be similar to Baseline Conditions, as shown in Table V.G-17. The southbound segment of US 101 
north of East Third Avenue is expected to operate at LOS F in the AM peak hour. However, the 
proposed project would not increase the volume of this segment by 1 percent or more of this 
segment’s capacity. 
 
All other segments are expected to operate at LOS E or better in the AM and PM peak hours under 
this scenario. Therefore, all freeway segments would operate within their designated CMP LOS 
standard, and the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on freeway operations. 
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Table V.G-14: Scenario 3c (Proposed Project) Intersection Levels of Service Table
Project 

(Lakeside Drive Closed) 
Intersection Control Peak Period Delaya LOS 

1    Norfolk Street & East Third Avenueb Signalized AM 
PM 

29 
30 

C 
C 

2    Mariners Island Boulevard & East Third Avenue Signalized AM 
PM 

11 
15 

B 
B 

3   Lakeside Drive & East Third Avenue  Signalized AM 
PM 

7 
17 

A 
B 

4   Marsh Drive & East Third Avenue Signalized AM 
PM 

3 
8 

A 
A 

5   Foster City Boulevard & East Third Avenue Signalized AM 
PM 

8 
8 

A 
A 

6    Foster City Boulevard & Vintage Park Drive/Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

11 
14 

B 
B 

7    SR 92 Westbound Ramps/Baker Way & Fashion Island 
Blvd/Bridgepointe Pkwyb Signalized AM 

PM 
17 
21 

B 
C 

8   Vintage Park Drive & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

26 
41 

C 
D 

9   SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

19 
37 

B 
D 

10 Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

25 
88 

C 
F 

11 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Edgewater Boulevard  Signalized AM 
PM 

16 
18 

B 
B 

12 Metro Center Boulevard & Edgewater Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

16 
20 

B 
B 

13 Vintage Park Drive & Metro Center Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

21 
25 

C 
C 

14 Shell Boulevard & Metro Center Boulevard  Signalized AM 
PM 

21 
23 

C 
C 

15 SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

68 
57 

E 
E 

16 Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center Boulevard/Triton Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

36 
53 

D 
D 

17 Norfolk Street & East Hillsdale Boulevardb Signalized AM 
PM 

32 
30 

C 
C 

18 Altair Avenue & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

16 
12 

B 
B 

19 Edgewater Boulevard & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

29 
33 

C 
C 

20 Center Park Lane & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

8 
12 

A 
B 

21 Shell Boulevard & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

23 
23 

C 
C 

22 Foster City Boulevard & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

35 
24 

C 
C 

23 Pilgrim Drive & East Hillsdale Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

15 
15 

B 
B 

24 Gull Avenue & East Hillsdale Boulevard All-Way 
Stop 

AM 
PM 

22 
15 

C 
B 

25 Foster City Boulevard & Balclutha Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

12 
11 

B 
B 

26 Foster City Boulevard & Bounty Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

18 
13 

B 
B 

27 Foster City Boulevard & Marlin Avenue All-Way 
Stop 

AM 
PM 

38 
12 

E 
B 
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Project 
(Lakeside Drive Closed) 

Intersection Control Peak Period Delaya LOS 

28 Shell Boulevard & Recreation Center Signalized AM 
PM 

5 
9 

A 
A 

29 Edgewater Boulevard & Beach Park Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

22 
22 

C 
C 

30 Mariners Island Boulevard & Fashion Island Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

27 
30 

C 
C 

31 Mariners Island Boulevard & Reef Drive  Side Street 
Stop Sign

AM 
PM 

13 
12 

B 
B 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second.  
b   Intersection in San Mateo 
c  The average delay calculated for the intersection of Foster City Boulevard/Chess Drive under conditions with all three 

projects was lower than the average delay with some of the three projects individually.  This phenomenon occurs when 
additional traffic is added to non-critical movements.  To be conservative, the reported average delay for this intersection 
with all three projects in place is the highest average delay recorded for any one of the projects individually.  

Locations that exceed established LOS criteria indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008 
 
Table V.G-15: Baseline Conditions Intersection Levels of Service With and Without Project 
Traffic   

Baseline 
Baseline Plus 

Project 
Intersection Control 

Peak 
Period Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

9.  SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive  Signalized AM  
PM 

19 
40 

B 
D 

19 
37 

B 
D 

10. Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive  Signalized AM  
PM 

24 
85 

C 
F 

25 
88 

C 
F 

15. SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center 
Boulevard  Signalized AM  

PM 
69 
62 

E 
E 

68 
57 

E 
E 

16. Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center 
Boulevard/Triton Drive  Signalized AM  

PM 
36 
51 

D 
D 

36 
53 

D 
D 

27. Foster City Boulevard and Marlin Avenue  All-way 
Stop Control 

AM  
PM 

36 
12 

E 
B 

38 
12 

E 
B 

a Weighted average delay for all critical movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second.  
b LOS = Level of service per the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.   
BOLD indicates unacceptable LOS.  
Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2008 
 
Table V.G-16: Scenario 3c (Baseline Plus Gilead Project) Intersection Levels of Service With 
and Without Recommended Improvements  

Without 
Recommended 
Improvements 

With 
Recommended 
Improvements

Intersection Control 
Peak 

Period Delaya LOS Delaya LOS
9    SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive Signalized AM 

PM 
19 
37 

B 
D 

20 
33 

B 
C 

10  Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive Signalized AM 
PM 

25 
88 

C 
F 

27 
50 

C 
D 

15  SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

68 
57 

E 
E 

23 
29 

C 
C 

16  Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center Boulevard/Triton 
Drive Signalized AM 

PM 
36 
53 

D 
D 

33 
31 

C 
C 

27  Foster City Boulevard & Marlin Avenue All-way 
Stop/Signalized

AM 
PM 

38 
13 

E 
B 

28 
23 

C 
C 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second.  
Locations that exceed established thresholds indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008.
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Table V.G-17: Scenario 3c (Proposed Project) Freeway Segment Levels of Service 
Project  

(Lakeside Drive 
Closed) 

Segment 
CMP 

LOS Std.
Peak 
Hour Direction Volumea LOS 

Northbound 7,682 D AM Southbound 9,345 F 
Northbound 7,689 D US 101, North of Third Avenue F 

PM Southbound 8,417 E 
Northbound 7,973 D AM Southbound 9,467 E 
Northbound 7,927 D US 101, Third Avenue to SR 92 F 

PM Southbound 9,187 D 
Northbound 7,303 C AM Southbound 7,428 D 
Northbound 7,746 D US 101, SR 92 to Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 8,922 D 
Northbound 6,741 C AM Southbound 8,547 D 
Northbound 7,710 D US 101, South of Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 8,680 D 
Eastbound 5,748 D AM Westbound 5,223 C 
Eastbound 5,297 D SR 92, US 101 to Edgewater Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 7,416 E 
Eastbound 4,407 C AM Westbound 4,920 C 
Eastbound 4,451 C SR 92, Edgewater Boulevard to Foster City Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 6,172 D 
Eastbound 2,472 B AM Westbound 4,737 C 
Eastbound 3,806 C SR 92, Foster City Boulevard to County Line E 

PM 
Westbound 4,176 C 

a  Volumes presented are passenger-car equivalents. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008. 
 
 
f. Cumulative Conditions (Scenario 4) Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Intersection and 
freeway segment operations were also evaluated under the Cumulative Conditions Scenario, which 
includes baseline traffic; traffic generated by the Gilead, Chess-Hatch, and Mirabella projects; traffic 
generated by projects with an anticipated construction horizon beyond the three major proposed 
projects; and traffic that would be added by additional development that could occur under General 
Plan buildout. The additional developments include future phases of EFI, two potential residential 
developments, a mixed-use development, a marina, and a retail development. These additional 
cumulative projects are projected to generate approximately 7,600 daily trips, 1,040 AM peak hour 
trips, and 970 PM peak hour trips (refer to Table A-10 of the MPTA). Traffic volumes for Cumulative 
Conditions are presented on Figure V.G-11. 
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FIGURE V.G-11a

Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan EIR
Scenario 4

Cumulative Conditions Traffic Volumes

SOURCE:  FEHR & PEERS, NOVEMBER 2008
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Significant cumulative impacts were identified using a two-step process. The first step involves 
identifying cumulative impacts by comparing Cumulative Conditions operations to Baseline 
Conditions operations. A cumulative impact at an intersection would occur if the intersection 
degrades from an acceptable LOS to an unacceptable LOS or if the delay at an intersection already 
operating at an unacceptable LOS under Baseline Conditions increases by 4 or more seconds. A 
cumulative freeway segment impact would occur if a segment degrades from an acceptable LOS to an 
unacceptable LOS or if the volume on a freeway segment already operating at an unacceptable LOS 
under Baseline Conditions increases by 1 percent or more of that segment’s capacity. Once locations 
with cumulative impacts are identified, the next step is to determine whether the proposed project’s 
contribution constitutes a significant impact by evaluating Cumulative No Project Conditions and 
applying the significance criteria, similar to that outlined above. 
 

(1) Intersection Operations. The discussion of Cumulative Conditions below assumes that 
Lakeside Drive would be closed, as proposed by the Gilead Master Plan. Cumulative Conditions 
intersection LOS results (compared to Baseline Conditions) are presented in Table V.G-18. The 
following intersections would experience cumulative impacts: 

• Foster City Boulevard/Chess Drive, during the PM peak hour 

• Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue, during the AM peak hour 
 
The intersection of SR 92 Westbound Ramps and Chess Drive would degrade from LOS D to LOS E. 
However, this is one of the intersections where LOS E may be acceptable based on City General Plan 
policy LUC-50. It should be noted that the intersection of SR 92 Eastbound Ramps and Metro Center 
Boulevard would operate at unacceptable LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours under 
Cumulative Conditions, but with lower delays than under Baseline Conditions. The projected growth 
in traffic between Baseline and Cumulative Conditions is primarily to movements operating with 
spare capacity.  Since intersection LOS is reported based on average intersection delay, the effect of 
adding traffic to movements with spare capacity is an overall decrease in average intersection delay. 
Therefore, such traffic growth is not considered to have a significant adverse cumulative impact. 
 
Cumulative No Project analyses were conducted for the intersections identified above to determine 
whether the proposed project would make a significant contribution to any cumulative impact. The 
Cumulative No Project analysis results for intersections are summarized in Table V.G-19. 
Cumulatively significant impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed project are discussed 
below.   
 
The proposed project would add 4 seconds of delay to the intersection of Foster City Boulevard and 
Marlin Avenue during the AM peak hour, an intersection operating at an unacceptable LOS F under 
Cumulative Conditions. Therefore the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact is significant. 
 
Impact TRANS-1: The addition of Gilead traffic would increase the average delay during the 
AM peak hour by 4 seconds at the intersection of Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue, which 
is expected to operate at unacceptable LOS F under Cumulative Conditions. (S)  
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Table V.G-18: Scenario 4 (Cumulative Conditions) Intersection Levels of Service 

Baseline Conditions 
Cumulative  
Conditions 

Intersection Control 
Peak 

Period Delaya LOS Delaya LOS 
1. Norfolk Street & East Third Ave.b Signalized AM 

PM 
29 
28 

C 
C 

32 
36 

C 
D 

2. Mariners Island Blvd. & East Third Ave. Signalized AM 
PM 

12 
15 

B 
B 

12 
16 

B 
B 

3. Lakeside Drive &  East Third Ave.  Signalized AM 
PM 

4 
11 

A 
B 

7 
18 

A 
B 

4. Marsh Drive &  East Third Ave. Signalized AM 
PM 

1 
4 

A 
A 

6 
21 

A 
C 

5. Foster City Blvd. & East Third Ave. Signalized AM 
PM 

8 
8 

A 
A 

8 
10 

A 
A 

6. Foster City Blvd. & Vintage Park Dr./Chess Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

11 
14 

B 
B 

14 
20 

B 
B 

7. SR 92 WB Ramps/Baker Way & Fashion Island 
Blvd./Bridgepointe Pkwy.b Signalized AM 

PM 
17 
20 

B 
B 

17 
22 

B 
B 

8. Vintage Park Dr. &  Chess Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

26 
41 

C 
D 

26 
52 

C 
D 

9. SR 92 WB Ramps & Chess Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

19 
40 

B 
D 

40 
60 

D 
E 

10. Foster City Blvd. & Chess Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

24 
85 

C 
F 

46 
94 

D 
F 

11. SR 92 EB Ramps & Edgewater Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

16 
18 

B 
B 

18 
21 

B 
C 

12. Metro Center Blvd.& Edgewater Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

16 
19 

B 
B 

17 
28 

B 
C 

13. Vintage Park Drive & Metro Center Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

21 
24 

C 
C 

22 
27 

C 
C 

14. Shell Blvd. &  Metro Center Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

21 
23 

C 
C 

22 
24 

C 
C 

15. SR 92 EB Ramps & Metro Center Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

69 
62 

E 
E 

63 
56 

E 
E 

16. Foster City Blvd. & Metro Center Blvd./Triton Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

36 
51 

D 
D 

49 
46 

D 
D 

17. Norfolk Street & East Hillsdale Blvd.b Signalized AM 
PM 

33 
30 

C 
C 

34 
30 

C 
C 

18. Altair Ave. & East Hillsdale Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

16 
12 

B 
B 

17 
12 

B 
B 

19. Edgewater Blvd. & East Hillsdale Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

28 
31 

C 
C 

33 
39 

C 
C 

20. Center Park Ln. & East Hillsdale Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

8 
12 

A 
B 

8 
12 

A 
B 

21. Shell Blvd. & East Hillsdale Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

23 
23 

C 
C 

25 
26 

C 
C 

22. Foster City Blvd. & East Hillsdale Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

35 
23 

C 
C 

54 
25 

D 
C 

23. Pilgrim Drive & East Hillsdale Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

15 
15 

B 
B 

15 
15 

B 
B 

24. Gull Ave. & East Hillsdale Blvd. All-Way Stop AM 
PM 

22 
14 

C 
B 

24 
16 

C 
B 

25. Foster City Blvd. & Balclutha Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

12 
11 

B 
B 

12 
11 

B 
B 

26. Foster City Blvd. & Bounty Dr. Signalized AM 
PM 

17 
13 

B 
B 

19 
14 

B 
B 

27. Foster City Blvd. & Marlin Ave. All-Way Stop AM 
PM 

36 
12 

E 
B 

54 
13 

F 
B 

28. Shell Blvd. & Recreation Center Signalized AM 
PM 

5 
9 

A 
A 

11 
18 

B 
B 

29. Edgewater Blvd. & Beach Park Blvd. Signalized AM 
PM 

22 
22 

C 
C 

24 
23 

C 
C 

30. Mariners Island Blvd. & Fashion Isl. Blvd b Signalized AM 
PM 

27 
30 

C 
C 

28 
31 

C 
C 

31. Mariners Island Blvd. & Reef Driveb Side-Street  Stop AM 
PM 

12 
12 

B 
B 

13 
14 

B 
B 

a   Weighted average delay for all movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second 
b     Intersection in San Mateo 
Locations that exceed established thresholds indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008. 
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Table V.G-19: Cumulative No Project Intersections Levels of Service   
Cumulative  
Plus Project 

Cumulative  
No Project 

Intersection Control 
Peak 

Period Delaya LOSb Delaya LOSb 

9.  SR 92 Westbound Ramps & Chess Drive  Signalized AM 
PM 

40 
60 

D 
E 

40  
58 

D  
E 

10. Foster City Boulevard & Chess Drive  Signalized AM 
PM 

46 
94 

D 
F 

45  
92 

D  
F 

15. SR 92 Eastbound Ramps & Metro Center Boulevard Signalized AM 
PM 

63 
56 

E 
E 

63  
55 

E  
E 

16. Foster City Boulevard & Metro Center 
Boulevard/Triton Drive  Signalized AM 

PM 
49 
46 

D 
D 

46  
49 

D  
D 

27. Foster City Boulevard and Marlin Avenue  All-way 
Stop Control

AM 
PM 

54 
13 

F 
B 

50  
13 

E  
B 

a Weighted average delay for all critical movements in seconds per vehicle rounded to the nearest second.  
b LOS = Level of service per the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.   
BOLD indicates unacceptable LOS.  
Source: Fehr & Peers, October 2008 
 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. However, because the recommended improvement is not part of the City’s Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) or other established fee program, this impact would remain significant 
and unavoidable.   

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: The project sponsor shall contribute a pro rata share to the 
improvement described in this measure. Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of 
Foster City Boulevard/Marlin Avenue would improve LOS at this intersection to acceptable 
levels. However, this all-way stop controlled intersection would not meet peak hour traffic 
signal warrants, which describe the general correlation between the planned level of future 
development and the need to install new traffic signals. Ultimately, the full set of warrants 
should be investigated based on field-measured, rather than forecast, traffic data and a 
thorough study of traffic and roadway conditions. Furthermore, the decision to install a signal 
should not be based solely upon the warrants, since the installation of signals can increase the 
risk of certain types of collisions. The City of Foster City should undertake regular 
monitoring of actual traffic conditions and collision data, and timely re-evaluation of the full 
set of warrants in order to prioritize and program intersections for signalization. (SU) 

 
(2) Freeway Operations. Freeway operations under Cumulative Conditions and the 

potential cumulative impacts of project trips were also evaluated with level of service calculations. In 
addition to traffic associated with each of the Foster City projects described in Table V.G-5, the 
freeway analysis accounts for increases in regional background traffic (i.e., increases in traffic using 
US 101 and SR 92 through San Mateo and Foster City  not associated with specific development in 
Foster City). Growth projections on which to base background traffic were developed using the San 
Mateo County travel demand forecasting model, developed and maintained by the City/County 
Association of Governments (C/CAG). Growth factors were obtained from the C/CAG model, and 
compared with historical traffic growth on US 101 and SR 92 in the study area. The following growth 
factors were developed and applied to existing volumes in order to forecast year 2030 conditions:  
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• US 101 Northbound – 0.5 percent annually 

• US 101 Southbound – 0.5 percent annually 

• SR 92 Eastbound – 2.0 percent annually 

• SR 92 Westbound – 0.5 percent annually 
 
Freeway segment volumes and corresponding LOS under Cumulative Conditions are presented in 
Table V.G-20. Southbound US 101 north of East Third Avenue would operate at LOS F in both the 
AM and PM peak hours. In addition, the southbound segment of US 101 between East Third Avenue 
and SR 92 would operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. However, these levels of service are 
consistent with the CMP LOS standard of F for these two segments of US 101 north of SR 92. 
 
Eastbound SR 92, between US 101 and Edgewater Boulevard, would operate at LOS F during the 
AM and PM peak hours. Additionally, the westbound direction of this same segment would operate at 
LOS F during the PM peak hour. LOS on this segment would exceed the CMP LOS standard of E 
under Cumulative Conditions, resulting in cumulative impacts. This deterioration in freeway LOS is 
largely due to background traffic growth and, to a lesser extent, to development in Foster City.  
 
All other study freeway mainline segments would operate within their established CMP LOS standard 
with the addition of long-term growth in regional traffic and traffic associated with foreseeable 
development projects. 

Two freeway segments would be subject to cumulative impacts: 

• Eastbound SR 92 between US 101 and Edgewater Boulevard during both the AP and PM peak 
hours 

• Westbound SR 92 between US 101 and Edgewater Boulevard during the AM peak hour 
 
Cumulative No Project analyses were conducted for these segments to determine whether each the 
proposed project would make a significant contribution resulting in a significant impact. The 
Cumulative No Project analysis results for freeway segments are summarized in Table V.G-21. 
 
The proposed project would not cause any freeway segment to exceed its CMP LOS standard nor 
would its traffic add more than 1 percent of the capacity to a freeway segment exceeding its CMP  
LOS standard under Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to 
cumulative freeway segment impacts is less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 
 
g. Bicycle Facilities Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  The project would close Lakeside 
Drive to through traffic, which would disrupt the Class III bike route currently running along 
Lakeside Drive. This is considered a significant impact. 
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Table V.G-20: Scenario 4 (Cumulative Conditions) Freeway Segment Levels of Service 

Segment 
CMP LOS 
Standard 

Peak 
Hour Direction Volumea LOS 

Northbound 8,550 E AM Southbound 10,512 F 
Northbound 8,698 E A. US 101, North of Third Avenue F 

PM Southbound 9,364 F 
Northbound 8,844 D AM Southbound 10,413 F 
Northbound 8,739 D B. US 101, Third Avenue to SR 92 F 

PM Southbound 10,123 E 
Northbound 7,979 D AM Southbound 8,241 D 
Northbound 8,487 D C. US 101, SR 92 to Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 9,824 E 
Northbound 7,425 D AM Southbound 9,388 E 
Northbound 8,475 D D. US 101, South of Hillsdale Boulevard E 

PM Southbound 9,591 E 
Eastbound 8,543 F AM Westbound 5,875 D 
Eastbound 7,592 F E. SR 92, US 101 to Edgewater Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 8,620 F 
Eastbound 6,991 D AM Westbound 5,529 C 
Eastbound 6,692 D 

F. SR 92, Edgewater Boulevard to Foster City 
Boulevard E 

PM Westbound 7,187 E 
Eastbound 4,730 C AM Westbound 5,446 D 
Eastbound 6,122 D G. SR 92, Foster City Boulevard to County Line E 

PM Westbound 4,892 C 
a Volumes presented are passenger-car equivalents. 
Locations that exceed established thresholds indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, December 2008 
 
Table V.G-21: Cumulative No Project Freeway Segments Levels of Service  

Cumulative  
Plus Project 

Cumulative  
No Project Increaseb  

Segment  
CMP 

LOS Std. 
Peak 
Hour Direction Volumea LOS Volumea LOS Percent 

Eastbound 8,543 F 8,505 F 0.6% AM Westbound 5,875 D 5,868 D 0.1% 
Eastbound 7,592 F 7,583 F 0.1% 

SR 92, US 101 to 
Edgewater Boulevard  

E  
PM 

Westbound 8,620 F 8,580 F 0.5% 
a Volumes presented are passenger-car equivalents. 
b Refers to percentage of total segment capacity. 
Locations that exceed established thresholds indicated in bold. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, November 2008.  
 

Impact TRANS-2:  The project would disrupt the existing Class III bike route on Lakeside 
Drive. (S) 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-2:  The Class III bike route currently running along Lakeside 
Drive shall be diverted to the existing multi-use path running along the boundary of Vintage 
Lake, to the northeast of the project site. Public access shall be provided from the path along 
Lakeside Drive, so that the trail can be accessed to/from Reef Drive. To meet Class I Bike 
Path standards outlined in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Gilead Sciences shall fund 
the following improvements to the section of the multi-use path to which bicyclists will be 
diverted: 

• Widen the path to 3.6 meters wide (approximately 12 feet).  

• Construct a 2-foot graded section on either side of the path. (LTS) 
 
h. Pedestrian Facilities Impacts and Mitigation Measures. In general, the Master Plan would 
enhance pedestrian operations by closing Lakeside Drive to vehicular through traffic and constructing 
a sidewalk along the west side of the Lakeside Drive path, improving pedestrian safety and mobility 
throughout the project site.  
 
The following measures are recommended to improve pedestrian circulation within and around the 
project site, but are not required to reduce significant environmental effects of the Master Plan: 

• Pedestrian circulation and safety could be further improved by installing crosswalks to minimize 
vehicle-pedestrian conflicts and to provide better connectivity between the parking structures and 
the buildings northeast of Lakeside Drive. These recommendations are shown on Figure V.G-12. 

• Existing pedestrian connections, such as the path to the Hilton Hotel, should be formalized, and 
reconstructed to current design standards. 

• Currently, there is no marked crosswalk crossing Mariners Island Boulevard at the intersection 
with Reef Drive, at the western project entrance, which is located in the City of San Mateo. 
Improvements should be made to this intersection to improve safety for pedestrians wishing to 
access the project site from the SamTrans transit stop on the west side of Mariners Island 
Boulevard. According to the City of San Mateo Crosswalk Policy and Treatment Toolbox, a 
crosswalk should not be installed at an uncontrolled location if the sight distance in feet is less 
than ten times the speed limit. As the speed limit along Mariners Island Boulevard is 30 miles per 
hour, the sight distance would need to be 300 feet to safely install a marked crosswalk. Currently, 
the sight distance is approximately 200 feet when vehicles are parked along Mariners Island 
Boulevard. If the speed limit along Mariners Island Boulevard is lowered to 20 miles per hour or 
enough parking spaces are removed along Mariners Boulevard to increase the sight distance, a 
high-visibility crosswalk could be installed without conflicting with this guideline. Alternatively, 
Mariners Island Boulevard could be stop-controlled, which would allow a crosswalk to be 
installed. Otherwise, a crosswalk is not recommended at this location, and pedestrians should be 
instructed to cross Mariners Island Boulevard at East Third Avenue. 



Provide pedestrian exit/entrance
to parking structure and
connection to crosswalk

Provide a symmetrical 
circular roundabout

Provide pedestrian exit/entrance
to parking structure and
connection to crosswalk

A marked crosswalk should be 
installed only if the sight distance
is increased or if Mariners Island 
Boulevard becomes stop-controlled.

LEGEND
=  Crosswalk

FIGURE V.G-12

Gilead Sciences Corporate Campus Master Plan EIR
Recommended Pedestrian Movements

SOURCE:  FEHR & PEERS, 2008

I:\CFS0801 Gilead Sciences\figures\Fig_VG12.ai  (12/12/08)
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i. Transit Facilities Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  As discussed, transit lines operated by 
SamTrans, Foster City Connections, Caltrain and AC Transit serve the project site. Two employer-
funded shuttles, the Lincoln Centre and North Foster City shuttles, operate on Lakeside Drive through 
the site. All providers have a transit stop within a ¼-mile of the project site. Pedestrian access is 
provided between the project site and the nearby transit stops, with the exception of the drop-off 
location for SamTrans Route FX at the northwest corner of the intersection of Mariners Island 
Boulevard and Reef Drive in the City of San Mateo, which lacks a marked crosswalk across Mariners 
Island Boulevard. 
 
By closing Lakeside Drive, the project would disrupt the Lincoln Centre and North Foster City shuttle 
routes. This is considered a significant impact. 

Impact TRANS-3:  The project would disrupt the routes of the Lincoln Centre shuttle and the 
North Foster City shuttle by closing Lakeside Drive. (S) 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level.  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Shuttles shall be re-routed to avoid the closed-off portion of 
Lakeside Drive. The North Foster City shuttle shall be re-routed to Chess Drive (rather than 
continuing north along Lakeside Drive) and the 300 Lakeside Drive shuttle stop shall be 
relocated at the north end of the project site. The Lincoln Centre shuttle route shall be re-
routed to Mariners Island Boulevard via Reef Drive (rather than continuing south along 
Lakeside Drive) and the 353 Lakeside Drive shuttle stop shall be relocated. Implementation 
of this mitigation measure would restore the continuity of the shuttle routes and maintain 
shuttle access to the project site.  (LTS) 

The existing employer shuttle ridership currently exceeds capacity on the majority of commute trips.7 
The Master Plan would add additional riders to these shuttles. Therefore, the existing transit system 
would not have sufficient capacity to serve the project’s transit demand.  

Impact TRANS-4:  The project would add ridership demand to shuttles that are over-capacity. 
(S) 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level:  

Mitigation Measure TRANS-4:  Gilead Sciences shall fund expansion of existing shuttle 
services or provide new shuttle services to local transit hubs, such as the East Hillsdale 
Caltrain Station and the Millbrae BART/Caltrain station at a level commensurate with the 
project’s transit demand. Gilead Sciences shall prepare an analysis of their projected shuttle 
ridership, develop a plan on how they will accommodate it, and submit it to the City for 
approval. (LTS) 

j. Parking.   The following discussion is provided for informational purposes, because parking 
impacts in and of themselves are not considered physical environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

                                                      
7 Stevenson, Michael, 2008. Shuttle Program Manager, Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance.  
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Motor vehicle parking for the project would primarily be provided in ground-level parking lots and 
multi-level parking structures. As stated in Chapter III, Project Description, the Master Plan would 
provide 1,745 surface parking spaces and 1,315 structured parking spaces, for a total of 3,060 spaces. 
Parking spaces would be 9 feet wide by 19 feet long, per Foster City Municipal Code requirements. 
 
The Municipal Parking Code does not specify a parking standard for lab uses; therefore, research and 
development code standards were used for the laboratory uses in the Master Plan. The Municipal 
Parking Code requires 4 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of office use and 3.33 spaces per 1,000 
square feet of research and development use. However, according to data collected by Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. for an April 1, 2008 parking study, existing parking demand ratios for Gilead’s 
office and laboratory uses are 2.64 spaces per 1,000 square feet and 1.35 spaces per 1,000 square feet, 
respectively. These ratios are lower than the municipal code requirements by 33 percent for office 
uses and by 40 percent for laboratory uses. 
 
According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Parking Generation, 3rd Edition, the 
peak parking demand ratio is 2.84 spaces per 1,000 square feet of office uses and 1.25 spaces per 
1,000 square feet of industrial park uses. There was no specific code for laboratory uses, so industrial 
park was used as a proxy. Parking requirements as calculated from these three sources are summar-
ized below in Table V.G-22. Because the land uses on-site are primarily office and laboratory uses, 
which peak at similar times of the day and days of the week, the potential for shared parking is 
limited. 
 
As shown in Table V.G-22, the proposed number of spaces supplied is greater than the estimated 
spaces required according to both Kimley-Horn’s empirical data and ITE’s published data. While the 
Foster City Municipal Code would require 3,828 spaces (768 more spaces than would be provided as 
part of the Master Plan), as part of the Master Plan, Section 17.62.060 of the Municipal Code is 
proposed to be amended. This amendment would effectively reduce the number of parking spaces 
required to be provided as part of the Master Plan. Regardless of this amendment, the proposed 
project would not result in a parking shortage such that environmental impacts would result.  
 
Table V.G-22: Gilead Sciences Master Plan Parking Requirements 

Data Source 

Data Land Usea Municipal Code 
ITE Parking 
Generation Empirical Datab 

Office 4.00 2.84 2.64 Parking Ratio 
(spaces per 1,000 square feet) Laboratory 3.33 c 1.27d 1.35 

Office n/a 1,823 1,694 
Laboratory n/a 481 d 511 Parking Demand 

(85% building efficiency) 
Total n/a 2,304 2,205 

Supply Required 
(parking demand + 15%) Total 3,828 2,649 2,536 

a Final project buildout land use is 755,048 square feet of office uses and 445,432 square feet of laboratory uses.  The 
above calculations assume 85% building efficiency. 

b Empirical parking ratios were obtained from a parking study performed by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. in April 
2008. 

c No laboratory rate is provided; the research and development ratio was used. 
c No laboratory rate is provided; the industrial park ratio was used. 
Source:  ITE Parking Generation 3rd Edition; Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., 2008; and Fehr & Peers, 2008.  
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The Foster City parking code allows a reduced supply of one automobile parking space for every 
eight bicycle parking spaces, up to a maximum reduction of 5 percent. Ideally, the project should 
provide an amount and type of bicycle parking (i.e., long-term bike lockers or enclosed parking, 
short-term bicycle racks) adequate to serve project demand.  Neither the San Mateo County 
Comprehensive Bicycle Plan nor the Foster City Municipal Code provides direction regarding the 
quantity of bicycle parking required. 
 
To estimate the number of bicycle parking spaces needed to serve the site, it may be helpful to look at 
the requirements of nearby jurisdictions. The City of San Jose requires one short-term bicycle space 
for every 20 code-required automobile parking spaces for laboratory uses and one short-term bicycle 
space for every 40 code-required automobile parking spaces for office uses. If these ratios were 
applied to the project site, 127 bicycle parking spaces would be required at buildout, corresponding to 
a rate of 1 space per 9,500 square feet of building area and a reduction of 16 automobile parking 
spaces required by the parking code. The City of Palo Alto requires one bicycle space for every 2,500 
square feet of office or research and development space. Applying Palo Alto’s ratio to the project site 
would yield a requirement of 480 bike parking spaces. Because less than 100 employees are expected 
to travel to work via bicycle, the San Jose requirements are more consistent with the project site. 
Therefore it is recommended that bicycle parking be provided at a rate of  1 space per 9,500 s.f. of 
building area (for a total of 127 bicycle parking spaces at Master Plan buildout) and that bicycle 
parking be distributed throughout the site. 
 
k.  On-Site Circulation System Design Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  Primary ingress and 
egress to and from the project site would continue to be provided by the intersections of Reef Drive 
and Mariners Island Boulevard, Lakeside Drive and East Third Avenue, and Lakeside Drive and 
Vintage Park Drive. These three intersections would continue to operate acceptably during both AM 
and PM peak hours after Master Plan buildout. Lakeside Drive would provide access to project 
buildings and parking facilities. Emergency vehicles would be allowed on the closed portion of 
Lakeside Drive, maintaining existing emergency access. The project would not include design 
features that would result in roadway or vehicle hazards. In addition, no new land uses would be 
developed on the site; therefore, no incompatible land uses would be developed that would increase 
hazards.  
 
Fehr & Peers evaluated the potential for vehicle queuing at adjacent intersections to spill back across 
parking lot driveways along Reef Drive. The two driveways on Reef Drive are located within 120 feet 
of the downstream intersections to the west (with Mariners Island Boulevard) and to the east (with 
Lakeside Drive), respectively. Design queue lengths at these two intersections were estimated with 
cumulative traffic volume forecasts, assuming full project buildout, and were found to not exceed 50 
feet in either the AM or PM peak hour, and are therefore not expected to interfere with parking lot 
driveway operations. 
 
The Master Plan would close Lakeside Drive to through traffic. In addition to creating a more 
pedestrian-friendly campus, the Lakeside Drive closure would slightly improve operations at the 
intersections near the Foster City Boulevard/Chess Drive/SR 92 interchange by diverting traffic away 
from these congested intersections. After the Lakeside Drive closure, vehicles would no longer be 
able to access the northern portion of the site from the eastern entrance along Vintage Park Drive and 
would instead access the site via Mariners Island Boulevard or East Third Avenue.   
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In addition to these off-site effects, the closure of Lakeside Drive would alter on-site vehicle 
circulation (including shuttles) by reducing vehicle mobility and connectivity between the north and 
east portions of the site. However, pedestrian connectivity would remain high due to the creation of 
the central portion of Lakeside Drive as a mainly car-free zone. Additionally, it is anticipated that 
travel patterns would change such that employees who work in the northern portion of the site would 
use the north access points, and employees working in the eastern portion of the site would use the 
east access point, further reducing the need for internal vehicle connectivity. 
 
As part of the Master Plan, two traffic circles along Lakeside Drive would be constructed, serving as 
the new endpoints for through traffic and providing access to the parking structures and parking lots. 
The following measures are recommended to improve the function of the proposed circulation 
system. These measures would increase the efficiency of the proposed system and are not required to 
reduce significant environmental effects.   

• The proposed northern traffic circle should be modified to be circular, to ensure drivers navigate 
in a counter-clockwise direction (see Figure V.G-12).   

• Both proposed traffic circles are expected to operate with low levels of vehicle delay, although 
the distance between the northern traffic circle and the parking garage is small. Approximately 75 
feet of queuing space is provided between the parking structure entrance and the traffic circle, 
enough space to store three vehicles. Up to 700 vehicles could enter this garage during the AM 
peak hour, corresponding to an approximate rate of one vehicle every 5 seconds. This rate could 
potentially increase to one vehicle every 3 seconds for shorter periods due to peaking of arrival 
times around the start of the work day, although this peaking would be somewhat tempered by the 
flexible work schedules at Gilead Sciences. To reduce the potential for vehicle queues to form at 
the parking structure entrances and spill back onto the traffic circles, pedestrians should be 
discouraged from entering or exiting the parking structures via the primary vehicle entrances. 
This could be accomplished with the installation of signage and by providing pedestrian access 
points both to the north and to the south of the vehicle entrance.   

• Impediments to vehicle entry, such as entry gates or ticket dispensers, should be minimized at the 
parking structures. Although the southern parking structure is less of a concern due to greater 
queuing storage space provided and smaller size, similar precautions are recommended at both 
structures. The recommended pedestrian improvements are summarized in Figure V.G-12. 

 
The project would not cause any other major changes to internal vehicle circulation, and the expected 
increase in vehicular traffic to surrounding roadways caused by the closure is expected to be 
accommodated by the existing infrastructure. 
 
l.  Transportation Demand Management.  The City/County Association of Governments 
(C/CAG) is the Congestion Management Agency for San Mateo County that develops the Congestion 
Management Program (CMP). As part of the land use element of the CMP, all projects that generate 
100 or more net new trips during the AM or PM peak hour are required to mitigate the impacts of all 
net new trips. One of five possible ways to mitigate these trips is to implement transportation demand 
management (TDM) programs that have the capacity to reduce the demand for new peak-hour trips. 
Other mitigation measures include reducing the scope of the project to generate less than 100 peak 
hour trips or paying a one-time fee of $20,000 per peak hour trip to a TDM fund. 
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The project would generate more than 100 vehicle trips during both the AM and PM peak hours. 
Therefore, per C/CAG guidelines, development of a TDM plan is required. Conformance with the 
C/CAG requirement will be implemented by the City during the Specific Development Plan/Use 
Permit review process that would be conducted prior to implementation of the Master Plan. No trip 
reduction due to TDM measures was assumed in the trip generation calculation used in the analysis of 
potential traffic impacts resulting from the project.  
 
C/CAG has identified acceptable TDM measures with equivalent numbers of peak-hour trip credits 
that will be granted with implementation of each measure. Measures can be mixed and matched so 
that the total number of trip credits is equal to or greater than the new peak-hour trips generated by 
the project. These programs, once implemented, must be on-going for the occupied life of the 
development. Programs may be substituted, with prior approval of C/CAG, as long as the number of 
reduced trips remains the same. 
 
An existing 35 percent alternative mode share was assumed for all 3,100 projected Gilead employees, 
based on Genentech data. The following composition of different mode shares for Gilead employees 
would therefore be expected: 

• Transit: 12.5 percent (388 employees) 

• Carpool: 12 percent (372 employees) 

• Vanpool: 4 percent (124 employees) 

• Bicycle: 2 percent (62 employees) 

• Flextime: 2 percent (62 employees) 

• Walk: 1 percent (31 employees) 

• Telecommute: 1 percent (31 employees) 

• Motorcycle/Scooter: 0.5 percent (16 employees) 
 
The quantity and distribution of the TDM strategies presented in the following table reflect this 
assumption. Should employee surveys suggest the mode share has a different distribution, the 
allocation of the TDM strategies, and additional or substitute strategies, may be appropriate. 
 
As shown in Table V.G-23, the cumulative number of trip credits is 1,920, which is greater than the 
estimated AM and PM peak hour trip generation totals of 1,117 and 1,184, respectively. Note that the 
total numbers of employees and generated trips were used in this analysis rather than the increase 
from existing conditions to ensure the entire campus generates enough trip credits. The City would 
require the implementation of an appropriate TDM Program for the life of the Master Plan to reduce 
cumulative impacts on area roadways.  
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Table V.G-23: Transportation Demand Management Measures for Gilead Sciences 

TDM Measure Amount 
C/CAG  

Credit Rate 
C/CAG Trip 

Credits 
Guaranteed Ride Home (all carpool, vanpool, and 
transit participants) 884 1 884 

Shuttle service (all transit riders) 388 1 388 
Carpool Incentive Program 1 1 1 
Bike to Work Program 1 1 1 
Rebates for vanpool participants 1 1 1 
Commuter checks (all transit riders) 388 1 388 
Flextime 62 0.2 12 
Telecommuting 31 0.33 10 
Bike racks/lockers 26 0.33 9 
2 Cafeterias 2 5 10 
2 ATMs 2 5 10 
Fitness center 1 5 5 
8 showers and lockers 8 10 80 
On-site oil change service 1 1 1 
Patios, dining areas, break areas with seating 1 1 1 
Dry Cleaning Services 1 5 5 
6 Video conferencing center 6 5 30 
Park and Ride lot information provided 1 5 5 
Carpool or vanpool vehicle maintenance program 1 7 7 
On-site vanpool marketing 1 7 7 
On-site flower vendor 1 5 5 
Personal package delivery to Gilead for employees 1 5 5 
Additional Credit for Providing Ten or more TDM 
Program Measures 1 5 5 

Total TDM Program Measure Trip Credits 1,920 
Source: City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, 2004; City of South San Francisco, 2007; and Fehr 
& Peers, 2008. 
 
 
m. Emergency Access and Air Traffic Patterns Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Emergency 
vehicles would be able to use the roadways surrounding the project site. In addition, emergency 
vehicles would be allowed on the closed portion of Lakeside Drive, maintaining existing emergency 
access. Therefore, the Master Plan would not result in emergency vehicle access impacts. Additional 
employment associated with the Master Plan would not contribute substantially to demand for 
commercial flights (because most new employees would be expected to work on-site). In addition, no 
buildings or features would be constructed on-site that would interfere with flight operations at local 
airports. Refer to Section V.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional detail.  
 
n. Project Construction.  Project construction would affect off-site circulation due to increased 
truck traffic to and from the site. Construction would also disrupt on-site travel due to the potential 
closure of sidewalks and blockage of bicycle facilities and transit routes during construction.  
 
Impact TRANS-5: Construction activities could interfere with circulation patterns. (S) 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level:  
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-5: During the use permit process, the project applicant shall 
develop and submit a construction management plan for City approval that specifies measures 
that would reduce impacts to motor vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian and transit circulation. The 
construction management plan shall include the following: 

• Location of construction staging areas for materials, equipment, and vehicles. 

• Notification procedures for adjacent property owners and public safety personnel 
regarding when major deliveries, detours, and lane closures will occur. 

• Identification of haul routes for movement of construction vehicles that would minimize 
impacts on vehicular and pedestrian traffic, circulation and safety; and provision for 
monitoring surface streets used for haul routes so that any damage and debris attributable 
to the haul trucks can be identified and corrected by the project applicant. 

• Provisions for removal of trash generated by project construction activity. 

• A process for responding to, and tracking, complaints pertaining to construction activity, 
including identification of an on-site complaint manager. 

 
The measures outlined in the construction plans shall reviewed and approved by the City and 
shall be devised to reduce circulation impacts during the construction period to the maximum 
extent feasible. (LTS) 
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