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1. Introduction

This report presents the analysis and findings of the Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) prepared for
the Pittsburg Harbor View development (Project) proposed in the City of Pittsburg. This chapter discusses
the TIA purpose, study locations and analysis scenarios, analysis methods, criteria used to identify

significant impacts, and report organization.

Study Purpose and Project Description

The study's purpose is to evaluate the potential transportation impacts of the Project, located at 420 Third
Street in Pittsburg, California, as shown in Figure 1. The site is currently unoccupied land. The proposed
project would develop 207 single-family dwelling units and 20 multi-family dwelling units. The Project site

plan is shown on Figure 2.

Vehicular access to the proposed development would be provided by new full movement driveways on
East Third Steet and Harbor Street, as illustrated on Figure 2. Regional access is available via a full
movement interchange with State Route 4 at Railroad Avenue.

Study Locations and Analysis Scenarios

Potential project violations of the city's established level of service policies at study area roadway facilities
were determined by measuring the effect project traffic would have on intersections in the vicinity of the

project site during the weekday morning (7:00 to 9:00 AM) and afternoon (4:00 to 6:00 PM) peak periods.
The following intersections were selected based on a review of the Project location, estimates of the

added traffic from the Project, and locations of planned roadways in the area:

1. East 8" Street / Railroad Avenue

2. East 8" Street / Harbor Street

3. East 10% Street / Railroad Avenue

4. Railroad Avenue / Civic Avenue

5. Railroad Avenue / State Route 4 Westbound Ramps
6. Railroad Avenue / State Route 4 Eastbound Ramps

7. East 10t Street / Harbor Street
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8. California Avenue / Harbor Street

The following scenarios were evaluated:

* Existing - Existing (2021) conditions based on recent traffic counts.
* Existing with Project — Existing (2021) conditions with project-related traffic.

* Near-Term without Project — Existing (2021) conditions with approved projects within the study
area that could be constructed over the next five to ten years. Additional details are provided in
Chapter 5.

* Near-Term with Project — Near-Term conditions with project-related traffic.

¢ Cumulative without Project — Forecasts for the cumulative scenario are based on traffic growth
trends in traffic forecasts for the study area in the most recent Contra Costa Transportation
Authority Countywide travel demand model. Additional details are provided in Chapter 6.

*  Cumulative with Project — Future forecast conditions with project-related traffic.

Analysis Methods

Vehicle Miles of Travel

“VMT" or Vehicle Miles of Travel is a measure used to describe automobile use on a daily basis. VMT is the
product of the total number of vehicles traveling and the number of miles traveled per vehicle. In
December 2018, the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) finalized new CEQA guidelines
(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3) that identify VMT as the most appropriate criterium to evaluate a

project’s transportation impacts.

The implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743 eliminated the use of criteria such as auto delay, level of
service, and similar measures of vehicle capacity of traffic congestion as the basis for determining
significant impacts as part of CEQA compliance. The SB 743 VMT criteria promote the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of
land uses. In compliance with SB 743 mandates, VMT was employed to assess the impacts of this project

on the transportation network.

Level of Service

The operations of roadway facilities are described with the term “level of service” (LOS). LOS is a
qualitative description of traffic flow from a vehicle driver's perspective based on factors such as speed,

travel time, delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels of service are defined ranging from LOS A (free-
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flow conditions) to LOS F (over capacity conditions). LOS E corresponds to operations “at capacity.” When

volumes exceed capacity, stop-and-go conditions result, and operations are designated LOS F.

Signalized Intersections

Traffic conditions at signalized intersections were evaluated using methods developed by the
Transportation Research Board (TRB), as documented in the Highway Capacity Manual, 6% Edition (HCM
6™ Edition) for vehicles using the analysis software Synchro 11.0. The HCM method calculates control
delay at an intersection based on inputs such as traffic volumes, lane geometry, signal phasing and timing,
pedestrian crossing times, and peak hour factors. Control delay is defined as the delay directly associated
with the traffic control device (i.e., a stop sign or a traffic signal) and specifically includes initial
deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. The relationship

between LOS and control delay is summarized in Table 1.

Unsignalized Intersections

For unsignalized (all-way stop controlled and side-street stop controlled) intersections, the HCM 6"
Edition method for unsignalized intersections was used. With this method, operations are defined by the
average control delay per vehicle (measured in seconds). The control delay incorporates delay associated
with deceleration, acceleration, stopping, and moving up in queue. Table 2 summarizes the relationship
between LOS and delay for unsignalized intersections. At side-street stop-controlled intersections, the
delay is calculated for each stop-controlled movement, the left turn movement from the major street, as
well as the intersection average. The intersection average delay and highest movement/approach delay

are reported for side-street stop-controlled intersections.
Table 1: Signalized Intersection LOS Criteria

Level of Description Delay in
Service P Seconds

Progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most

<
A vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay. <100
B Progression is good, cycle lengths are short, or both. More vehicles stop than with LOS A, > 10.1 to
causing higher levels of average delay. 20.0
Higher congestion may result from fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or both.
- . . . . > 20.1 to
C Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level, though many still pass through 350

the intersection without stopping.

The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from

some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. > 35.1to
Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle 55.0
failures are noticeable.
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This level is considered by many agencies to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high
L . . . > 55.1 to
E delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. 80.0
Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. '
This level is considered unacceptable with oversaturation, which is when arrival flow rates
. exceed the capacity of the intersection. This level may also occur at high V/C ratios below > 800

1.0 with many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also
be contributing factors to such delay levels.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 6" Edition, Transportation Research Board, 2017.

Table 2: Unsignalized Intersection LOS Criteria

A Little or no delays <10.0
B Short traffic delays > 10.1to 15.0
C Average traffic delays > 15.1 to 25.0
D Long traffic delays > 25.1t035.0
E Very long traffic delays > 35.1 to 50.0
F Extreme traffic, delays where intersection capacity exceeded > 50.0

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 6" Edition, Transportation Research Board, 2017.

Regulatory Setting and Significance Criteria
Thresholds of Significance for VMT

In response to Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) updated the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines to include new transportation-related evaluation metrics.
Draft guidelines were developed in August 2014, with final guidelines published in November 2017
incorporating public comments from the August 2014 and January 2016 guidelines. In December 2018,
the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the CEQA Guidelines update package
along with an updated Technical Advisory related to Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
(December 2018). Full compliance with the guidelines is now required, and vehicle-delay based level of
service calculations cannot be used to evaluate the environmental impacts of projects on the

transportation system.

On July 15, 2020, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) adopted criteria, standards, and
thresholds for the assessment of VMT (CCTA, Approval of the Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis Methodology
for Land Use Projects in the Growth Management Program, July 15, 2020). The methods and thresholds
adopted by CCTA follow the guidance and recommendations of OPR pertaining to the implementation of
SB 743.
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As the City of Pittsburg has not yet formally adopted VMT criteria, standards, or thresholds at the time this

report was prepared, this assessment follows the current OPR and CCTA guidance related to VMT, as

described below:

Residential Projects should use the home-based VMT per capita metric to evaluate their project
generated VMT. The project generated home-based VMT per resident constitutes a significant
impact if it is higher than 85% of the home-based VMT per resident in the subject municipality or
unincorporated Authority subregion (for areas outside of municipalities) or 85% of the existing
county-wide average home-based VMT per resident, whichever is less stringent.

Employment-Generating Projects should use the home-work VMT per worker metric for their
project generated VMT estimates. The project generated home-work WMT per worker constitutes
a significant impact if it is higher than 85% of the home-work VMT per worker in the subject
municipality or unincorporated Authority subregion (for areas outside of municipalities) or 85% of
the existing Bay Area region-wide average home-work VMT per worker, whichever is less
stringent.

Other Uses and Projects need to be analyzed using a methodology developed by the lead agency
specifically for the project, taking into account the specific methodologies and thresholds
identified in Approval of the Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis Methodology for Land Use Projects in
the Growth Management Program, CCTA, July 15, 2020.

Mixed-Use Projects may be analyzed using a combination of techniques.

CCTA guidance defines the following criteria that lead agencies can apply to screen projects out of

conducting project-level VMT analysis:

—y

CEQA Exemption — Any project that is exempt from CEQA is not required to conduct a VMT
analysis.

Small projects — Small projects can be presumed to cause a less-than-significant VMT impact.
Small projects are defined as having 10,000 square feet or less of non-residential space or 20
residential units or less, or otherwise generating less than 836 VMT per day.

Local-Serving Uses — Projects that consist of Local-Serving Uses can generally be presumed to
have a less-than-significant impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary, since these types
of projects will primarily draw users and customers from a relatively small geographic area that
will lead to short-distance trips and trips that are linked to other destinations.

Projects Located in Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) — Projects located within a TPA can be presumed
to have a less-than-significant impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary.

Projects located in Low VMT Areas — residential and employment-generating projects located
within a low VMT-generating area can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact absent
substantial evidence to the contrary. A Low VMT area is defined as follows:



o For housing projects: Cities, towns and unincorporated portions within Contra Costa that have
existing home-based VMT per capita that is 85% or less of the existing county-wide average.

o For employment-generating projects: Cities, towns, and unincorporated portions within
Contra Costa that have existing home-work VMT per worker that is 85% or less of the existing
regional average.

Additional CEQA Thresholds

The following thresholds of significance were developed based on City of Pittburg and East Contra Costa

County Action Plan policies, as well as the CEQA Checklist criteria.

Would the project:

A. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including roadway,

transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Transit System - The project would create a significant impact related to transit service if the

following criteria is met:

1. The project interferes with existing transit facilities or precludes the construction of planned transit
facilities.

Bicycle System - The project would create a significant impact related to the bicycle system if any of

the following criteria are met:

1. Disrupt existing bicycle facilities; or

2. Interfere with planned bicycle facilities; or

3. Create inconsistencies with adopted bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.

Pedestrian System - The project would create a significant impact related to the pedestrian system if

any of the following criteria are met:

1. Disrupt existing pedestrian facilities; or
2. Interfere with planned pedestrian facilities; or

3. Create inconsistencies with adopted pedestrian system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.

B. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)1?

T This section of the CEQA Guidelines relates to the evaluation of vehicle miles of travel (VMT).
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C. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
D. Resultin inadequate emergency access?

Non-CEQA Evaluation Criteria

Although not a CEQA metric, intersection levels of service were evaluated in this study for General Plan
compliance and to identify potential transportation improvements that could be implemented as part of
the project to improve the overall operations of the transportation system for all travel modes. The City of
Pittsburg generally strives to maintain level of service D operations for signalized intersections, unless

other standards are adopted by CCTA or other regional agency.

The project could have a noticeable effect on local and regional travel if it would cause an increase in
traffic which is substantial in relation to the traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, or delay and congestion at intersections), or
change the condition of an existing street (e.g., street closures, changing direction of travel) in a manner

that would substantially change access or traffic load and capacity of the street system.

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, the City of Pittsburg General Plan, Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s
(CCTA) Technical Procedures, and the East County’s Action Plan for Routes of Regional Significance were
referenced to determine the criteria against which impacts should be evaluated as part of this analysis, as

described below. The project would have a significant impact if it would:

E. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county

congestion management agency (CMA) for designated roads or highways.

Signalized Intersections - Project-related operational impacts on the signalized study

intersections in the City of Pittsburg are considered significant if:

1. Project-related traffic causes the Level of Service (LOS) rating to deteriorate from low-LOS D
(40 seconds) or better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to LOS F for intersections not along a
Regional Route of Significance in a Suburban setting as designated by the City of Pittsburg

General Plan;

2. Project-related traffic causes the Level of Service (LOS) rating to deteriorate from mid-LOS D
(50-seconds) or better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to LOS F for intersections along Regional

Routes of Significance (all study intersections);

—y



3. Project-related traffic increases the average intersection delay by more than 5 seconds for

intersections already operating at an unacceptable LOS without the project.

Unsignalized Intersections - Project-related operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are

considered significant if:

4. Project generated traffic causes the worst-case movement (or average of all movements for all-
way stop-controlled intersections) to deteriorate from LOS E or better to LOS F, and the signal

warrant is met.

5. For intersections already operating at an unacceptable LOS without the project it is considered

a significant impact if:

o Project traffic results in satisfaction of the peak hour volume traffic signal warrant;
o Project traffic increases the minor movement delay by more than 30 seconds; or
o  Where the peak hour volume signal warrant is met without Project traffic and

delay cannot be measured, the project increases traffic by 10 or more vehicles per
lane on the controlled approach.

Report Organization

This report is divided into 8 chapters as described below:

* Chapter 1 - Introduction discusses the purpose and organization of the report.

* Chapter 2 - Existing Conditions describes the transportation system in the Project vicinity,
including the surrounding roadway network morning and evening peak period intersection
turning movement volumes, existing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities, and intersection
operations.

* Chapter 3 - Project Characteristics presents relevant project information, such as the Project
components and project trip generation, distribution, and assignment.

* Chapter 4 - Existing with Project Traffic Conditions addresses the existing conditions with the
Project and discusses project vehicular impacts.

* Chapter 5 - Near-Term Traffic Conditions addresses the near-term future conditions, both
without and with the Project and discusses project vehicular impacts.

* Chapter 6 - Cumulative Traffic Conditions addresses the long-term future conditions, both
without and with the Project and discusses project vehicular impacts.
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* Chapter 7 - Site Plan Review describes Project access and circulation for all travel modes.

* Chapter 8 - Vehicle Miles of Travel presents the results of the VMT assessment conducted for
the Project.

—y
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2. Existing Conditions

This chapter describes transportation facilities in the Project study area, including the surrounding
roadway network, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities in the Project site vicinity. Existing intersection

operations are also described.

Roadway System

The Project site is surrounded by existing residential, school, and open space uses. Pittsburg is located in
eastern Contra Costa County, adjacent to the cities of Bay Point, Antioch, and Concord located west,

southeast, and southwest respectively.

Regional access to the site is provided by State Route 4 and Railroad Avenue; East Third Street, East Eight
Street and Harbor Street provide local access. The following roadways would access to the site and are

most likely to experience direct traffic effects, if any, from the proposed Project:

Regional Access

Railroad Avenue is defined as a Route of Regional Significance in CCTA’s East County Action Plan for
Routes of Regional Significance, connecting to the cities of Walnut Creek and Clayton. It is a north-south
major arterial with two travel lanes in each direction and a center left turn lane. In the Project vicinity,
sidewalks with no buffers and sidewalks with landscaped buffers are provided on both sides at various
locations along Railroad Avenue. Bicycle facilities are present south of East Tenth Street and north of Civic

Avenue. The posted speed limit is 35 mph.

State Route 4 (SR-4) is defined as a Route of Regional Significance in CCTA's East County Action Plan for
Routes of Regional Significance. It is an east-west freeway that extends from Hercules in the west to
Stockton and beyond in the east. The facility is an eight-lane freeway within the study area, with
interchanges at Railroad Avenue. All signalized intersections at its on and off-ramps are operated by the

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). All interchanges at Railroad Avenue are signalized.

Local Access

East Third Street is an east-west local road with two travel lanes in each direction west of the project site,
and one travel lane in each direction east of the project site. Sidewalks are provided between Riverway
Drive and Railroad Avenue on both sides with no buffers. Sidewalks are provided between Riverway Drive
and Harbor Street on the southern side with no buffers. There are no sidewalks on East Third Street east

of Harbor Street. The posted speed limit is 25 mph. Bicycle facilities are not present. East Third Street
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serves residential communities west of the Project site and industrial developments east of the Project

site. A proposed entrance to the Project site is located on East Third Street.

Harbor Street is a north-south local road with two travel lanes in each direction and a center left turn
lane. Sidewalks with no buffers and bicycle lanes are provided. Currently, there is no sidewalk on the west
side of Harbor Street abutting Project site. The posted speed limit is 35 mph. Harbor Street serves
residential communities located south of the Project site. A proposed entrance to the Project site is

located on Harbor Street.

East Eighth Street is an east-west local road with one travel lane in each direction. Sidewalks with
landscaped buffers and bicycle lanes are provided. The posted speed limit is 25 mph. East Eighth Street

serves the residential communities east of the Project site and provides access to Harbor Street.

Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Pedestrian facilities in the study area include sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian signals and multi-use trails.
Three- to ten-foot sidewalks are provided on most roadways in the study area, although a number of
gaps exist. Crosswalks are provided at signalized and unsignalized intersections. Pedestrian push-button

actuated signals are provided at signalized intersections in the study area.

Bicycle facilities in Pittsburg include the following:

* Bike paths (Class I) — Bike paths provide a completely separate right-of-way and are designated
for the exclusive use of people riding bicycles and walking with minimal cross-flow traffic. Such
paths can be well situated along creeks, canals, and rail lines. Class | Bikeways can also offer
opportunities not provided by the road system by serving as both recreational areas and/or
desirable commuter routes.

* Bike lanes (Class II) — Bike lanes provide designated street space for bicyclists, typically adjacent
to the outer vehicle travel lanes. Bike lanes include special lane markings, pavement legends, and
signage. Bike lanes may be enhanced with painted buffers between vehicle lanes and/or parking,
and green paint at conflict zones (such as driveways or intersections).

* Bike routes (Class Ill) — Bike routes provide enhanced mixed-traffic conditions for bicyclists
through signage, striping, and/or traffic calming treatments, and to provide continuity to a
bikeway network. Bike routes are typically designated along gaps between bike trails or bike
lanes, or along low-volume, low-speed streets. Bicycle boulevards provide further enhancements
to bike routes to encourage slow speeds and discourage non-local vehicle traffic via traffic
diverters, chicanes, traffic circles, and/or speed tables. Bicycle boulevards can also feature special
wayfinding signage to nearby destinations or other bikeways.
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Within the Project vicinity, Railroad Avenue, Harbor Street and East Eighth Street provide Class Il bicycle

facilities.

Existing Transit Service

The Eastern Contra Costa Transit Authority (Tri Delta Transit) provides transit service in eastern Contra
Costa County, serving the communities of Brentwood, Antioch, Oakley, Concord, Discovery Bay, Bay Point

and Pittsburg. The following routes operate in the vicinity of the Project site:

Route 380 - Pittsburg-Bay Point BART/Antioch BART (Weekdays only)

* Route 381 - Pittsburg Marina/Los Medanos College Pittsburg (Weekdays only)

* Route 387 - Antioch BART/Pittsburg-Bay Point BART (Weekdays only)

* Route 388 - Pittsburg-Bay Point BART/Kaiser Antioch Medical Center (Weekdays only)
* Route 390 - Antioch BART/Pittsburg-Bay Point BART (Weekdays only/Commute hours)
* Route 391 - Brentwood Park & Ride/Pittsburg Center Station (Weekdays only)

* Route 392 - Antioch BART/Pittsburg-Bay Point BART (Weekends and Holidays)

* Route 394 - Antioch BART/Pittsburg-Bay Point BART (Weekends and Holidays)

Route 396 - Somersville Towne Center/Bay Point (Weekends and Holidays)

Route 387 operates along Harbor Street and East Third Street in the Project site vicinity. This route
provides connections to the other Tri Delta routes as well as the Pittsburg Transit Center, Pittsburg/Bay
Point BART Station and Antioch BART station.

In addition to the regular transit service to the study area, dial-a-ride door-to-door service within Eastern

Contra Costa County is provided by Tri Delta Transit for disabled people of all ages and senior citizens.

Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) provides fixed rail transit to eastern Contra Costa County. The Yellow Line-
Antioch-SFO/Millbrae line provides access to two stations located in Pittsburg. The Pittsburg/Bay Point
station is approximately five miles west of the Project site. The Pittsburg Center station is approximately
one and one-half miles south of the Project site. Weekday service is provided on approximately 15-minute
headways and weekend service is provided on approximately 20-minute headways. The Antioch-
SFO/Millbrae Line connects to key regional employment centers, including Concord, Pleasant Hill, Walnut

Creek, Oakland and San Francisco. Transfers to other lines can be made in Oakland.
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Existing Traffic Counts

Weekday morning (7:00 to 9:00 AM) and evening (4:00 to 6:00 PM) peak period intersection turning
movement counts were collected at the study intersections in November 2021 and April 2022 with area
schools in normal sessions. Peak hour intersection vehicle volumes are summarized on Figure 3 along
with existing lane configurations and traffic controls. The traffic counts for existing conditions are

provided in Appendix A.

Existing Intersection Levels of Service

Existing intersection lane configurations, signal timings, and peak hour turning movement volumes were
used to calculate the LOS for the study intersections during each peak hour. Synchro 11.0 software
program was used to analyze all intersections. The existing levels of service are presented in Table 3.
Observed peak hour factors? were used at all intersections for the existing analysis. Detailed intersection

LOS calculation worksheets are presented in Appendix B.

2 The peak hour factor is the relationship between the peak 15-minute flow rate and the full hourly volume: PHF = Hourly volume /
(4 x (volume during the peak 15 minutes of flow)). The analysis level of served is based on peak rates of flow occurring within the
peak hour because substantial short term fluctuations typically occurring during an hour.

()
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Table 3: Existing Conditions Peak Hour Intersection LOS Summary

1. East 8t Street / Railroad Avenue SSSC PM (3’:/(|)Kie|£rs1st) gg gg:) 2 ig
2. East 8t Street / Harbor Street SSSC ﬁl\'\jll (?':/(l)iilel;(zist) 3?1 Eg;; 2 Eﬁ;
3. East 10t Street / Railroad Avenue Signal ﬁm (g/l()ici-elirswst) ;83 g
4. Railroad Avenue / Civic Avenue Signal ﬁl\'\jll (g/l()ii;tgist) 133 E
5. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 WB Ramps Signal ﬁ:\\/l/l (F’:/Cl)ii_elg(z:st) igj g
6. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 EB Ramps Signal ﬁl\'\: (E':/(l)i(:-etgrist) i;; [C)
7. East 10t Street / Harbor Street SSSC ﬁ:\\/l/l (3’:/(|;<2_e|£rs1st) 65% ((;!(;)g)) 2 Eg
8. California Avenue / Harbor Street Signal ﬁl\'\jll (g/l()ii;t(zist) :g: i
Notes:

1. Traffic control type (Signal = Signalized; SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled)

2. AM = Weekday morning peak hour, PM = Weekday evening peak hour

3. Whole intersection average delay reported for signalized intersections. Side-street stop-controlled delay presented as Whole
Intersection Average Delay (Worst Movement Delay). Delay calculated per HCM 6" methodologies.

Bold indicates unacceptable operations.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2022.

According to the City of Pittsburg LOS standards, two intersections operate unacceptably under existing

conditions:

* Intersection 7: East 10t Street / Harbor Street AM peak worst movement operates at LOS E

* Intersection 8: California Avenue / Harbor Street AM and PM peaks operate at LOS F
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3. Project Characteristics

This chapter provides an overview of the proposed Project components and addresses the proposed
project trip generation, distribution, and assignment characteristics, allowing for an evaluation of project
impacts on the surrounding roadway network. The amount of traffic associated with the Project was

estimated using a three-step process:

4. Trip Generation — The amount of vehicle traffic entering/exiting the Project site was estimated.
5. Trip Distribution — The direction trips would use to approach and depart the site was projected.

6. Trip Assignment — Trips were then assigned to specific roadway segments and intersection
turning movements.

Project Description

The Project site is located at 420 Third Street, as shown in Figure 1. The site is currently unoccupied land.
The proposed project would construct 207 single-family dwelling units and 20 multi-family dwelling units.

The Project site plan is shown on Figure 2.

The proposed vehicular access to the residential development would be provided by new driveways on
East Third Steet and Harbor Street. Regional access is available via a full movement interchange with State

Route 4 at Railroad Avenue.

Trip Generation

Trip generation refers to the process of estimating the amount of vehicular traffic a project would add to
the surrounding roadway system. Estimates are created for the daily condition and for the peak one-hour
period during the morning and evening commute when traffic volumes on the adjacent streets are
typically the highest. Project trip generation was estimated using rates from the Institute of

Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition).

Trip generation estimates were developed for the proposed Project and are presented in Table 4. The
project is expected to generate approximately 2,088 daily vehicle trips, including approximately 153
morning peak hour trips and approximately 206 evening peak hour trips. This includes the trip generating

potential of both the single-family detached and multi-family residences.
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Table 4: Trip Generation Summary

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Daily
NN

Single Family
Detached Housing'

207 Dwelling Units 1,953

Multi-Family

- 20 Dwelling Units 135 1 7 8 6 5 11
Housing

Total New Vehicle Trips 2,088 39 114 153 128 78 206

1. ITE land use category 210 — Single-Family Detached Housing (Adj Streets, 7-9A, 4-6P):
Daily: T = 9.43(X)
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.70(X); Enter = 26%; Exit = 74%
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.94(X); Enter = 63%; Exit = 37%
2. ITE land use category 220 — Multi-Family Housing (Adj Streets, 7-9A, 4-6P):
Daily: T = 6.74(X)
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.40(X); Enter = 24%,; Exit = 76%
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.51(X); Enter = 63%,; Exit = 37%
Source: Trip Generation Manual (11" Edition), ITE, 2017; Fehr & Peers, 2022.

Project Trip Distribution and Assignment

Project trip distribution refers to the directions of approach and departure that vehicles would take to
access and leave the site. Estimates of regional project trip distribution were developed based on existing
travel patterns in the area, a select zone analysis using the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA)
travel demand model, and the location of complementary land uses. The resulting trip distribution
percentages are shown on Figure 4. Project trips were then assigned to the roadway network, as shown

on Figure 5.
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4. Existing With Project
Traffic Conditions

This chapter provides an evaluation of the project’s potential off-site effects on intersection levels of
service under Existing with Project conditions.
Existing with Project Traffic Volumes

The Project traffic volumes on Figure 5 were added to the existing traffic volumes from Figure 3 to
estimate the Existing with Project traffic volumes, as shown on Figure 6. An assessment of site access is
provided in the site plan review.

Analysis of Existing with Project Conditions

Intersection Operations

Existing with Project intersections were evaluated using the methods descried in Chapter 1. The Existing
with Project analysis results are based on the traffic volumes and intersection configurations presented on

Figure 6. A comparison of Existing and Existing with Project operations results is presented in Table 5.
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Table 5: Existing with Project Conditions Peak Hour Intersection LOS Summary

- Existing
Intersection Control’ H::rz LOS Standard with Project
ECARCRETANT

East 8t Street / Railroad SSSC AM Mid-LOSD 6.0 (20.7) 6.4 (24.2)
Avenue PM (30 seconds) 2.8 (14.1) A (B) 2.9 (15.8) A (C)

AM Mid-LOS D 2.9 (9.1) A (A) 24 (9.8) A (A)

th
2. East 8t Street / Harbor Street SSSC PM (30 seconds) 2.4 (8.9) A (A) 19 (9.5) A A)

3. East 10t Street / Railroad Signal AM Mid-LOS D 20.9 @ 214 @
Avenue PM (50 seconds) 20.0 B 20.5 C
4. Railroad Avenue / Civic S AM Mid-LOS D 19.2 B 19.0 B
Avenue PM (50 seconds) 17.7 B 174 B
5. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 WB Signal AM Mid-LOS D 38.8 D 393 D
Ramps PM (50 seconds) 40.4 D 40.6 D
6. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 EB el AM Mid-LOS D 233 C 234 C
Ramps PM (50 seconds) 53.2 D 54.2 D
7. East 10t Street / Harbor SSSC AM Mid-LOSD 60(45.6) A() 63(60.9) A(F)
Street PM (30 seconds) 5.2 (20.8) A (C) 5.3 (25.8) A (D)
8. California Avenue / Harbor el AM Mid-LOS D 96.3 F 101.0 F
Street PM (50 seconds) 89.9 F 90.9 F
Notes:

1. Existing intersection traffic control type (SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled)

2. AM = Weekday morning peak hour, PM = Weekday evening peak hour

3. Whole intersection average delay reported for signalized intersections. Side-street stop-controlled delay presented as Whole
Intersection Average Delay (Worst Movement Delay). Delay calculated per HCM 6% methodologies.

Bold indicates unacceptable operations.

Underline indicates a policy violation related to Project-generated traffic.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2022.

Existing Conditions Policy Violations and Improvements

No off-site intersection policy violations of the proposed Project were identified in the Existing with
Project condition based on the established criteria and policies. While the project would add traffic to
intersections function at LOS E or F, the project’s contribution to conditions at those locations was not
found to be in violation of the city’s policies. The addition of project traffic at the East 10t Street/Harbor
Street intersection would not result in signal warrants being met at this unsignalized intersection. The
project would not increase vehicle delay at the California Street/Harbor Street intersection by five or more

seconds.
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5. Near-Term Traffic Conditions

This chapter discusses near-term traffic conditions both without and with the Project. The near-term
conditions analysis considers approved projects within the study area that are expected to be constructed

and occupied in the next five to ten years.

Near-Term Roadway Assumptions

No roadway improvements were assumed at any of the study intersections for the analysis of near-term
conditions. The analysis of cumulative conditions (see Chapter 6 for details) considers development within

the City of Pittsburg as described in the General Plan.

Near-Term Forecasts

The near-term scenario reflects existing traffic counts plus traffic from approved and pending
developments. Therefore, the near-term condition represents the likely traffic levels at the time of project
completion. The latest project list from the City of Pittsburg Current Project Pipeline Map (accessed
February 2022 and May 2022) was used to determine which approved and pending developments to be
incorporated. Based on a review of the list, several developments were identified that would generate
additional traffic through the study area. These proposed developments are listed in Table 6 and their

locations are shown on Figure 7.

Near-Term project vehicle trip generation was estimated using trip generation rates and equations for the
proposed land uses from ITE's Trip Generation Manual (11™ Edition). The results are provided in
Appendix C. Traffic generated by approved developments was added to the existing traffic volumes to
provide the basis for the Near-Term analysis, as presented on Figure 8. Project generated traffic was

added to the Near-Term volumes to estimate Near-Term with Project volumes, as presented on Figure 9.
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Table 6: Near-Term Approved and Pending Projects

e T S N TS

Fishermen’s Catch 8,807 SF Commercial / Institutional
2 Burlessas Building Rehabilitation 8 DU Multi-Family Residential
3 Veterans Square Housing 30 DU Multi-Family Residential
4 Galloway Multiplex (172 West 10t Street) 4 DU Multi-Family Residential
5 Galloway Multiplex (345 West 10t Street) 4 DU Multi-Family Residential
6 Galloway Multiplex (463 West 10t Street) 4 DU Multi-Family Residential
7 Beacon Villas 57 DU Multi-Family Residential
8 Courtyard by Marriott 68,821 SF Commercial / Institutional
9 The Atchison Mixed-Use Development 21(;26[6):; Ch;l:::;—;fcrir;:I); iii:f;?::;l

Note:
1. DU=dwelling unit; SF=Square feet
Source: City of Pittsburg Project Pipeline, accessed May 2022
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Analysis of Near-Term Conditions

Intersection Operations

Near-Term without and with Project conditions were evaluated using the methods described in Chapter 1.
The analysis results are presented in Table 7, based on the traffic volumes and lane configurations

presented on Figure 8 and Figure 9.

Table 7: Near-Term Conditions Peak Hour Intersection LOS Summary

Near-T
. . | Peak Near-Term .e:rp e.rm
Intersection Control' | " 2|LOS Standard with Project
AM

| Delay' |_10s_| Delay’ | Los

Mid-LOSD 6.1 (22.1) A (C) 6.6 (26.1) A (D)
Avenue PM (30 seconds) 2.7 (15.9) A Q) 2.8 (18.1) A Q)
AM Mid-LOS D 29 (9.1) A (A) 2.4 (9.8) A (A)

th ;
1. East 8t Street / Railroad $SSC

2. East 8t Street / Harbor Street SSSC

PM (30 seconds) 2.4 (8.9) A (A) 1.9 (9.5) A (A)

3. East 10t Street / Railroad Signal AM Mid-LOS D 21.6 C 22.2 C
Avenue PM (50 seconds) 211 C 21.9 C

. . . AM Mid-LOS D 18.7 B 18.6 B

4. Railroad Avenue / Civic Avenue  Signal PM (50 seconds) 16.9 B 166 B
5. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 WB Signal AM Mid-LOS D 39.2 D 39.7 D
Ramps PM (50 seconds) 41.0 D 38.5 D

6. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 EB Sl AM Mid-LOS D 23.5 C 23.7 C
Ramps PM (50 seconds) 54.4 D 55.4 E

AM Mid-LOSD 60(46.1) A(E) 63(60.9) A (F)

PM (30 seconds) 5.3 (21.6) A (C) 5.5 (26.9) A (D)

8. California Avenue / Harbor Siarel AM Mid-LOS D 99.6 F 104.5 F
Street PM (50 seconds) 96.2 F 97.5 F

7. East 10t Street / Harbor Street ~ SSSC

Notes:

1. Existing intersection traffic control type (SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled)

2. AM = Weekday morning peak hour, PM = Weekday evening peak hour

3. Whole intersection average delay reported for signalized intersections. Side-street stop-controlled delay presented as Whole
Intersection Average Delay (Worst Movement Delay). Delay calculated per HCM 6% methodologies.

Bold indicates unacceptable operations.

Underline indicates a policy violation related to Project-generated traffic.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2022.

Near-Term Conditions Policy Violations and Improvements

Off-site intersection violations of city level of service policies related to the proposed Project were found

in the Near-Term with Project condition at:

* Intersection 6: Railroad Avenue / SR-4 EB Ramps degrades near-term PM acceptable LOS D to
LOSE
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Policy Violation Statement 1: The Railroad Avenue at SR-4 EB Ramps is projected to operate at LOS
E during the PM peak hour in the near-term with project condition. The addition of project traffic
would increase delay by 1.0 seconds (54.4 seconds without project to 55.4 with project) in the PM

peak hour.

Improvement Recommendation 1: The measure identified to improve the poor level of service at
this intersection includes the widening of the eastbound (SR 4 off-ramp) approach by one lane (from
three lanes to four lanes). With the widening, the approach would provide two exclusive left turn
lanes and two exclusive right turn lanes. With implementation of the improvement, the intersection
would operate within acceptable standards based on the City of Pittsburg policies, as shown in Table
8.

Table 8: Near-Term Conditions Peak Hour Intersection LOS Summary with Improvement

_— Near-Term Without | Near-Term with N:iro}-‘:i:n:v::h
,| Pea ; :
Intersection Control' | " . Project L/ Improvement

Railroad Avenue / 235 C 23.7 C 233 C

Signal

SR-4 EB Ramps PM 544 D 55.4 E 54.9 D

Notes:

1. Existing intersection traffic control type (SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled)

2. AM = Weekday morning peak hour, PM = Weekday evening peak hour

3. Whole intersection average delay reported for signalized intersections. Side-street stop-controlled delay presented as Whole
Intersection Average Delay (Worst Movement Delay). Delay calculated per HCM 6™ methodologies.

Bold indicates unacceptable operations.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2022.
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6. Cumulative Traffic Conditions

This chapter discusses Cumulative traffic conditions both without and with the Project. The future

conditions analysis considers development within the City of Pittsburg as described in the General Plan.

Cumulative Traffic Forecasts

To assess future growth with planned development in the City of Pittsburg, several sources of data were
reviewed, including the Contra Costa County Travel Demand Model (CCTA Model), and the traffic growth
trends as described in the Pittsburg General Plan EIR. Traffic forecasts within the immediate study area
were reviewed to ensure that known developments were adequately reflected in the forecasts. Minor
adjustments were made to the forecasts to balance traffic volumes between closely spaced intersections
in the study area. The resulting Cumulative without project forecasts are presented on Figure 10, which
are representative of conditions over the next 20 years. The Project volumes from Figure 5 were added to
the Cumulative without Project traffic volumes to represent Cumulative with Project conditions, as

presented on Figure 11.
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Analysis of Cumulative Conditions

Intersection Operations

Cumulative without and with Project conditions were evaluated using the methods described in Chapter 1.
The analysis results are presented in Table 9, based on traffic volumes presented on Figure 10 and Figure
11.

Table 9: Cumulative Conditions Peak Hour Intersection LOS Summary

e Cumulative Cumulative
Intersection Control’ H::rz LOS Standard with Project
ey [ 05 | ey ] 105

1. East 8 Street / Railroad $SSC AM Mid-LOSD 10.1(359) B (C) 12.5 (48.6) B (E)
Avenue PM (30 seconds) 3.8(183) A Q) 4.1 (21.0) A Q)

AM Mid-LOS D 3.0(94) A (A) 2.7 (10.2) A (B)
PM  (30seconds) 2.8(9.5) A(A) 2.5(10.3) A (B)

2. East 8t Street / Harbor Street SSSC

3. East 10t Street / Railroad Signal AM Mid-LOS D 233 C 24.6 C
Avenue 9 PM (50 seconds) 23.8 C 25.6 C
. . . AM Mid-LOS D 18.6 B 18.5 B
4. Railroad Avenue / Civic Avenue  Signal PM (50 seconds) 189 B 186 B
5. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 WB Signal AM Mid-LOS D 40.6 D 41.0 D
Ramps 9 PM (50 seconds) 41.9 D 39.6 D
6. Railroad Avenue / SR-4 EB Signal AM Mid-LOS D 29.9 @ 30.1 C
Ramps 9 PM (50 seconds) 54.9 D 56.0 E

AM Mid-LOS D 94(94.8) A(F) 115(150.2) B(F)

th

7. East 10t Street / Harbor Street SSSC PM (30 seconds) 6.1 (247) A (Q) 65 (32.4) A (D)
8. California Avenue / Harbor Signal AM Mid-LOS D 152.2 F 158.1 F
Street 9 PM (50 seconds) 130.0 F 134.5 F

Notes:

1. Existing intersection traffic control type (SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled)

2. AM = Weekday morning peak hour, PM = Weekday evening peak hour

3. Whole intersection average delay reported for signalized intersections. Side-street stop-controlled delay presented as Whole
Intersection Average Delay (Worst Movement Delay). Delay calculated per HCM 6™ methodologies.

Bold indicates unacceptable operations.

Underline indicates a policy violation related to Project-generated traffic.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2022.

Cumulative Conditions Policy Violations and Improvements

Off-site intersection violations of city level of service policies related to the proposed Project were found in

the Cumulative with Project condition at:

* Intersection 6: Railroad Avenue / SR-4 EB Ramps degrades cumulative PM acceptable LOS D to
LOSE
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* Intersection 7: East 10'" Street / Harbor Street AM peak worst movement operates at LOS F and
warrants a signal

* Intersection 8: California Avenue / Harbor Street increases already failing cumulative AM LOS F
intersection average delay by more than 5 seconds

Policy Violation Statement 2: The Railroad Avenue at SR-4 EB Ramps is projected to operate at LOS
E during the PM peak hour in the cumulative with project condition. The addition of project traffic
would increase delay by 1.0 seconds (54.9 seconds without project to 56.0 with project) in the PM

peak hour.

Improvement Recommendation 2: Implement Improvement Recommendation 1. The measure
identified to improve the poor level of service at this intersection includes the widening of the
eastbound (SR 4 off-ramp) approach by one lane (from three lanes to four lanes). With the widening,
the approach would provide two exclusive left turn lanes and two exclusive right turn lanes. With
implementation of the improvement, the intersection would operate within acceptable standards

based on the City of Pittsburg policies, as shown in Table 10.

Policy Violation Statement 3: The East 10" Street at Harbor Street worst movement is projected to
operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour in the cumulative with project condition. The addition of
project traffic would increase delay by 55.4 seconds (94.8 seconds without project to 150.2 seconds
with project) in the AM peak hour. The signal would also meet traffic signal warrants in this scenario.

This is a violation of the City's level of service policies.

Improvement Measure 3: Install a traffic signal. As presented in Table 10, with the installation of a
traffic signal, the intersection would function at LOS B in the morning peak hour and LOS A in the PM

peak hour with cumulative plus project volumes.

Policy Violation Statement 4: The California Avenue at Harbor Street intersection is projected to
operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour in the cumulative with project condition. The addition of
project traffic would increase delay by 5.9 seconds (152.2 seconds without project to 158.1 seconds

with project) in the AM peak hour. This is a violation of the City's level of service policies.

Improvement Measure 4: The improvement measure identified includes the addition of a second
westbound left turn lane on California Avenue for movements to southbound Harbor Street. With
implementation of the improvement, the intersection would operate within acceptable standards, as

presented as Table 10.
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Table 10: Cumulative Conditions Peak Hour Intersection LOS Summary with Improvement

_— Cumulative Cumulative with Cu:: ;I:::v;imth

ea . : ;

Intersection Control' | " Without Project Project Improvement
s Lo Lo o

Railroad Avenue / SR- Signal 29.9 30.1 27.0 C

4 EB Ramps PM 54.9 D 56.0 E 545 D
7. East 10t Street / SSSC AM 94(94.8) A(F) 115(150.2) B (F) 11.2 B

Harbor Street PM 6.1(247) A 6.5 (32.4) A (D) 5.9 A
8. California Avenue / Signal AM 152.2 F 158.1 F 41.9 D

Harbor Street PM 130.0 F 1345 F 25.4 C
Notes:

1. Existing intersection traffic control type (SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled)

2. AM = Weekday morning peak hour, PM = Weekday evening peak hour

3. Whole intersection average delay reported for signalized intersections. Side-street stop-controlled delay presented as Whole
Intersection Average Delay (Worst Movement Delay). Delay calculated per HCM 6™ methodologies.

Bold indicates unacceptable operations.

Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2022.

37

—y



7. Site Plan Review

This chapter analyzes site access and internal circulation for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and emergency

vehicles based on the site plan presented previously on Figure 2.

Vehicular Site Access and Circulation

Vehicular access to the Project site is proposed to be provided via two new roadway connections to the
external street network, one on East Third Street and the other on Harbor Street. Figure 2 illustrates the
proposed Project site plan, including both driveways, internal roadways, and parking spaces. Both project
access points are proposed to have stop sign control on the driveway approaches, with the main street

(East Third Street and Harbor Street) approaches being uncontrolled.

Field observed travel speeds along East Third Street in the vicinity of the Project site range between 20
and 30 miles per hour. The posted speed limit is 25 mph. Table 201.1 of the Caltrans Highway Design
Manual (HDM) states that the stopping sight distance standard for a design speed of 25 miles per hour is
150 feet. Field observations of existing sight distance at the proposed driveway location on East Third
Street indicate sight distances more than 150 feet. Field observed travel speeds along Harbor Street in
the vicinity of the Project site range between 30 and 40 miles per hour, with the posted speed limit being
35 miles per hour. Field observations of existing sight distance at the proposed driveway location on
Harbor Street indicate sight distances more than 250 feet, which would be the required stopping sight
distance for a design speed of 35 miles per hour. Thus, adequate sight distance appears to be provided at
both new driveway locations proposed by the Project. However, as the Project’s design is finalized, these
distances should be checked, and the Project should propose no features (signs, landscaping, etc.) that

would compromise driveway sight distance.

Site Recommendation 1: The final site plan for the Project should be analyzed by the Project’s
Civil Engineer to ensure that adequate sight distance is maintained at all driveways. No objects
(landscaping, monument signs, etc.) greater than three feet in height should be allowed within
the sight distance triangles at driveway intersections. Review available speed survey information
from the City and adjust required sight distance if necessary.

As illustrated on Figure 2, the Project site provides parallel parking spaces along the internal roadways on
a north-south axis, parallel to Harbor Street. Parking aisles are generally 26 feet in width. Trucks are

expected to travel on site for moving, garbage, deliveries, and emergency access.

Site Recommendation 2: The final site plan for the Project should illustrate truck turning

templates at project driveways and internal roadways showing that applicable routes of travel
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provide sufficient space for emergency vehicles, garbage trucks, moving trucks/vans and

automobiles.

The project access points on Harbor Street and East Third Street would function at acceptable service

levels as proposed (side street stop control).

Emergency Vehicle Access

Several factors determine whether a project has sufficient access for emergency vehicles, including:

1. Number of access points (both public and emergency access only)
2. Width of access points
3. Width of internal roadways

The project’'s proposed access points on East Third Street and Harbor Street would provide emergency
vehicle access to the site. The 21- to 46-foot-wide roadways connecting through the site meet local

regulations for street widths pertaining to emergency vehicle access.

Site Recommendation 3: In accordance with City and Contra Costa County Fire District
requirements and design standards, provide even surface pavement, appropriate signage,
delineation, and other features at all emergency access points and internal roadways to
accommodate emergency vehicles. As part of the Project’s final design and permitting process
seek and obtain approval of the Contra Costa County Fire District.

Pedestrian Access and Circulation

The Project would create a significant impact related to the pedestrian system if any of the following

criteria are met:

e Disrupt existing pedestrian facilities; or
e Interfere with planned pedestrian facilities; or

e Create inconsistencies with adopted pedestrian system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.

As previously described, a robust network of pedestrian facilities (sidewalks, crosswalks, paths, etc) are
provided on the roadways surrounding the project site. The project would construct new city standard
sidewalks along its East Third Street and Harbor Street frontages. The pedestrian network within the

project site is currently not detailed on the conceptual site plan (Figure 2).

Impact Statement 1: Pedestrian Circulation: As currently detailed, the project’s site plan does

not illustrate safe and adequate access for pedestrians through the site. Failure to provide
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adequate facilities create unsafe pedestrian conditions and would be inconsistent with City and

ADA requirements. This would result in a significant adverse impact.

Mitigation Measure Trans-1 — Pedestrian Facilities: The project shall provide City-standard and
ADA compliant sidewalks on roadways throughout the project site. At all internal roadway
intersections, ADA compliant ramps shall be provided. Pedestrian paths should be identified and

marked crosswalks installed at key uncontrolled pedestrian crossing locations.

Level of Significance after Mitigation — Less Than Significant — The implementation of this

mitigation measure would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.

Site Recommendation 4: Provide a pedestrian connection from the southeast corner of the
Project site linking directly to the East 8" Street/Harbor Street intersection. Stripe a northbound-
southbound pedestrian crosswalk on East 8" Street approach to Harbor Street to facilitate

pedestrian movements.

Bike Access and Circulation

The Project would create a significant impact related to the bicycle system if any of the following criteria

are met:
e Disrupt existing bicycle facilities; or
e Interfere with planned bicycle facilities; or
e Create inconsistencies with adopted bicycle system plans, guidelines, policies, or standards.

While the project does not propose any designated bicycle facilities (lanes, routes, or paths), bicycles
would be permitted on all internal roadways. The project proposes no features that would be hazardous

to bicycle travel and does not conflict with any bicycle facilities plans or programs.

Transit Access

The Project would create a significant impact related to transit service if the following criteria are met:

e The project interferes with existing transit facilities or precludes the construction of planned
transit facilities.

The project proposes no features which conflict with existing or planned transit services. The project is not
expected to result in increases in ridership on local or regional transit facilities that would exceed their

capacity. Significant adverse project impacts related to transit were not identified.
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Parking

The project proposes two-off street parking spaces per unit within each residence’s garage. In addition,
83 on-street parking spaces would be provided within the project site. In total, 537 parking spaces would
be provided within the site. On-street parking is also allowed along the project’s East Third Street and

Harbor Street frontages.

The estimated peak parking demand was predicted using data and rates from the Parking Generation
Manual, 5% Edition (2019), published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Based on the ITE

methodology, the Project is expected to generate a total peak demand of approximately 252 spaces.

Chapter 18.78.040 of the City of Pittsburg’'s Municipal Code provides off-street parking and loading
spaces required by land use type. Based on the City's code, 2 parking spaces per unit are required for

both single-family and multifamily residential units.

The project provides sufficient parking to satisfy both the anticipated parking demand and City code

requirements.
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8. Vehicle Miles Traveled

This chapter discusses the governing legislation regarding vehicle-miles traveled (VMT), and the proposed

project’s effects on the different transportation systems in the area.

On September 27, 2013, Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed into law. The California state legislature found
that with the adoption of the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), the
State had signaled its commitment to encourage land use and transportation planning decisions and
investments that reduce vehicle miles traveled and thereby contribute to the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, as required by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32). In
December 2018, the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) finalized new CEQA guidelines
(CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3), that identify vehicle-miles traveled as the most appropriate criteria to

evaluate a project’s transportation impacts.

The implementation of SB 743 eliminated the use of criteria such as auto delay, level of service, and
similar measures of vehicle capacity of traffic congestion as the basis for determining significant impacts
as part of CEQA compliance. The SB 743 VMT criteria promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions,

the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.

In November 2017, OPR released a technical advisory containing recommendations regarding the
assessment of VMT, proposed thresholds of significance, and potential mitigation measures for lead
agencies to use while implementing the required changes contained in Senate Bill 743 (SB 743). Also in
November 2017, OPR released the proposed text for Section 15064.3, “Determining the Significance of
Transportation Impacts,” which summarized the criteria for analyzing transportation impacts for land use
projects and transportation projects and directs lead agencies to “choose the most appropriate
methodology to evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in
absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure.” OPR recommends that for most
instances a per service population threshold should be adopted and that a fifteen percent reduction

below that of existing development would be a reasonable threshold.

On July 15, 2020, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) adopted criteria, standards, and
thresholds for the assessment of VMT (CCTA, Approval of the Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis Methodology
for Land Use Projects in the Growth Management Program, July 15, 2020). The methods and thresholds
adopted by CCTA follow the guidance and recommendations of OPR pertaining to the implementation of
SB 743.
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Draft Transportation Impact Assessment — Pittsburg Harbor View
June 2022

As the City of Pittsburg has not yet formally adopted VMT criteria, standards, or thresholds at the time this

report was prepared, this assessment follows the current OPR and CCTA guidance related to VMT.

Analysis Methods

To conduct the VMT assessment, the CCTA travel demand model was used to estimate average daily
vehicle miles of travel for each of the project’s proposed components. Per CCTA guidance, home-based
VMT was used to evaluate project generated VMT for the residential portion of the project. The existing
baseline average daily home-based VMT per resident and the cumulative average daily home-based VMT
per service population for the City of Pittsburg, Contra Costa County and the Project are presented in
Table 11 and Table 12.

Table 11: Baseline Home-Based VMT Per Resident

Land Use Citywide Countywide Project
Type VMT/Resident Threshold' VMT/Resident Threshold' VMT/Resident
Home Based | ;
VMT - 2021 | 162 138 17.2 14.6 19.0

1. The applicable threshold is 85 percent of the regional average.

Table 12: Cumulative Home-Based VMT Per Resident

Citywide | eroject |
Land Use Type % % % %
VMT/Service Population VMT/Service Population
6.8 6.8

Home Based VMT - 2040

A select zone analysis was conducted using the CCTA model whereby all the trips generated by each of
the project’'s components were tracked through the transportation system. Based on this analysis, the
proposed Project is estimated to generate 19.0 daily vehicle miles of travel per resident. This baseline VMT
is above the countywide threshold of 14.6 vehicle miles of travel per resident and the citywide threshold

of 13.8 vehicle miles of travel per resident.

The cumulative VMT analysis compares the project’'s cumulative effect on VMT within the entire county
using the boundary method. VMT between no project and plus project scenario. As presented in Table 13,
the cumulative VMT within the city and county, measured on a service population basis, is essentially the

same with and without the project.
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Impact Statement 2: Home-Based Project Generated VMT — Project Residents: The results of
the VMT analysis indicate that the project would contribute to an increase in home-based vehicle
miles of travel on a per-capita basis as the project adds a housing development that would
require residents to travel longer-than-average distances to meet their daily needs. Future project
residents are expected to generate approximately 19.0 vehicle miles of travel per resident per day,
which is substantially higher than the existing City or County-wide averages. Based on OPR and

CCTA guidance this would be considered a significant adverse impact.

Mitigation Measure Trans-2: Prepare and Implement Residential Travel Demand
Management (TDM Plan) - Prior to issuance of residential building permits, the project applicant
shall develop a TDM Plan for the residential components of the proposed project, including any
anticipated phasing, and shall submit the TDM Plan to the City for review and approval. The TDM
Plan shall identify trip reduction strategies as well as mechanisms for funding and overseeing the
delivery of trip reduction programs and strategies. Trip reduction strategies applicable to the

residential portions of the proposed project may include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Increase Transit Accessibility

b. Provide Traffic Calming Measures

c. Provide Carpooling Programs

d. Implement Car-Sharing Program

e. Provide a Transit Riders Guide

f.  Provide an Online TDM Information Center

g. Increase Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities/Amenities
h. Free Trial Rides on Transit Services

Implement a Subsidized or Discounted Transit Program

Level of Significance after Mitigation - Significant and Unavoidable — While the
implementation of a robust TDM program will likely reduce the amount of residential VMT
associated with the project, the magnitude of the reduction is unlikely to reduce the impact to a

less than significant level based on the available evidence.
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Appendix A: Counts

FEHR 4 PEERS



























Appendix B: LOS Calculation
Worksheets
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Appendix C: Approved Projects Trip

Generation
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