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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has been prepared by EPD Solutions, Inc. (EPD) to analyze the 
proposed Pepper Avenue Specific Plan Amendment and Industrial Development Project which is 
generally located on the east side of Pepper Avenue south of Interstate-210 (APNs 0264-201-05, 
-06, and portions of-26) in the City of Rialto (City). The proposed Specific Plan Amendment would 
modify the existing Planning Areas (PAs) in the northeast portion of the Specific Plan area and 
redesignate the Specific Plan zoning of approximately 35.56-acres of land on the east side of 
Pepper Avenue that is adjacent to the south of SR-210 from Community Commercial to Light 
Industrial. Under the Light Industrial designation, the development proposes the construction of a 
475,000 square foot warehouse building. The development project site is currently vacant. To 
account for fluctuations and changes in the site plan, this TIA will analyze a warehouse building 
consisting of 485,000 square feet. The proposed warehouse building would generate 
approximately 1,390 daily passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips which includes 138 AM peak hour 
and 146 PM peak hour PCE trips. 
 
The following intersections and roadway segments comprise of the study area. 
 
Study Area Intersections: 

1. Pepper Avenue/SR-210 WB Ramps 
2. Pepper Avenue/SR-210 EB Ramps 
3. Pepper Avenue/North Project Driveway (future) 
4. Pepper Avenue/Automobile Driveway (future) 
5. Pepper Avenue/Truck Driveway (future) 
6. Pepper Avenue/Winchester Drive – Terrace Road  
7. Pepper Avenue/Baseline Road 

Study Area Roadway Segments 

1. Pepper Avenue from Baseline Road to Winchester-Terrace Road 
2. Pepper Avenue from Winchester-Terrace Road to SR-210 EB Ramps 

The study area intersections were evaluated during the AM and PM peak hours, which are 
defined as the hours with the highest traffic volumes during the 6 AM to 9 AM and 3 PM to 6 PM 
peak commute periods. 

AM and PM peak hour traffic operations were evaluated for the following scenarios: 
 

Existing Conditions 
Project Opening Day (Existing + Ambient Growth) 
Project Opening Day with Project 
Future Conditions (Opening Day with Project plus Cumulative Projects) 
General Plan 
General Plan with Project 
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LOS Analysis Results 
 
All study area intersections and roadway segments would operate at satisfactory LOS in all analysis 
scenarios except for the intersection of Pepper Avenue/SR-210 WB Ramps. This intersection would 
be impacted by the project in the Future and General Plan with Project scenarios. However, 
changing the intersection’s phasing to split phase in the north-south direction and changing the 
northbound lane geometry from one left-turn lane and two through lanes to one left-turn lane, one 
left-through lane, and one through lane would mitigate the project’s impact at the intersection. 
 
Queueing Analysis Results 
 
Queueing analysis has been conducted for intersections where queueing applies. Most analyzed 
intersections would provide sufficient queuing length in the worst-case scenario (General Plan with 
Project/Mitigation). However, at some intersection approaches, the queue of left-turn vehicles would 
be within the transition of the left-turn lane which should not cause a queueing impact. It is to be 
noted that it is recommended for the southbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Pepper 
Avenue/North Project Driveway to provide a queue length of 175 feet to avoid a queueing impact. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 
 
This Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has been prepared by EPD Solutions, Inc. (EPD) to analyze the 
potential transportation-related effects of the proposed Pepper Avenue Specific Plan Amendment 
and Industrial Development Project which is generally located on the east side of Pepper Avenue 
south of Interstate-210 (APNs 0264-201-05, -06, and portions of -26) in the City of Rialto (City). 
The development project site is currently vacant. The proposed Specific Plan Amendment would 
modify the existing Planning Areas (PAs) in the northeast portion of the Specific Plan area and 
redesignate the Specific Plan zoning of approximately 35.56-acres of land on the east side of 
Pepper Avenue that is adjacent to the south of SR-210 from Community Commercial to Light 
Industrial. Under the Light Industrial designation, the development proposes the construction of a 
475,000 square foot warehouse building. However, to account for the fluctuations in site plan 
development, this TIA will analyze 485,000 square feet of warehouse uses. The scope of work for 
this TIA was reviewed and approved by the City of Rialto and is provided in Appendix A. The TIA 
was prepared according to the approved scope of work using methodologies and significance 
criteria consistent as per the City of Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service Assessment (LOS) (Draft, October 2021). 
 

2.1 Project Description 
 
As noted previously, the project includes both a Specific Plan Amendment and construction of an 
industrial development project. The Specific Plan Amendment would redesignate the Specific Plan 
zoning of approximately 35.56-acres of land on the east side of Pepper Avenue that is adjacent 
to the south of SR-210 from Community Commercial to Light Industrial. The Specific Plan Amendment 
would facilitate the proposed industrial development project which is evaluate in this TIA. The 
proposed development project is located on a 23.83-acre site on the east side of Pepper Avenue 
south of the SR-210 freeway (APNs 0264-201-05, -06, and -26). The development project site is 
currently vacant. The location of the project is shown in Figure 1 and the project site plan is shown 
in Figure 2. A full-size site plan as well as a plan showing truck turning movements is provided in 
Appendix D. The project proposes the construction of a 475,0000 square feet warehouse building. 
To account for variations and development of the site plan, this TIA will analyze 485,000 square 
feet of warehouse uses. The project will be accessible via three driveways on Pepper Avenue. The 
north project driveway would be signalized and would be shared with the Specific Plan areas PA 
1 and PA 10. To the north of the development project. The center driveway (referred to as the 
project Automobile Driveway) is located approximately 287 feet south of the northern driveway 
and it would be limited to right-in/right-out movements only. The northern and middle driveways 
would serve passenger cars destined to/from the project site. The southern driveway (referred to 
as the Truck Driveway) is located approximately 656 feet south of the northern driveway, it would 
be unsignalized and would be limited to southbound (inbound) left-turns and westbound (outbound) 
right-turns. The southern driveway would serve truck traffic generated by the project and would 
provide access to the loading dock area. The warehouse building is expected to have 62 dock 
positions, 196 trailer parking stalls, and 276 parking spaces for passenger cars. 
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Figure 1: Project Location 
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2.2 Study Area and Analysis Scenarios 
 
The City of Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and 
Level of Service Assessment (LOS) Guidelines provides thresholds for determining when a TIA is 
needed and guidance on selecting study area intersections.  As per the TIA Guidelines, a TIA report 
is required if a project is likely to have a traffic impact on the City’s circulation system. The TIA is 
to consider the following traffic impacts: 
 

Increased traffic volumes on any street 
Any operational traffic issues (i.e. traffic signal operations, increased delay, restricted 
pedestrian movements, modified roadway access, limited sight distance, inadequate 
ingress/egress, inadequate storage volume for required turning movements, etc.), or other 
concerns identified by the City. 

 
The TIA Guidelines state that a major traffic study is required for any project that generates 50 or 
more trips during any peak hour without consideration of pass-by trips. The intersections selected 
for the study shall follow the following criteria: 
 

At a minimum, the study area shall include any intersection of “Collector” to higher 
classification street, with “Collector” or higher classification, shown on Rialto Circulation 
Element, at which the proposed project will add 50 or more A.M. or P.M. peak hour trips 
within 5 miles of the Project. PCE factors apply to this threshold. 

 
The study area was selected to include those intersections and roadway segments to which the 
project would add 50 or more peak hour trips on a “Collector” or higher classification. This TIA 
includes the analysis of signalized intersections and two-way stop-controlled intersections. The 
following intersections were included in the analysis:  

1. Pepper Avenue/SR-210 WB Ramps 
2. Pepper Avenue/SR-210 EB Ramps 
3. Pepper Avenue/North Project Driveway (future) 
4. Pepper Avenue/Automobile Driveway (future) 
5. Pepper Avenue/Truck Driveway (future) 
6. Pepper Avenue/Winchester Drive – Terrace Road  
7. Pepper Avenue/Baseline Road 

The following roadway segments were included in the analysis: 

1. Pepper Avenue between Baseline Road and Winchester Drive-Terrace Road 
2. Pepper Avenue between Winchester Drive-Terrace Road and SR-210 

The study area is shown on Figure 3 – Project Study Area. Study area intersections were evaluated 
during the AM and PM peak hours, which are defined as the hour with the highest traffic volumes 
during the 6 AM to 9 AM and 3 PM to 6 PM peak commute periods. The daily traffic volume was 
evaluated for study area roadway segments. The following scenarios are included in this analysis: 
 
 

Existing Conditions 
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Project Opening Day (Existing + Ambient Growth) 
Project Opening Day with Project 
Future Conditions (Opening Day with Project plus Cumulative Projects) 
General Plan 
General Plan with Project 

 
EPD contracted with a traffic counting and data collection firm to collected traffic counts at the 
study area intersections and roadway segments in October of 2021. At the time counts were 
collected, schools and businesses would be considered normal operations, and no adjustments would 
be necessary. 
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Figure 3: Project Study Area  
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2.3 Methodology 
 
Intersection operations are evaluated using Level of Service (LOS), which is a measure of the delay 
experienced by drivers on a roadway facility. LOS A indicates free-flow traffic conditions and is 
generally the best operating conditions. LOS F is an extremely congested condition and is the worst 
operating condition from the driver’s perspective. In this report, LOS at signalized and unsignalized 
intersections is calculated using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 6th Edition methodology. 
 
LOS at signalized intersections is defined in terms of the weighted average control delay for the 
intersection as a whole.  Control delay is a measure of the increase in travel time that is experienced 
due to traffic signal control and is expressed in terms of average control delay per vehicle (in 
seconds).  Control delay is determined based on the intersection geometry and volume, signal cycle 
length, phasing and coordination along the arterial corridor. Table 1 shows the relationship between 
control delay and LOS.  
 

Table 1:  Relationship between Control Delay and LOS at a Signalized Intersection 

LOS Delay (Seconds per Vehicle) 
A  10 
B >10 – 20 
C >20 – 35 
D >35 – 55 
E >55 – 80 
F >80 

 
Unsignalized intersections are categorized as either all-way stop control (AWSC) or two-way stop 
control (TWSC).  LOS at AWSC intersections is determined by the weighted average control delay 
of the overall intersection.  The HCM TWSC intersection methodology calculates LOS based on the 
delay experienced by drivers on the minor (stop-controlled) approaches to the intersection.  For 
TWSC intersections, LOS is determined for each minor-street movement, as well as the major-street 
left-turns. The relationship between delay and LOS at Unsignalized intersections is shown in Table 
2. 

 

Table 2:  Relationship between Delay and LOS an Unsignalized Intersection 

LOS Delay (seconds) 
A 0-10 
B >10 – 15 
C >15 – 25 
D >25 – 35 
E >35 – 50 
F >50 

 
Intersection and roadway analysis parameters were taken from the City’s TIA Guidelines. 
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2.4 Significance Criteria 
 
City of Rialto  
The City of Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines provides the following criteria for the 
determination of unsatisfactory traffic effects. 
 
The City’s General Plan recommends a LOS standard of D. Intersections already operating at 
worse than LOS C would be required to implement improvements to reduce delay caused by the 
project to acceptable operations according to increases in delay shown in Table 3.  
 

Table 3:  Thresholds for Acceptable Intersection Operation in City of Rialto 

With Project LOS Acceptable Increase in 
Delay 

A/B +10.0 Seconds 
C +8.0 Seconds 
D +5.0 Seconds 
E +2.0 Seconds 
F +1.0 Seconds 

 
The City’s Roadway Segment Capacities and corresponding LOS for acceptable operations is 
illustrated in Table 4. The City’s General Plan recommends an LOS standard of D. For roadways 
under the Congestion Management Program, LOS E is acceptable. 
 

Table 4:  City of Rialto Roadway Segment Capacity 1 

 Two-Way Traffic Volume (ADT)2 
Roadway Classification No. of Lanes Service Level C Service Level D Service Level E 

Local 2 2,500 - 2,799 2,800 - 3,099 3,100 + 
Collector (60’ or 64’) 2 9,900 - 11,199 11,200 - 12,499 12,500 + 

Industrial (45’) 2 9,900 – 11,199 11,200 – 12,499 12,500 + 
Arterial3 2 14,400 – 16,199 16,200 – 17,999 18,000 + 

Secondary Highway 4 16,900 – 19,399 19,400 – 21,199 22,000 + 
Modified Arterial (100’) 4 26,200 – 29,599 29,600 – 32,999 33,000 + 

Arterial (120’) 6 38,700 – 44,099 44,100 – 49,499 49,500 + 
 
1 All capacity figures are based on optimum conditions and are intended as guidelines for planning purposes only 
2 Maximum two-way ADT values are based on the 1999 Modified Highway Capacity Manual Level of Service 
Tables 
3 Two lane roads designated as future arterials that conform to arterial design standards for vertical and horizontal 
alignments are analyzed as arterials. 
 
San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
The San Bernardino County CMP sets a LOS standard of E for intersections or roadway segments 
on the CMP system of roadways. LOS E would apply as the standard at the following 
intersections: 

 7. Pepper Avenue/Baseline Road 

There are no roadway segments that require analysis under the San Bernardino CMP. 
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California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 
The Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002) required that 
State Highway facilities be analyzed when project traffic was added to the facility.  As per the 
guidelines, LOS D is the required standard at intersections under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.   In 
response to implementation of SB743, Caltrans released the Vehicle Miles Traveled-Focused 
Transportation Impact Study Guide, May 20, 2020.  According to the latest guide, “With this 
guidance, the Department will transition away from requesting LOS or other vehicle operations 
analyses of land use projects.”
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3 BASELINE CONDITIONS 
 
This section discusses the baseline (without project) conditions. Baseline conditions are those 
conditions that exist within the study area in the existing condition and that are forecast to occur in 
the future, without the proposed project. 
 

3.1 Existing Transportation System 
 
The project site is located on the east side of Pepper Avenue south of Interstate-210 (APNs 0264-
201-05, -06, and portions of -26) in the City of Rialto (City). Access to the project site is provided 
from Pepper Avenue. The posted speed limit on Pepper Avenue is 45 MPH. Regional access to the 
project site is provided by SR-210 which connects to SR-215 approximately 2.5 miles east of the 
project site.  
 
There are currently sidewalks with landscaping along the project frontage on Pepper Avenue. There 
are no marked bicycle lanes on Pepper Avenue along the project site and parking is not allowed 
on Pepper Avenue between Winchester Drive-Terrace Road and the SR-210 Freeway. Transit 
service is provided in the project area by Omnitrans. There is currently no transit service on Pepper 
Avenue, however Omnitrans Route 312 provides service along Highland Avenue, approximately 
1,400 feet north of the project site. 
 
The existing traffic control and intersection geometrics at study area intersections are shown in 
Figure 4.  
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Figure 4: Existing Conditions Lane Geometries and Traffic Control 
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3.2 Existing Conditions Traffic Volumes and Intersection Operations 
 
Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the study area intersections are shown in Figures 
5 and 6. The existing Levels of Service at the study area intersections were determined using the 
HCM methodology, described previously in section 2.3.  Table 5 shows the existing AM and PM 
peak hour levels of service at study intersections. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix C.  
As shown in Table 5, all of the study area intersections operate at a satisfactory LOS D or better 
under the Existing Conditions scenario. 
 

Table 5: Existing Conditions AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service  

 
 

E I F" I D SOLUTIONS, I NC. 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control Type Delay LOS Delay LOS 

l. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 WB Ramps Signal 31. l C 24.0 C 

2. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 EB Ramps Signal 18.6 B 19.2 B 

3. Pepper Ave/ North Project Driveway Signal 

4. Pepper Ave/ Auto Driveway (RIRO Only) TWSC 

5. Pepper Ave/ Truck Driveway TWSC 

6. Pepper Ave/ Winchester Dr-Terrace Rd Signal 11.5 B 5.0 A 

7. Pepper Ave/ Baseline Rd Signal 27.2 C 30.7 A 

TW SC = Two Way Stop Contro l 

Delay Reported in Seconds per Vehicle 

LOS = Level of Service 

RIRO = Right-in/ Right-out only 
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3.3 Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Analysis 

 
The Existing Conditions LOS at the roadway segments were determined through comparison of the 
daily roadway volumes with the capacity shown in the City’s TIA Guidelines. Table 6 shows the 
existing LOS for daily roadway segments. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix C.  As 
shown in Table 6, all roadway segments operate at satisfactory levels (above the LOS D threshold). 
 

Table 6: Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Analysis 

Roadway Segment Typed of 
Roadway 

Threshold of 
Significance 

Threshold 
Capacity 

Existing 
Roadway ADT 

     
 

     

1. Pepper Avenue: Baseline to 
Winchester-Terrace 

Modified 
Arterial D 32,999 20,955 

2. Pepper Ave: Winchester-Terrace 
to Project North Driveway 

Modified 
Arterial D 32,999 22,129 

3. Pepper Ave: Project North 
Driveway to SR -210 EB Ramp 

Modified 
Arterial D 32,999 22,129 

Note: The City's General Plan Street Classification Map shows Pepper Avenue as a Major Arterial. However, the TIA 
Guidelines do not include this classification. Therefore, Modified Arterial (100') 4 lanes is used for the Capacity of Pepper 
Avenue.  
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Figure 5: Existing Conditions AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 6 : Existing Conditions PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  
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3.4 Project Opening Day Traffic Volumes and Intersection Operations 
 
Project Opening Day (2023) traffic volumes were developed by applying a growth rate of two 
percent per year to the existing (2021) traffic volumes as approved in the Scoping Agreement. The 
Project Opening Day (2023) Baseline traffic volumes are illustrated in Figures 7 and 8. Table 7 
below shows the Project Opening Day AM and PM peak hour levels of service at study intersections. 
As shown in Table 7, all study area intersections would operate with a satisfactory LOS in the Project 
Opening Day (2023) condition. 
 

Table 7: Project Opening Day AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service  

 
 

E I F" I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 

AM Peak PM Peak 

lntersedion Control Type Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 WB Ramps Signal 32. 1 C 24.2 C 

2. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 EB Ramps Signal 18.6 B 21.1 C 

3. Pepper Ave/ North Project Driveway Signal 

4. Pepper Ave/ Auto Driveway (RIRO Only) TWSC 

5. Pepper Ave/ Truck Driveway TWSC 

6. Pepper Ave/ Winchester Dr-Terrace Rd Signal 11.5 B 5.0 A 

7. Pepper Ave/ Baseline Rd Signal 27.6 C 31.0 C 

TWSC = Two Way Stop Control 

Delay Reported in Seconds per Vehicle 

LOS = Level of Service 

RIRO = Right-in / Right-out only 
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3.5 Project Opening Day Conditions Roadway Segment Analysis 

 
The Project Opening Day LOS at the roadway segments were determined through comparison of 
the daily roadway volumes with the capacity shown in the City’s TIA Guidelines. Table 8 shows the 
existing LOS for daily roadway segments. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix C. As 
shown in Table 8, all roadway segments operate at satisfactory levels (above the LOS D threshold). 
 

Table 8: Project Opening Day Roadway Segment Analysis 

Roadway Segment Type of 
Roadway 

Threshold of 
Significance 

Threshold 
Capacity 

Opening Day 
Roadway 

ADT* 

1. Pepper Avenue: Baseline to 
Winchester-Terrace 

Modified 
Arterial LOS D 32,999 21,793 

2. Pepper Ave: Winchester-Terrace to 
Project North Driveway 

Modified 
Arterial LOS E 32,999 23,014 

3. Pepper Ave: Project North Driveway to 
SR-210 EB Ramp 

Modified 
Arterial LOS E 32,999 23,014 

*4% Growth applied to existing ADT 
Note: The City's General Plan Street Classification Map shows Pepper Avenue as a Major Arterial. However, the TIA Guidelines 
do not include this classification. Therefore, Modified Arterial (100') 4 lanes is used for the Capacity of Pepper Avenue. 

E I F' I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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Figure 7: Project Opening Day AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 8: Project Opening Day PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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3.6 General Plan Condition 
 
General Plan buildout (2040) traffic volumes were developed by adding observed growth from 
the San Bernardino County Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM) to the existing traffic volumes. 
The baseline 2016 SBTAM model network does not include Pepper Avenue connecting to Highland 
Boulevard or the Pepper Avenue interchange. Therefore, the growth in roadway volumes on Pepper 
Avenue from the 2016 and 2040 models cannot be utilized as it would provide erroneous results. 
This data could not be used to post-process turn movement volumes using the typical NCHRP iterative 
methodology. To forecast the growth to General Plan conditions within the project study area, EPD 
determined the average growth on Riverside Avenue and on State Street near the 210 Freeway. 
The average growth on these two arterials was deemed to be representative of the growth that 
could be expected on Pepper Avenue between SR-210 and Baseline Road. Using this method, a 1 
percent per year linear growth rate was identified and applied to the existing traffic volumes. 
Using this method, a growth of 24 percent was applied to the existing 2021 traffic volumes to 
forecast future 2040 General Plan conditions. 
  
EPD also examined the socioeconomic data in the model for the Pepper Avenue Specific Plan area 
to determine whether the growth rate would reflect the planned development adjacent to the 
project site. The employment shown in that area did not include significant employment in either 
2016 or 2040 conditions. Therefore, in addition to a 24 percent growth, the traffic from cumulative 
projects 7 and 8 (Pepper Avenue Development and Foothill Freeway Commerce Center) were also 
included in the General Plan Buildout traffic volumes. 
 
The General Plan buildout traffic volumes are illustrated in Figures 9 and 10. Table 9 shows the 
General Plan AM and PM peak hour levels of service at study intersections. As shown in Table 9, 
all intersections would continue to operate at a Satisfactory LOS. 
 

Table 9:  General Plan AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service 

 
 
 

E I F" I D SOLUTIONS, I NC. 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control Type Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 WB Ramps Signal 47.6 D 26.8 C 

2. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 EB Ramps Signal 2 1.2 C 20.1 C 

3. Pepper Ave/ North Project Driveway Signal 

4. Pepper Ave/ Auto Driveway (RIRO Only) TWSC 

5. Pepper Ave/ Truck Driveway TWSC 

6. Pepper Ave/ Winchester Dr-Terrace Rd Signal 8.4 A 4.7 A 

7. Pepper Ave/ Baseline Rd Signal 29.4 C 30.2 C 

TW SC = Two W ay Stop Control 

Jelay Reported in Seconds per Vehicle 

LOS = Level of Service 

RIRO = Right- in/ Right-out only 
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3.7 General Plan Conditions Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
The General Plan LOS at the roadway segments were determined through comparison of the daily 
roadway volumes with the capacity shown in the City’s TIA Guidelines. Table 10 shows the General 
Plan LOS for daily roadway segments. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix C.  As shown 
in Table 10, all roadway segments would operate at satisfactory levels (above the respective LOS 
D or E threshold). 
 

Table 10: General Plan Buildout Roadway Segment Analysis 

Roadway Segment Typed of 
Roadway 

Threshold of 
Significance 

Threshold 
Capacity 

GP Buildout 
Roadway 

ADT* 

1. Pepper Avenue: Baseline to 
Winchester-Terrace 

Modified 
Arterial LOS D 32,999 28,236 

2. Pepper Ave: Winchester-Terrace to 
Project North Driveway 

Modified 
Arterial LOS E 32,999 25,412 

3. Pepper Ave: Project North Driveway 
to SR-210 EB Ramp 

Modified 
Arterial LOS E 32,999 33,837 

*24% Growth applied to existing ADT 
Note: The City's General Plan Street Classification Map shows Pepper Avenue as a Major Arterial. However, the TIA Guidelines 
do not include this classification. Therefore, Modified Arterial (100') 4 lanes is used for the Capacity of Pepper Avenue.  

E I F' I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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Figure 9: General Plan AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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 Figure 10: General Plan PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  

E I F" I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 

0 _,_, 0 "'"' 0 wf::::. 0 0 AO> 
::l"' "'"' "'"'"' "' 

l .Jl 
101 _} 

70 
0 - 0 0 

53 24 

( ( 
,.,. ...... --,"'"' 

..,. 
'f~ 

,._ 
F\l~- ~o --,o, 

0, 

0 0 0 0 (£)~~ 
..>.Q)..>. 
AC>VI 

"' 
........ C>N<O 

\.. .J 
64 159 

0 2 384 
10 

'. r 77 

( ( 
§o "'~"" Na><'> 

0, "'o ::i~ 

E Highland Ave 

210 

LEGEN D 

0 Study Intersection 

E Winchester Dr D Project Site 

Project Driveway :l 

E Baseline Rd 

a < 
>- ,; -------ho.-------1 a. 
u a. 
~ &. 
z z 



  Pepper Avenue Industrial Project  
Traffic Impact Analysis 

  

26 

4 PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

4.1 Project Trip Generation 
 
Vehicle trips were generated for the project using trip rates for the warehouse land use from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (11th Edition, 2021), a vehicle mix from 
the Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, December 2013, and Passenger Car 
Equivalent (PCE) factors from the San Bernardino County CMP, Appendix B – Guidelines for CMP 
Traffic Impact Analysis Reports in San Bernardino County, 2016. The project trip generation is 
shown in Table 11. The proposed warehouse would generate approximately 1,390 daily PCE trips 
which includes 138 AM peak hour and 146 PM peak hour PCE trips.  
 

4.2 Project Trips 
 
Project trips were distributed to the study area intersections based on the location of the project 
and logical routes of travel to and from the site. Project trips were assigned to the study area 
intersections by multiplying the project trip generation by the trip distribution percent at each 
location. As noted in the project description, the project will be accessible via three driveways on 
Pepper Avenue. The north project driveway would be signalized and would be shared with the 
Specific Plan areas PA 1 and PA 10. The north project driveway would serve project automobile 
traffic only as well as automobile and truck traffic generated by the future (cumulative) project to 
the north of the project site. The center driveway would be used by passenger cars only and would 
be limited to right-in/right-out movements, whereas the southern driveway would serve truck traffic 
and would be limited to southbound (inbound) left-turns and westbound (outbound) right-turns.  
 
The project trip distributions assumes that all of the project’s passenger car traffic from the north 
would enter the project using the northern shared driveway. Outbound project passenger car trips 
would be split evenly between the northern shared signalized driveway and unsignalized right-
in/right-out driveway. All trucks would enter and exit the project through the southern truck 
driveway. 
 
The project trip distribution for the passenger cars associated with the warehouse building is shown 
in Figure 11. The project trip distribution for the trucks associated with the warehouse building is 
shown in Figure 12. The project trip assignment for AM and PM peak hours are shown in Figure 13 
and Figure 14, respectively.

E I F' I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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Table 11: Project Trip Generation 

        AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Land Use   Units Daily In Out Total In Out Total 

Trip Rates                    

Warehouse1  TSF 1.71 0.13 0.04 0.17 0.05 0.13 0.18 
                    

Total Vehicle Trip Generation          

Proposed Warehouse 485 TSF 829 63 19 82 24 63 87 

Vehicle Mix2  Percent        

Passenger Vehicles   60.00% 498 38 11 49 15 38 52 

2-Axle Trucks  0.80% 7 1 0 1 0 1 1 

3-Axle Trucks  11.20% 93 7 2 9 3 7 10 

4+-Axle Trucks  28.00% 232 18 5 23 7 18 24 
  100% 829 63 19 82 24 63 87 

PCE Trip Generation3  PCE Factor        

Passenger Vehicles   1.0  498 38 11 49 15 38 52 

2-Axle Trucks  1.5  10 1 0 1 0 1 1 

3-Axle Trucks  2.0  186 14 4 18 5 14 20 

4+-Axle Trucks  3.0  697 53 16 69 21 53 73 

Total PCE Trip Generation     1390 106 32 138 41 105 146 

TSF = Thousand Square Feet          

PCE = Passenger Car Equivalent          

1 Trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation,11th Edition, 2021. Land Use Code 150 - Warehouse. 

2 Vehicle Mix from the Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines, December 2013. 

3 Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) factors from San Bernardino County CMP, Appendix B - Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact Analysis Reports in 
San Bernardino County, 2016 
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Figure 11: Project Passenger Car Trip Distribution 
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Figure 12: Project Truck Trip Distribution  
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Figure 13: Project AM Peak Hour Trip Assignment  
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Figure 14: Project PM Peak Hour Trip Assignment 

E I F" I D SOLUT I ONS , INC. 

0 

0 

O<.> 0 ~o 

-
tO) 

-"-' 
"'0, 

( 
0,0 

( 

"'"' "'"' 

o~o 

\-. 

r 
( 

0 0,0 

E Winchester Or 

B. < 
-------tH,..s--------1 8. 

a. 
~ 

z z 

0 

0 
0 
0 

__} 

o~=::: 0 
.) l 

13 
0 

r 12 

( 
O~(.J 

AAA 

.) 

2 
0 

r 0 

ONO 

E Highland Ave 

210 

LEGEN D 

0 Study Intersection 

D Proiect Site 

. ,~ 
Proiect Driveway -1:', 

<,> 
0, 

13 

( 
j<-> 



  Pepper Avenue Industrial Project  
Traffic Impact Analysis 

  

32 

5 PROJECT EFFECT ON LOS 
 

5.1 Project Opening Day with Project Traffic Volumes and Intersection Operations 
 
The Project Opening Day with Project traffic volumes were developed by adding the project trip 
assignment to the Project Opening Day traffic volumes. The Project Opening Day traffic volumes 
are shown in Figures 15 and 16. Levels of Service at the study area intersections were determined 
using the HCM methodology, described previously in section 2.3. Table 12 shows the Opening Day 
plus Project AM and PM peak hour levels of service at study intersections. All LOS calculations are 
provided in Appendix C. As shown in Table 12, all intersections would operate with a satisfactory 
LOS, and no mitigation measures would be required.  
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Table 12: Project Opening Day With Project AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service 

E I p I D SOLUTIONS, I NC . 

Intersection 

1. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 WB Ramps 

2. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 EB Ramps 

3. Pepper Ave/ North Project Driveway 

4. Pepper Ave/ Auto Driveway (RIRO O nly ) 

5. Pepper Ave/ Truck Driveway 

6. Pepper Ave/ Winchester Dr-Terrace Rd 

7. Pepper Ave/ Baseline Rd 

TW SC = Two W a y Stop Contro l 

Delay Reported in Seconds per Vehicle 

LOS = Le ve l of Se rvice 

Control Type 

Signal 

Signal 

Signal 

TWSC 

TWSC 

Signal 

Signal 

i Project Opening Day 

AM Peak PM Peak 

i Delay LOS Delay LOS 

' 
32.1 C 24.2 C 

18.6 B 21. 1 C 

- - - -
- - - -
- - - -

11.5 B 5.0 A 

27.6 C 31 .00 C 

' 

Project Opening plus Pro ject 

AM Peak PM Pea k Increase in Delay Impact 

Delay LOS Delay LOS AM PM AM PM 

34.1 C 25.6 C 2 1.4 No No 

18.2 B 20.2 C -0.4 -0.9 No No 

4.2 A 4.4 A - - No No 

11.9 B 13.0 B - - No No 

12.0 B 13.6 B - - No No 

11.5 B 5.0 A 0.0 0.0 No No 

27.8 C 31.0 C 0.2 0 No No 
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Figure 15: Project Opening Day With Project AM Peak Hour Volumes 
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Figure 16: Project Opening Day With Project PM Peak Hour Volumes  
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5.2 Project Opening Day With Project Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
The Project Opening Day with Project LOS at the roadway segments were determined through 
comparison of the daily roadway volumes with the capacity shown in the City’s TIA Guidelines. 
Table 13 shows the General Plan LOS for daily roadway segments. All LOS calculations are 
provided in Appendix C.  As shown in Table 13, all roadway segments operate at satisfactory 
levels (above the respective LOS D or E threshold), and no impacts are expected. 
 

E I F' I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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5.3 Future Conditions (Opening Day with Project plus Cumulative Projects) 
 
Future conditions (Opening Day) traffic volumes were developed by applying a growth rate of two 
percent per year to the existing (2021) traffic volumes and adding traffic generated by other 
approved and pending development projects.  
 
A total of 8 cumulative development projects within the City of Rialto were included in the Future 
Conditions (Opening Day) traffic volumes. These projects were selected from a list of cumulative 
projects provided by the city and are those projects which would add measurable traffic to the 
project study area intersections. Other projects were deemed to be either too small or too far away 
to contribute measurable traffic to the study area. The current development projects map for the 
City of San Bernardino was also consulted and it was determined that there were no cumulative 
projects in the City of San Bernardino that would add measurable traffic to the study area. The 
locations of the cumulative projects are shown in Figure 17. The project trip generation for each 
cumulative project was calculated using trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip 
Generation, 11th Edition, or taken from each project’s respective traffic study. Table 14 shows the 
trip generation for each cumulative project, and the cumulative detailed assignment can be found 
in Appendix D. The Future Conditions traffic volumes are illustrated in Figures 18 and 19. 
 
As noted in Table 14, the Cumulative Projects include the remaining buildout for the Pepper Avenue 
Specific Plan. In some cases, a future development is in the planning process and a preliminary site 
plan was available for review. This is the case for the Foothill Freeway Commerce Center, which is 
the project located north of and adjacent to the proposed project. The shared project driveway 
would be the southern driveway for the Foothill Freeway Commerce Center. All automobile and 
truck traffic entering the Foothill Freeway Commerce Center from the north would enter through the 
shared signalized driveway (study intersection #3). Outbound truck traffic from the Foothill 
Freeway Commerce Center would also use intersection #3, whereas automobile traffic would be 
split between the two cumulative project driveways. It should be noted that the full project trip 
generation for the Foothill Freeway Commerce Center, including pass-by trips, was added to the 
inbound and outbound turn movements in intersection #3. Pass-by trips were subtracted from the 
through movements at this intersection. This adjustment can be observed in the LOS worksheets in 
the ”Pass-by Trips” volume adjustment. 
 
The Future Conditions (Opening Day with Project plus Cumulative Projects) Levels of Service at the 
study area intersections were determined using the HCM methodology, described previously in 
section 2.3. Table 15 shows the Future Conditions AM and PM peak hour levels of service at study 
intersections. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix C. As shown in Table 15, the intersection 
of Pepper Avenue/SR-210 Westbound Ramps would operate at unsatisfactory LOS E in the Future 
conditions. Recommended improvements at this intersection are discussed in Section 8 of this report.  
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 Table 14: Cumulative Projects Trip Generation 

 
 

E I F" I D SOLUTIONS, I NC. 

AM Peak Ho ur PM Peak Ho ur 

La nd U,e Unit• Daily In Out Total In Out Tota l 

Trie Rates 

Warehousing 
1 

TSF 1.71 0 .13 0 .04 0 .17 0 .05 0.13 0 .18 

Single Family Residentia l Detached2 DU 9.43 0. 18 0.52 0 .70 0.59 0.35 0.94 

Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise ) Not Near Transit3 DU 4 .54 0.09 0 .28 0 .37 0 .24 0.15 0 .39 

Convenience Store/ Gos Station 4 TSF 700.43 28.26 28.26 56.52 27 .26 27.26 54.52 

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Through W indow 5 TSF 467.48 22.75 21.86 44.6 1 17 .18 15.85 33.03 

Strip Retail Pla za 6 TSF 54.45 1.42 0 .94 2.36 3.30 3.30 6 .59 

Coffee / Donut Shop wi th Drive-Through Window 7 
TSF 533.57 43.80 42.08 85.88 19.50 19.50 38.99 

Cumulative Pro jects Trie. Generolion 

1. Olive Avenue Development Project (lndustria l)8 67 9.607 TSF 1,98 1 149 45 194 58 157 215 

2 . Fitzgera ld Avenue Warehouse 45.659 TSF 7 8 6 2 8 2 6 8 

Vehicle Mix (Fitzgerald Ave Warehouse) 9 Percent 

Possenger Vehicles 60.00% 47 4 1 5 1 4 5 

2-Axle Trucks 0.80% 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3-Axle Trucks 11.20% 9 1 0 1 0 1 1 

4+-Ax le Trucks 28.00% 22 2 0 2 1 2 2 

100% 7 8 6 2 8 2 6 8 

PCE Trie Generation (Fitzgerald Ave Warehouse) ' 0 PCE Factor 

Passenger Vehicles 1.0 47 4 1 5 1 4 5 

2-Axle Trucks 1.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3-Axle Trucks 2.0 17 1 0 2 1 2 

4+-Axle Trucks 3.0 66 5 1 7 2 5 7 

Tota l PCE Trip Generation (Fitzgerald Ave Warehouse) 131 10 3 13 4 10 13 

3. Rena issance Residential 1,229 DU 5580 105 350 455 292 187 47 9 

4 . Lytle Creek Specific Plan (SFR)11 6,500 DU 2,090 2,900 4,990 4,303 3,669 7,972 

5. Tract 20199 - The Depot ($FR) 56 DU 528 10 29 39 33 19 53 

6 . Frontier Rialto Apa rtments 204 DU 926 17 58 75 49 31 80 

7 . Pepper Avenue Development 

Convenie nce Store/ Gos Sta tion 5.100 TSF 3572 144 144 288 139 139 27 8 

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive -Through Window 4.800 TSF 2244 109 105 214 82 7 6 159 

Strip Retail Ploza 4.100 TSF 223 6 4 10 14 14 27 

Pass-By Trips12 -2908 -143 -141 -284 -11 9 -116 -235 

Total Pepper Avenue Development 3131 116 112 228 11 6 113 229 
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Table14 (cont.): Cumulative Projects Trip Generation 
 

 
 
 

Land Use Units Daily In Out Total In Out Total

8.  Foothill Freeway Commerce Center (Pepper Ave Specific Plan PA 1 and 10)

Warehouse 250.185 TSF 428 33 10 43 13 32 45

Convenience Store/Gas Station 4.600 TSF 3222 130 130 260 125 125 251

Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Through Window 2.400 TSF 1122 55 52 107 41 38 79

Coffee Shop with Drive-Through 2.400 TSF 1281 105 101 206 47 47 94

Strip Retail Plaza 3.600 TSF 196 5 3 8 12 12 24

Pass-By Trips13 -2812 -159 -156 -315 -114 -113 -227

Vehicle Mix (Foothill Freeway Commerce Center Warehouse)
10

Percent

Passenger Vehicles 60.00% 257 20 6 26 8 19 27

2-Axle Trucks 0.80% 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

3-Axle Trucks 11.20% 48 4 1 5 1 4 5

4+-Axle Trucks 28.00% 120 9 3 12 4 9 13

100% 428 33 10 43 13 32 45

PCE Trip Generation (Foothill Fwy Commerce Center Warehouse)
11

PCE Factor

Passenger Vehicles 1.0 257 20 6 26 8 19 27

2-Axle Trucks 1.5 5 0 0 1 0 0 1

3-Axle Trucks 2.0 96 7 2 10 3 7 10

4+-Axle Trucks 3.0 359 28 8 36 11 27 38

Total Warehouse PCE Trip Generation 717 55 16 71 21 54 75

Total PCE Trip Generation (Foothill Freeway Commerce Center) 3725 191 147 338 132 164 296

9.  Pepper Avenue Development (Pepper Ave Specific Plan PA's 6, 7, 8)
Commercial Retail 69.350 2961 42 25 67 123 134 257

Total Cumulative Trip Generation 18964 2730 3670 6400 5110 4484 9593

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
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Figure 17: Cumulative Project Location Map 
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Figure 18: Future Conditions AM Peak Hour Volumes  
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Figure 19: Future Conditions PM Peak Hour Volumes 
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Table 15: Future Conditions AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service 

 

E I p I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 

Intersection 

1. Pepper Ave/ SR-2 10 W B Ramps 

2. Pepper Ave/ SR-2 10 EB Ramps 
3. Pepper Ave/ North Project Driveway 

4. Pepper Ave/ Auto Driveway (RIRO Only) 
5. Pepper Ave/Truck Driveway 

6 . Pepper Ave/ W incheste r Dr-Terrace Rd 
7. Pepper Ave/ Baseline Rd 

TWSC = Two Wo y Stop Control 

Delo y R:e ported in Seconds per Vehicle 

LOS = Level o f Service 

RIRO = Right- in/ Right-out only 

Control Type 

Signal 

Signal 
Signal 

TWSC 
TWSC 

Signal 
Signal 

Future (Opening Year plus Cumulative plus Project) 

AM Peak PM Peak Impact 

Delay LOS Delay LOS AM PM 

56.8 E 32. 1 C Yes No 

21.7 C 23.6 C No No 
19.0 B 20.0 B No No 
12.4 B 14.3 B No No 
12.8 B 15.2 C No No 
12.0 B 5.2 A No No 
29.4 C 32.0 C No No 

Future plus Mitigation 

Recommended Improvements AM Peak PM Peak Impact 

Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Change intersection phasing to split 

phose in the north-south direction and 

change the northbound lane 40.3 D No 

geometry to one left-through lane, 

and one through lane. 



  Pepper Avenue Industrial Project  
Traffic Impact Analysis 

  

45 

5.4 Future Conditions (Opening Day with Project plus Cumulative Projects) Roadway 
Segment Analysis 

 
The Future Conditions LOS at the roadway segments were determined through comparison of the 
daily roadway volumes with the capacity shown in the City’s TIA Guidelines. Table 16 shows the 
Future Conditions LOS for daily roadway segments. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix 
C.  As shown in Table 16, all roadway segments operate at satisfactory levels (above the respective 
LOS D or E threshold), and no impacts are expected.

E I F' I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 
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5.5 General Plan with Project  
 
General Plan buildout with project traffic volumes were developed by adding the project’s trip 
assignment to the General Plan buildout volumes discussed previously. The General Plan buildout 
with project traffic volumes are illustrated in Figures 20 and 21. Table 17 shows the General Plan 
with project AM and PM peak hour levels of service at study intersections. As shown in Table 17, 
the intersection of Pepper Avenue/SR-210 Westbound Ramps would continue to operate at 
unsatisfactory LOS E with addition of the project. Recommended improvements at this intersection 
are discussed in Section 8 of this report. 
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Table 17: General Plan With Project AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service 

 
 

E I p I D SOLUTIONS, I NC . 

Inte rsection 

I . Pepper Ave/ SR-210 WB Ramps 

2. Pepper Ave/ SR-210 EB Romps 

3. Pepper Ave/ N orth Project Driveway 

4. Pepper Ave/ Auto Driveway (RIRO O nly) 

5. Pepper Ave(T ruck Driveway 

6. Pepper Ave/Winchester Dr-Te rrace Rd 

7. Pepper Ave/ Base line Rd 

TWSC = Two Way Stop Contro l 

Delay Reported in Seconds per Vehicle 

LOS = leve l of Se rvice 

Contro l TvDe 

Signa l 

Signa l 

Signa l 

TWSC 

TWSC 

Signa l 

Signa l 

Genera l Pla n 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delav LOS Oelav LOS 

47.6 D 26.8 C 

2 1.2 C 20. l C 

8.4 A 4.7 A 

29.4 C 30.2 C 

Ge ne ra l Pla n plus Pro ject 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Dela v LOS Oelav LOS 

54.2 D 28.2 C 

2 1.3 C 20.4 C 
18.6 B 17.8 B 
12.7 B 12.6 B 
12.9 B 13.l B 
8.4 A 4.7 A 

29.6 C 30.2 C 

' ' 
Genera l Plan Plus Mit iqation 

i lm~ri I ! Inc rea se in De la y Impact Recomme nded Improveme nts AM Peak PM Peak 

AM PM AM PM Delav LOS Delav LOS 

' Cha nge intersectio n pha sing to split 

phase in t he north-south d irectio n and 

6.6 1.4 Ye, No change the northbound lone 39.l D - No 

ge o me try to o ne left -through lane, 

a nd o ne th rough la ne. 

0.1 0.3 No No 

No No 

No No - -
No No -

0 0 No No 

I 

0.2 0 No No 
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Figure 20: General Plan with Project AM Peak Hour Volumes 

 
 

E I F" I D SOLUT I ONS , INC. 

CD "'"' 0 "'"' "'O> ~-_..., 

( 
"'"' "'"' ...,..., "'"' ..,a, "'"' 

® NO> ~CD...., .... "' .... "' 

'. r 
( ( 

:::o -"' -a,o 
m "'"' 

E Winchester Dr 

" ~ 
~ " a < 
>- i ------;t-E-------t a. u 
:, 
w 
z 

a. 
& 
z 

0 

92 _j 
0 

26 

mN .... 
<O~~ 0 

.) l 
67 
0 

r 24 

( 
u,O,c.., 
NAO> 

"' 

-CJ>N 

"'"'-"'"'"' 
.) 

283 
404 

r 86 

a>-m 
~~(O 

E Highland Ave 

210 

LEGEN D 

0 Study Intersection 

D Pro ject Site 

Pro ject Driveway ,i 

E Baseline Rd 

w 
"' u, 

4 

( 

'""' 0 



  Pepper Avenue Industrial Project  
Traffic Impact Analysis 

  

50 

Figure 21: General Plan with Project PM Peak Hour Volumes 
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5.6 General Plan with Project Roadway Segment Analysis 
 
The General Plan with Project LOS at the roadway segments were determined using the HCM 
methodology described previously in section 2.4, Table 18 shows the Future Conditions LOS for 
daily roadway segments. All LOS calculations are provided in Appendix C.  As shown in Table 18, 
two of the three segments operate at satisfactory levels (above the respective LOS D or E threshold). 
The segment of Pepper Avenue north of the project would exceed the threshold for satisfactory 
conditions. This is consistent with the findings of the Pepper Avenue Specific Plan Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Urban Crossroads, 2016). The Specific Plan TIA identified improvements at the intersection 
of Pepper Avenue/SR-210 EB Ramps, which would address the deficiency at both the ramp 
intersection and the adjacent roadway segment. 
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Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed by Governor Brown in 2013 and required the Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the CEQA Guidelines to provide an alternative to LOS 
for evaluating Transportation impacts.  SB743 specified that the new criteria should promote the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks and 
a diversity of land uses.  The bill also specified that delay-based level of service could no longer 
be considered an indicator of a significant impact on the environment.  In response, Section 15064.3 
was added to the CEQA Guidelines beginning January 1, 2019.  Section 15064.3 - Determining 
the Significance of Transportation Impacts states that Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the most 
appropriate measure of transportation impacts and provides lead agencies with the discretion to 
choose the most appropriate methodology and thresholds for evaluating VMT.  Section 15064.3(c) 
states that the provisions of the section shall apply statewide beginning on July 1, 2020. 
 
The City of Rialto utilizes the County of San Bernardino VMT analysis methodology, impact 
thresholds and screening thresholds to determine if projects would require a vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) analysis. The County’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines provide criteria for projects 
that would be considered to have a less-than significant impact on VMT and therefore could be 
screened out from further analysis.  If a project meets one of the following criteria, then the VMT 
impact of the project is considered less-than significant and no further analysis of VMT would be 
required: 
 

1. The project is a local-serving land use. 
2. The project generates less than 110 daily vehicle trips. 
3. The project is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA). 
4. The project is located in a low VMT generating area. 

 
The applicability of each criteria to the proposed project is discussed below. 
 
Screening Criteria 1 – Local Serving Land Use: According to the County’s guidelines, projects that 
serve the local community and have the potential to reduce VMT would not be required to complete 
a VMT assessment. These types of projects include K-12 schools, local serving retail, day care 
centers and student housing. The project proposes to redesignate a portion of the Specific Plan 
area from Community Commercial to Light Industrial and to develop and operate an industrial 
warehouse within a portion of the area. Therefore, would not be considered a local serving land 
use. Criteria 1 would not apply. 
 
Screening Criteria 2 – Project Trip Generation Screening: The County’s guidelines state that projects 
generating less than 110 daily vehicle trips would not be required to complete a VMT assessment. 
The County’s Guidelines discuss the type of VMT that should be evaluated for various types of 
projects.  For employment projects, such as the proposed project, the County guidelines specify that 
VMT/Employee for only the home-based-work trip purpose is analyzed.  This is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a) which states “For the purpose of this section, “vehicle miles 
traveled” refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project”. Based 
on both of these guidance documents, truck trips are not included in the VMT analysis. 
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To determine if the project’s trip generation would exceed the 110 daily vehicle trips screening 
threshold, the passenger vehicle trip generation was utilized. This approach is consistent with both 
the County and CEQA Guidelines. As shown in Table 11, the proposed light industrial development 
project would generate 498 daily passenger vehicle trips. Because the project would generate 
more than 110 daily passenger vehicle trips, this would not meet Screening Criteria 2. 
 
Screening Criteria 3 - Transit Priority Area Screening: According to the County’s guidelines, projects 
located in a Transit Priority Area (TPA) may be presumed to have a less than significant impact. 
The project is not located in a TPA therefore the project would not satisfy the requirements of 
Screening Criteria 3. 
 
Screening Criteria 4 - Low VMT Area Screening: The County’s guidelines include a screening 
threshold for projects located in a low VMT generating area. The Specific Plan area was evaluated 
using the SBCTA VMT Screening Tool . The Specific Plan area is located within two traffic analysis 
zones (TAZ’s; TAZ 53759102 and 53759602). The County’s criteria of 4 percent below County 
baseline was used to screen the project using Production-Attraction VMT per worker. As shown in 
Figures 22 and 23, the Countywide VMT/Worker is 16.9, therefore the threshold VMT/Worker 
would be 16.2.   The VMT/Worker for the TAZ 53759102 is 14.7 and for TAZ 53759602 is 9.7. 
Therefore, the VMT/Worker of both zones would be below the threshold of 16.2and would meet 
Screening Criteria 4. As a result, the project would not be required to prepare a VMT analysis 
because is it located within a low VMT area and therefore the project’s impact on VMT is presumed 
to be less than significant. 

 
1 
https://sbcta.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=779a71bc659041ad995cd
48d9ef4052b 

E I F' I D SOLUTIONS, INC. 



  Pepper Avenue Industrial Project  
Traffic Impact Analysis 

 

55 

Figure 22: Low VMT Area Screening (TAZ 53759102) 
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Figure 23: Low VMT Area Screening (TAZ 53759602) 
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7 CONSISTENCY WITH PEPPER AVENUE SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION 
 
The previously approved Pepper Avenue Specific Plan and EIR included project design features 
that may be applicable to the project. The features are discussed below. Please note that the 
driveway references correspond to the previous specific plan and not necessarily to the proposed 
development project 
 
Design Feature DF TRAF-1: Pepper Avenue / Northerly Right In/Right Out (RIRO) Driveway – 
Install stop sign control on the EB approach, design the intersection to restrict left in access to the 
Project driveway and left out access from the Project driveway, and construct the intersection with 
the following geometrics: 

NB Approach: Provide two through lanes. 
SB Approach: Provide one through lane and one shared through right turn lane. 
EB Approach: Provide a right turn lane. 

 
Proposed Industrial Development Project Applicability: Design Feature DF TRAF-1 is not applicable 
to the proposed industrial development as it is not located on the site of the proposed development 
project. However, as the Specific Plan builds out, DF TRAF-2 be provided when required for future 
additional development.
 
Design Feature DF TRAF-2: Pepper Avenue / Main Driveway (intersection #23) – Install traffic 
signal control and construct the intersection with the following geometrics: 

NB Approach: Provide one left turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through right 
lane. 
SB Approach: Provide two left turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared through 
right lane. 
EB Approach: Provide one left turn lane and one shared through right lane. 
WB Approach: Provide one left turn lane, one through lane, and one right turn lane. 

 
Proposed Industrial Development Project Applicability: Design Feature DF TRAF-2 is included as 
part of the Project. It should be noted that per the evaluation in this traffic impact analysis, only 
one southbound left-turn lane with 175 feet of storage is required to achieve satisfactory LOS at 
the project driveway. However, as the Specific Plan builds out, DF TRAF-2 be provided when 
required for future additional development.
 
Design Feature DF TRAF-3: Pepper Avenue / Southerly RIRO Driveway – Install stop sign control 
on the EB approach, design the intersection to restrict left in access to the Project driveway and left 
out access from the Project driveway, and construct the intersection with the following geometrics: 

NB Approach: Provide two through lanes. 
SB Approach: Provide one through lane and one shared through right turn lane. 
EB Approach: Provide a right turn lane. 

 
Proposed Industrial Development Project Applicability: Design Feature DF TRAF-3 is not applicable 
to the proposed industrial development as it is not located on the site of the proposed development 
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project. However, as the Specific Plan builds out, DF TRAF-2 be provided when required for future 
additional development.
 
Design Feature DF TRAF-4: Pepper Avenue / South Driveway (intersection #24) – At complete 
build-out, or as otherwise determined by traffic needs, install traffic signal control and construct the 
intersection with the following geometrics:  

NB Approach: Provide one through lane and one shared through right lane. 
SB Approach: Provide one left turn lane and two through lanes. 
WB Approach: Provide one left turn lane, and one right turn lane. 

 
Proposed Industrial Development Project Applicability: Design Feature DF TRAF-4 is applicable to 
the proposed industrial development as it would provide truck access to PA 2 and PA 3 and would 
be limited to southbound (inbound) left-turns and westbound (outbound) right-turn.  
 
The following mitigation measures were included in the Final EIR for the Pepper Avenue Specific 
Plan. Based on the analysis presented in this TIA, only the mitigation at Pepper Avenue/SR-210 
Westbound Ramps would be required to achieve acceptable LOS. The project applicant would also 
participate in the City of Rialto Development Impact Fee (DIF) Program by paying applicable fees. 
However, the remaining mitigation measure at individual intersection would not be applicable to 
the development project. 
 

Previous Specific Plan Mitigation Measure TRAF-1: Prior to issuance of building 
permits, future Project applicant(s) shall participate in the City of Rialto Development 
Impact Fee (DIF) Program by paying applicable fees, supplemented by 
participation in additional fair share intersection improvement costs as needed. Such 
fees shall be determined by additional and/or focused traffic impact studies, as 
determined necessary by the City of Rialto Traffic Engineering Division, prior to 
future development occurring within the Specific Plan Area. Payment of fees to these 
fee programs may be considered as mitigation for the Project’s proportionate share 
of cumulative impacts. If the City finds that the payment of DIF fees alone do not 
adequately address the Project’s proportionate share, a fair share contribution may 
be imposed in order to mitigate the Project’s share of cumulative impacts. 
Improvements constructed by development may be eligible for a fee credit or 
reimbursement through the program where appropriate (to be determined at the 
City’s discretion). The improvements identified below shall be funded by the Project’s 
proportionate payment of fees, as determined necessary by the City of Rialto 
Traffic Engineering Division. The City shall ensure that the improvements will be 
constructed pursuant to the fee program at the point in time necessary to avoid 
identified significant traffic impacts.  
  
Riverside Avenue/Easton Street (Intersection #3):  

Participate in the signal modification to provide separate right turn overlap 
signal phasing for the existing westbound right turn lane. 

Eucalyptus Avenue/Baseline Road (Intersection #8):  
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Northbound Approach: Provides separate left turn lane, in addition to the 
existing through lane.  
Southbound Approach: Provide separate left turn lane, in addition to the 
existing through lane.  

Pepper Avenue/Highland Avenue (Intersection #9):  

Northbound Approach: Restripe through lane to a shared through-right lane, in 
addition to the left turn lane and right turn lane.  
Eastbound Approach: Participate in the signal modification to provide 
separate right turn overlap signal phasing for the right turn lane.  

Pepper Avenue/SR-210 Westbound Ramps (Intersection #10):  

Northbound Approach: Modify traffic signal to provide north/south split phase. 
restripe first through lane to provide a left-through lane, in addition to the left 
turn lane and second through lane.  
Westbound Approach: Provide additional (second) left turn lane.  

Pepper Avenue/SR-210 Eastbound Ramps (Intersection #11):  

Northbound Approach: Provide separate right turn lane.  
Eastbound Approach: Provide additional (second) right turn lane.  

Pepper Avenue/Winchester Drive (Intersection #12):  

Participate in construction of a traffic signal.  
Northbound Approach: Provide separate left turn lane and second through 
lane, eliminating defacto right turn lane.  
Southbound Approach: Provide separate left turn lane and second through 
lane, eliminating defacto right turn lane.  

Pepper Avenue/Mariposa Drive (Intersection #13):  

Participate in construction of a traffic signal.  
Northbound Approach: Provide separate left turn lane and second through 
lane, eliminating defacto right turn lane.  
Southbound Approach: Provide separate left turn lane and second through 
lane, eliminating defacto right turn lane.  

Pepper Avenue/Baseline Road (Intersection #14):  

SB Approach: Provide separate right turn lane.  
 

The City has requested that the project pay a fair-share of this improvement to 
facilitate improvements to the roadway segment and intersection operations, 
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consistent with the findings of the EIR for the Specific Plan. Therefore, this 
improvement is included in the project mitigation and the project’s fair-share is 
provided later in this study. The fair-share is based on the traffic in the southbound 
right-turn lane only. 

Pepper Avenue/Etiwanda Avenue (Intersection #15):  

Participate in construction of a traffic signal.  

Pepper Avenue/Foothill Boulevard (Intersection #16):  

Participate in the signal modification to provide separate right turn overlap 
signal phasing for the existing eastbound right turn lane.  
Southbound Approach: Provide separate right turn lane.  
Westbound Approach: Provide additional (third) through lane.  

As discussed in the project mitigation section, the project would be responsible for a fair share of 
improvements at the intersection of Pepper Avenue/SR-210 Westbound Ramps. The recommended 
improvement shown in tables 15 and 17 is consistent with the previously adopted mitigation measure 
at that intersection and would include changing the intersection phasing to split phase and changing 
the northbound lane geometry from one left-turn lane and two through lanes to one left-turn lane, 
one left-through lane, and one through lane. As shown in Tables 15 and 17, this improvement would 
improve operations at the intersection to acceptable LOS B in the Future Condition and LOS C in 
the General Plan with Project condition. The remaining improvements identified in Mitigation 
Measure TRAF-1 would be provided when required for future additional development. 
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8 QUEUEING ANALYSIS  
 
The queue length for turn movements at study intersections was analyzed to determine whether the 
available queue length of left and right-turn pockets would be adequate for the forecast traffic 
volumes. The queuing evaluation was prepared for the worst-case scenario (General Plan with 
Project with Mitigation). Most analyzed intersections would provide sufficient queuing length, 
however, at Pepper Avenue/Baseline Road, the queue of eastbound and northbound left-turning 
vehicles would terminate within the transition of the left-turn lane. At these locations, a painted 
median is present and therefore vehicles would not queue into the through lanes. It is recommended 
that the southbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Pepper Avenue/North Project Driveway 
should provide a queue length of 175 feet to avoid a queueing impact. Table 19 below shows the 
queueing analysis for applicable intersections.  
 

Table 19: Queueing Analysis 
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Available 
General Plan Plus Project Plus Mit igation 

Intersection 
Turning 

Queue Length 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Movement 
(Ft) 

Required Queueing Required Queueing 

(Ft) (Ft) 

1. Pepper Avenue/ SR- NBL 310 235 229 

210 W B Ramps W BL 750 652 191 

2. Pepper Avenue/ SR- SBL 310 44 28 

210 EB Ramps EBL 750 61 85 

3. Pepper NBL 100 44 56 

Avenue/ North Project 
SBL 100 167 102 
EBL 100 82 84 

Driveway 
W BL 100 22 30 

5. Pepper 

Avenue/Truck SBL 100 9 3 

Drivew ay 

6. Pepper NBL 100 63 17 
Avenue/ Winchester 

Drive - Terrace Road SBL 100 6 6 

NBL 74 68 32 
7. Pepper SBL 100 85 56 

Avenue/ Baseline Road EBL 188 131 186 

W BL 85 68 61 
Indicat es queueing required great er t han 5torag e available 
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9 SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS AND PROJECT FAIR-SHARE 
CALULATION 

 
Utilizing the methodology discussed in Section 2.3 – Methodology and Section 2.4 – Significance 
Criteria, one intersection was found to have a significant impact in the Future and General Plan Plus 
Project scenarios during the AM peak hour only. The impact of the intersection (Pepper Avenue/SR-
210 Westbound Ramps) is a cumulative impact therefore, the peak hour fair share was calculated 
for this intersection.  Table 20 outlines the improvements recommended for the intersection of 
Pepper Avenue/SR-210 Westbound Ramps, along with the estimated Fair Share Percent. With 
implementation of the proposed improvement, the projects effect at the intersection would be 
reduced to less than significant. As shown in Table 19, the total project share would be 11.3%. 
 
In addition to the improvements at the Pepper Avenue/I-210 Westbound Ramps, the City has 
requested that the project pay a fair-share of the implementation of a southbound right-turn lane 
at the intersection of Pepper Avenue/Baseline Road to facilitate improvements to the roadway 
segment and intersection operations, consistent with the findings of the EIR for the Specific Plan. The 
fair-share calculation is based on the traffic in the southbound right-turn lane only. The project’s 
fair-share would be 11.76% 
 
 

Table 20: Project Mitigation and Fair Share 
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Genera l Plan Pro ject % 

Buildout of Future 

Intersection Improvement Existing Projec.t With Project Traffic 

Change the north-south phasing lo split 

1. 
Pepper Avenue/ SR-2 1 0 Westbound phase. Modify NB lane geometry to 

1,677 67 2,270 11 .30% 
Ramps provide one left-turn lane, one shared left 

through lane, and one through lane. 

2. 
Pepper Avenue/ Baseline Road (AM 

Add SB Right-Turn Lane 11 6 1 162 2. 17% 
Peak Hour) 

2. 
Pepper Avenue/ Baseline Road (PM 

Add SB Right-Turn Lane 11 6 4 150 11 .76% 
Peak Hour) 

Fair Share Percent w as calcu lat ed by det ermining the proj ect percent of all new t raffic to General Plan Buildout Condit ions. For Intersection 112, 

the fa ir share calcu lat ion includes t raffic from only the southbound right -t urn movement. 
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APPENDIX A – SCOPE OF WORK 
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Exhibit B
SCOPING AGREEMENT FOR TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

This following form shall be used to acknowledge preliminary approval of the scope for 
the traffic impact analysis (TIA) of the following project.  The TIA must follow the City of 
Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis – Report Guidelines and Requirements, adopted by the 
City Council on ________________. 

City of Rialto 

Traffic Impact Analysis

Scoping Agreement

Case No.  

Related Cases - 

SP No.  

EIR No.  

GPA No.  

ZC No.  

Project Name:  

Project Address:  

Project Description:  

Consultant Developer

Name:

Address:

Telephone:

Fax:

Pepper Avenue Industrial Project

E side of Pepper Ave south of I-210. APNs 0264-201-05, -06, and -26 (portion)

485,000 SF speculative warehouse building. Note that Site Plan shows 475,000 SF, however
analysis will be based on 485,000 SF to allow a contingency for future changes in site plan.
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1. Trip Generation Source:

Proposed Land Use  

Proposed Zoning:  

Current Trip Generation Proposed Trip Generation

In Out Total In Out Total

AM Trips

PM Trips

Internal Trip Allowance Yes No ( % Trip Discount)

Pass-By Trip Allowance Yes No ( % Trip Discount)

For appropriate land uses, a pass-by trip discount may be allowed not to exceed 25%. 
Discount trips shall be indicated on a report figure for intersections and access 
locations.

2. Trip Geographic Distribution: N % S % E % W % 

(Detailed exhibits of trip distribution must be attached with Trucks as a separate exhibit)

3. Background Growth Traffic

Project Completion Year:  Annual Background Growth Rate:  % 

Other Phase Years  

Other area projects to be considered:  

(Contact Planning for Lists.  Correlate projects to exhibit map and also indicate which projects have been 
included in study area forecasts for existing + background growth + project + cumulative)

Model/Forecast methodology:

4. Study Intersections:  (NOTE:  Subject to revision after other projects, trip
generation and distribution are determined, or comments from other agencies received.)

1.  6.

2. 7.

3. 8.

4. 9.

5. 10.

Existing GP Land Use

Current Zoning:

Total Daily Project Trips:

Pepper Ave SP

Pepper Ave SP Pepper Ave SP

Pepper Ave SP
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5. Study Roadway Segments:  (NOTE:  Subject to revision after other projects, trip
generation and distribution are determined, or comments from other agencies received.)

1.  6.

2. 7.

3. 8.

4. 9.

5. 10.

6. Other Jurisdictional Impacts

Is this project within any other Agency's Sphere of Influence or within one-mile of 
another jurisdictional boundary?  YES  NO

If so, name of Jurisdiction:  

7. Site Plan  (please attach 11" x 17" legible copy)

8. Specific issues to be addressed in the Study (in addition to the standard
analysis described in the Guideline) (to be filled out by the City of Rialto Public Works
Department) (NOTE:  If the traffic study states that "a traffic signal is warranted" (or "a 
traffic signal appears to be warranted," or similar statement) at an existing un-signalized 
intersection under existing conditions, 8-hour approach traffic volume information must 
be submitted in addition to the peak hourly turning movement counts for that 
intersection.)

9. Existing Conditions

Traffic count data must be new or within one year.  Provide traffic count dates if using 
other than new counts.

Date of counts:  

NOTE  Fees are due and must be submitted with, or prior to submittal of this 
form.  The City will not process the Scoping Agreement prior to the receipt of the 
processing fee.

Fees Paid: Date

Pepper Ave: Baseline to Winchester-Terrace

Pepper Ave: Winchester-Terrace to I-210 EB Ramp
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Recommended:

Scoping Agreement Submittal date 

Scoping Agreement Resubmittal date 

Applicant/Engineer Date

Land Use Concurrence:

Development Services Department Date

Approved by: 

Public Works Department Date

NOTE:

The Applicant/Engineer acknowledges that the Scoping Agreement is intended to assist 
in the preparation of any required TIA.  It is preliminary in nature and the City does not 
have sufficient data to determine the ultimate conditions that may be imposed for the 
project.  It does not provide nor limit the requirements imposed on the Project but is 
intended only to provide initial input into the parameters for review of the traffic 
generated by the Project and the initial areas to be considered and studied.
Subsequent changes to scope of required analysis to be included in the TIA may be 
required by the Transportation Commission, Planning Commission, and/or the City 
Council upon Public Works Director/City Engineer review and approval.
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APPENDIX B – COUNT SHEETS 
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APPENDIX C – LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATIONS 
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APPENDIX D – FULL-SIZED SITE PLAN 
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