SWAT

Danville » Lafayette » Moraga ¢ Orinda ¢« San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

SoUTHWEST AREA TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
Meeting of November 3, 2008

3:00 p.m. SWAT Board Meeting
Office of Supervisor Gayle B. Uilkema
Lamorinda Office
3338 Mt. Diablo Boulevard, Lafayette, CA

AGENDA

Call to Order/Self Introductions

Public Comment

Board Member Comment

Administrative Items

Adoption of Agenda

Review/Approval of Minutes From October 6, 2008*

Update on Contra Costa Transportation Authority’s Workshop on Regional Plans and Potential Changes
to the Growth Management Program™

Update on the status of Actions Plans

L.
2.
3.
4.
X
6.
7.

e

Review/Authorize release of the SWAT comment letter regarding the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan “Issues and Options” Report*

10. Written Communication, Items of Interest, Outgoing Communication - Consider Actions as
Appropriate*

11. Discussion: Next Agenda

12.  Adjourn to December 1, 2008 or Other Meeting as Deemed Appropriate

*Indicates material on this item is attached.

The SWAT Committee will provide reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities planning to participate in SWAT monthly meetings.
Please contact Andy Dillard at least 48 hours before the meeting at (925) 314-3384 or adillard@ci.danville.ca.us

Staff Contact: Andy Dillard, Town of Danville

Phone: (925) 314-3384 / E-Mail: adillard@ci.danville.ca.us

Agendas, minutes and other information regarding this committee can be found at: www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/depart/cd/transportation/committee/swat/



SOUTHWEST AREA TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
MEETING LOCATION MAP

Lamorinda Office

Office of Supervisor Gayle B. Uilkema

3338 Mt. Diablo Boulevard, Lafayette, CA 94549

(parking 1s available behind the building)

MAPQUESY

o
D
e 9
5
3 B
& o
Q
-
(24)
N
» b~
N =1
D
]\l C’a‘eww i~
' &
3 i
o =
L 3
N
N
s
.
)

22007 MapQuest Inc.

] 1

U3 poorayIelg

15 PUE

1) iadied

th St

Coafld
109}\

&
%
%,
o
%
=
&
Dg?] ‘:‘m Rﬁ 5 -
. d
o o
Z W 94"’ “im e
ﬁf} el r:;
£ It.l" Oy~ :
Q)2 = Berta Ln
% %
% (@
o
%
mman(’!-a
<
e
> &
= (8]
g &

>

)
peaene”
" Palomares
oy
A
(23)
%
Lafayette 'O
Cemetery "’é,o
& g
_% }
&
ot
-a\\a“e’ \%4
W W -
W |
(}
R
\a\\e‘\'“ e
-/
0,
&%

Map Data @ 2007 NAVTEQ of TeleAtlas




AGENDA ITEM 6




SWAT

Danville » Lafayette « Moraga * Orinda *» San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

SUMMARY MINUTES
October 6, 2008
Office of Supervisor Gayle B. Uilkema
Lamorinda Office
3338 Mt. Diablo Road
Lafayette, CA

Committee Members Present: Candace Andersen, Town of Danville; Amy Worth, City of Orinda;
Mike Metcalf, Town of Moraga; Don Tatzin, City of Lafayette

Staff members present: Darlene Amaral, Tai Williams, Leah Greenblat, John Cunningham, Monica
Pacheco, Calvin Wong and Janice Carey

Others present: Martin Engelmann, CCTA; Charles Hogle, CCTA CAC

Meeting convened with a quorum by Vice Chair Tatzin at 3:08 p.m.

1. Call to Order/Self Introductions

2. Public Comment: None.

3. Board Member Comment: None.

4. Administrative Items: Tai Williams recorded the minutes on behalf of Andy Dillard. Extra
agenda packets and handouts were made available.

3. Adoption of Agenda
ACTION: Worth/Metcalf/Unanimous

6. Review/Approval of Minutes from September 8, 2008
ACTION: Andersen/Metcalf/Unanimous



Consider Request from the City of Orinda for Reprogramming of Measure C Funds

Committee member Don Tatzin reported that the LPMC considered and approved this request,
and the item is now before SWAT for consideration and approval. The Committee approved the
request to reprogram the Measure C Strategic Expenditure Plan funds from the Widening of the
EB SR24/Brookwood Off-Ramp funds to a new project: Moraga Way Rehabilitation and
Improvements Project.

ACTION: Metcalf/ Andersen/Unanimous

Update on Action Plans

Martin Engelmann reported that most of the draft Actions Plans were completed last spring, and
a second draft of each were released this past summer. The outstanding Action Plan is from
TRANSPAC. Subsequent to the September 15" cCcTA meeting, TRANSPAC indicated that a
draft Action Plan would be forthcoming (release date anticipated to be Friday, October IOth).
Mr. Engelmann noted that it would allow the Countywide Transportation Plan to be released in
December 2008. In light of this schedule, Committee member Tatzin requested that the draft
Lamorinda Action Plan be placed on the November agenda for discussion and release.

ACTION: None.

Review and Comment on the Measure J Implementation Guide - Proposal for Adoption

Martin Engelmann reported that the Authority will host a workshop in November (date to be
determined) to discuss the Growth Management Program and its Implementation Guide.
Simultaneously, the GMP Task Force is working to streamline the guide to facilitate usability.

Committee member Mike Metcalf expressed concern that the Implementation Guide does not
appear to explicitly exempt non-traffic related GPAs (e.g., Noise Element update) from the
notification process. Committee member Andersen expressed that it would be appropriate, for
purposes of full disclosure, for a sponsoring jurisdiction to send a courtesy notice to the
Authority on any GPA that is being processed - with a determination as to whether that particular
GPA triggers the threshold for action. After some discussion, the Committee concurred that it
would be appropriate that the responsibility should rest with the lead agency processing a GPA
to distribute a courtesy notification to affected agencies regardless of whether the GPA was
traffic-related. A brief discussion took place with regard to the current notification requirements
outlined in the Lamorinda Action Plan which also requires notification for all GPAs.

Committee member Don Tatzin distributed Lafayette’s formal comments on the Implementation
Guide. After reviewing this correspondence to the Authority, the Committee supported
Lafayette’s comments.

ACTION: Worth/Andersen/Unanimous



10.

11

Review and Comment on the “Issues and Options Report” for the Update of the
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Leah Greenblat, serving as SWAT representative on the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Advisory Committee (CBPPAC), provided a brief overview of a recent committee meeting on
this subject. She noted that Tair Williams and John Cunningham were also in attendance at the
committee meeting. In summary, the primary comments from this meeting are:

= A concern regarding the limited opportunity to fully discuss all of the suggestions and
comments pertaining to the report;

= A concern about the usability of the latent demand maps, and whether it is appropriate to
continue to expend resources to adjust these maps for accuracy;

= A concern about the policy-oriented nature of some of the language contained in the
Issues & Options Report, which may not be appropriate at a countywide level and which
may prevent some local jurisdictions from embracing and adopting the CBPP,
particularly the report’s multiple references to require local jurisdictions adopt standards
contained within the future plan;

= A concern regarding the Report’s proposal to prioritize individual projects within the
future plan for various funding sources which may preclude future currently unidentified
projects from consideration and/or may not address changing priorities after the plan’s
adoption;

» A desire to focus the CBPP on identifying issues, and recommendations, of countywide
importance (e.g., common directional bike/pedestrian signage) rather than delving into
areas that are more appropriate to be resolved at a local level; and lastly

= A desire to incorporate references to organizations with expertise in generating Best
Practices manuals for matters not of countywide importance on the CCTA’s website and
in the Plan, rather than duplicating the effort by incorporating the Best Practices text in
the body of the CBPP. By utilizing these links instead of reproducing the material, the
links will provide access to the most current examples of Best Practices.

Committee member Mike Metcalf inquired as to whether the CBPP could address issues related
to safety (e.g., a process for addressing vehicle/pedestrian conflicts) and support education
efforts related to enforcement. Janice Carey responded that it would be difficult to include
specific information in the Plan on this matter because each location where there is a safety issue
is unique and each jurisdiction would need to consider its own issues, such as neighborhood
character when developing a response.

Committee member Amy Worth expressed that there should be a clear mechanism for local
jurisdictions to add projects to CBPP on a regular basis in an effort to ensure that new and
mmnovative projects are eligible for funding.

ACTION: The TAC will forward these comments to the CBPPAC. The Committee requested
that the TAC provide an updated report on the CBPP at the next SWAT meeting.

Written Communication, Items of Interest, Outgoing Communication — Consider Actions
as Appropriate

ACTION: None.



12.

13.

Discussion: Next Agenda

ACTION: The Committee requested that the comments on the Lamorinda Action Plan and status
update on the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan be included on the November agenda.

Adjourn to November 3, 2008 which will be held at Supervisor Uilkema’s Lamorinda Office
in Lafayette.

ACTION: Meeting adjourned at approximately 3:50 p.m.

Staff Contact:
Andy Dillard
(925) 314-3384 PH
(925) 838-0360 FX
adillard@ci.danville.ca.us

Agendas, minutes and other information regarding this committee can be found at:
WWW.co.contra-costa.ca.us/depart/cd/transportation/committee/swat/
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S WAT

Danville ¢ Lafayctte * Moraga ¢ Orinda ¢ San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

DATE: November 3, 2008
TO: Southwest Area Transportation Committee
FROM: SWAT Admunistrative Staff

SUBJECT: Measure J Growth Management Program Workshop

The Growth Management Program (GMP) has been an integral part of Measure
C and was carried forward, in modified form, into Measure J. Recent issues and
events have prompted the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (“Authority™)
to hold a workshop at its November 19, 2008 meeting to re-affirm the
Authority’s commitment to the program and to discuss possible changes,
including the possible elmination of program components that may no longer be
applicable. The multi-modal transportation objectives (MTSOs) and the general
plan amendment (GPA) review process have both been raised as candidates for
modification and/or elimination.

Attached for SWAT’s nformation, is an Authority staff report to the Technical
Coordnating Committee (TCC), summarize the issues associated with the GMP
discussion. At its November 3" meeting, it would be appropriate and timely to
discuss these issues and provide direction to its Authority representatives
regarding SWAT’s perspective.



CCTA — Technical Coordinating Committee October 16, 2008

Subject Preparation for an Authority Workshop on Regional Plans
and Potential Changes to the Growth Management Program
(GMP)

Summary of Tssues The Authority will hold a workshop in November to discuss possible

changes to the Measure J Growth Management Program given recent
regional and state initiatives. The GMP task force has met once to review the
GMP and will meet again after the TCC to discuss potential changes to the
GMP before making its recommendations to the Planning Committee in
advance of the workshop.

Recommendations Review and discuss matenals for a November GMP workshop. A suggested
discussion matrix is attached.

Financial Implications N/A
Options N/A
Attachments A, Tssucs and Options for the Mcasure ] GMP

B. Letter from TRANSPAC, September 17, 2008

C. Letter from Contra Costa County, September 16. 2008

Changes from
Committee

Background

At its September meeting, the Authority agreed to hold a workshop in November to review and discuss
the Measure J Growth Management Program. The GMP was an integral part of Measure C and Measure J
inchided it in a somewhat modified form. Two events have prompted renewed consideration of the
program. First, local jurisdictions have identified potential issues as part of the review of the updated
Implementation Guide and the updates of the Action Plans, Second, the passage of SB 375 could lead to
new roles for the Authority in regional planning and consequently new demands on Authority resources,
some of which are now being used to carrv out the GMP

The workshop will focus on the components of the existing Measure J program, and re-affirm the
Authority’s commitment to the program, or explore options for streamlining it, including possible
elimination of components that may no longer be of use. The multi-modal transportation service
objectives (MTSQOs) and the general plan amendment (GPA) review process have been raised as
candidates for review. Authority staff believes that the affordable housing provisions should also be

8:06-TCC Packets 2008:10-16-08%06 . GMP Authority Workshop.doc 6-1




CCTA — Technical Coordinating Committee October 16, 2008

reviewed. On several occasions, Authority members have questioned the usefulness of the Conflict
Resolution process, given that legal recourse usually supplants the Authonty’s process for facilitation and
mediation.

Authority staff is pnmarnily interested 1 focusing the Authority’s time and resources towards the arcas of
greatest importance and impact, and making sure that the Authority is efficiently and effectively
addressing today’s most pressing issues. Some components of the GMP| particularly in the area of
cooperative planning, constitute major advancements. For example, having a single Countywide Model
with which to evaluate projects, a uniform procedure for conducting traffic impact analyses, and a formal
process for inter-jurisdictional consultation have proven to be of significant internal value. However,
leveraging our internal advancements on the state or regional level has been problematic. Accordingly,
we are desirous of retaining the beneficial elements of the GMP program,

The Planning Committee reviewed the attached discussion paper (Attachment A) at its October meeting.
The discussion paper reviews each individual component of the GMP for the purposes of stimulating
discussion and preparing for the November Workshop. Authority staff will refine it in response to
comments from the TCC, GMP Task Force, and Planning Committee for use at the workshop.

The Planning Committee suggested that components 1,2, 5 and 6 — the growth management element, the
development mitigation program, the urban limit line and the five-year capital improvement program —
should stay as a part of the GMP, but that staff should consider ways to streamline or refocus the
remaining three; housing options; cooperative, multi-jurisdictional planning; and the TSM ordinance or
resolution.

The GMP Task Force has met once to review the Measure J GMP and will meet again during the week

following the TCC meeting to review it again. Authority staff will forward any comments from the TCC
to the GMP Task Force and to the Planning Commuttee.

8:06-TCC Packets 2008:10-16-08%06 . GMP Authority Workshop.doc 6-2



MEASURE J GROWTH MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Overview

Measure C, approved by Contra Costa voters in 1988, succeeded where the first attempt
to establish a sales tax-funded transportation program in Contra Costa failed. There is

general agreement that two factors made the difference:

1. Mcasure C spelled out clearly how the sales tax revenues would be spent, identi-

[ying particular projecls and programs, and

o

The measure included a program for addressing the impacts of growth in Contra
Costa.

Significant public concern about managing the impacts of growth madc the growth
management program (GMP) an essential component of the success of Measure C at the
polls. Contra Costa had added about 700,000 people since 1940 — a 700 percent increase
— and voters saw the impacts of that growth in more congestion and reduced public
services. Measure C was seen as a way to fund remedies to existing problems and,

through the growth management program, to get new growth to pay its way.
These concerns were reflected in the two principles that underlay the Measure C GMP:

Local jurisdictions must work collaboratively to manage growth

2. New growth must pay for facilitics needed to mect the demands it creates; sales
tax revenues from Measure C would fund projects to remedy existing problems,
whilc fees and exactions on new development would fund projects to remedy

impacls [rom new development.

[n 2004, the Authority — working with stakeholders throughout Contra Costa and
through comprehensive analyses and robust debates — developed Measure ], the suc-
cessor to Measure C. As with the original measure, Measure ) included both a detailed
program of investments and a GMP. Voters approved the new measure in November
2004.



While growth had slowed since 1988 when Measure C was adopted, it hadn’t stopped.
Contra Cosla’s population increased by almosl 20 percenl in Lthe decade [ollowing
Measure C’s adoption: in other words, every sixth person in the county was a new resi-
dent. And forecasts showed this growth continuing into the future, leading to increasing

demands on our transportation system.

Measure | kept the basic principles of Measure C’'s GMP, sharpening them into four ob-

joctives:

1. Assure that new residential, business and commercial growth pays for the facili-
ties required to mect the demands resulting from that growth.

2. Require cooperative transportation and land use planning among Contra Costa
County, cities, towns, and transportation agencies.

3. Support land use patterns within Contra Costa that make more efficient use of
the transportation systemn, consistent with the General Plans of local jurisdictions.

4. Support infill and redevelopment in existing urban and brownficld arcas.

Besides reworking the GMP principles, Mceasure | made some significant changes to the
previous GMP — removing lhe requirement for local performance slandards (though
encouraging their continued use) and adding a new requirement for an urban limit line
(ULL) that is approved by local voters — but keeping, with some modifications, most of
the Measure C components. Most of the modifications either clarified what was in
Mecasurc C or reflected the more detailed GMP processes established in the Measure C

Implementation Documents and various Authority resolutions.

The Authority has received two sets of formal comments on the GMP — one from
TRANSPAC and the other from Contra Costa County — raised in response to the updat-
ing of the Action Plans. These comment letters identify both general and specitic issucs
with the GMP. Both TRANSPAC and the County state that the GMP focuses too much
on roadway congestion, which they contend is no longer the concern it was in 1988
when Measure C was put together. Both suggest that the GMP needs to allow jurisdic-
tions more flexibility in balancing transportation with other community concerns.
TRANSPAC also thinks that the GMP has become too complex and too concerned with

process rather than outcome.



Specific concerns were focused on the General Plan Amendment and major develop-

menl review process and Lhe use of Mullimodal Transporlalion Service Objeclives.

Some of the suggested changes would require amending Measure ) itself while others
might be dealt with through the fmplementation Guide, Technical Procedures or other Au-

thority resolutions or policices.

REVIEW OF INDIVIDUAL GMP COMPONENTS

For the purposcs of stimulating discussion, staff has outlined cach GMP component as

follows:

1. Growth Management Element

This componenl of the GMP requires each jurisdiclion lo adopt a General Plan element
that outlines its goals and policies for managing growth and that demonstrates how the

jurisdiction meets the various requirements of the Measure | GMP

Intent The Growth Management Element is intended to ensure that
each jurisdiction has incorporated its approach to Measure | in
particular and growth management in general in a way that is
consistent with the other parts of the jurisdiction’s General Plan.
(Internal consistency is a fundamental requirement for General

Plans in State law.)
Changes from No substantial differences. The new measure does, however, en-
Measure C courage jurisdictions to include their own locally developed

standards in the element.

Status The Authority approved a Model Growth Management Element

for usc by local jurisdictions in Junce 2007.

Comments Received None

Discussion NA



2. Development Mitigation Program

As with the Measure C program, this component requires jurisdictions to both adopt a

local mitigation program and join with adjoining jurisdictions in a regional mitigation

program that funds regionally important projects.

Intent

Changes from

Measure C

Status

Comments Received

Discussion

This GMP component follows directly from one of the GMP’s
key objectives, namely to ensure that “new residential, business
and commercial growth pays for the facilities required to meet
the demands resulting from that growth.” This requirement is
truly one of the most successful parts of the GMP, providing
funding for both local improvements and regionally significant

projects.

The key change [rom Measure C is a new link lo the Aclion
Plans. Measure ] requires each RTPC to “tak|e| account of
planned and forecast growth [in its region| and the Multimodal
Transportation Service Objectives and actions to achieve them
established in the Action Plans for Routes of Regional Signific-

ance.

Each RTPC has adopted a regional mitigation program for its
region and each jurisdiction has adopted a local program. West
and East County have updated their programs within the last
two years and Tri-Valley is close to an update of theirs. All pro-
grams assess fees on new development except Central County

which relies on the CEQA review process for major projects.

No formal comments received.

The Regional Transportation Mitigation Program has, to date,
generated about $243 million for various regional projects. Cen-
tral County’s mitigation program has funded additional projects

whose need was generated by specific development projects.



3. Address Housing Options

This component of the GMP addresses provisions for the creation of housing for all in-

come levels, and analysis of the impact of land use decisions on the transportation sys-

tem.

Intent

Changes from

Measure C

Status

Comments Received

Discussion

This component, despite its name, has three scparate parts. First,
it asks jurisdictions to report on their efforts to achieve the hous-
ing goals and complete the implementation tasks in their Hous-
ing Elements. Second, it requires jurisdictions analyze how their
land use and development policies affect the “local, regional and
countywidc transportation system.” Finally, it requires jurisdic-
tions to include standards and guidelines in their development
review process that support transit, bicycle and pedestrian

access.

While similar in intent, this component is significantly changed.
The most discussed changes are that Measure ) focuses its hous-
ing questions more directly on local efforts to implement their
Housing Element and gives jurisdictions more options to comp-
ly. The second part is a clarification of Measure C intent. The re-
quirement for consideration of transit, bicycle and pedestrian

access is new but flows from Strategy 3.3 of the CTP.

Questions on this component will be included in the Measure )

compliance checklist to be developed over the next six months.

No formal comments received.

This component of the GMP received some of the greatest scruti-
ny, focused almost centirely on implementation of local housing
elements. The revised GMP gives local jurisdiclions three oplions
for reporting on completion of the actions in their housing ele-
ments, including using the required HCD report. The original
reason for this part of the GMP was to encourage both the devel-

opment of more atfordable in Contra Costa and a better balance



between jobs and housing. While Mcasure | continues to encour-
age a land use pallern (hal makes the mosl elficient use of the
transportation system, a closer balance between jobs and housing

within particular jurisdictions is less emphasized.

The other parts of this component — the analysis of local plans
on the transportation system and the incorporation of transit-,
bicycle- and pedestrian-supportive standards in development
review — did not receive nearly the same level of discussion. The
impact analysis is part of the GMP’s ongoing cooperative plan-
ning component and is required, to a limited extent, by CEQA.
Local adoption of transit-, bicycle- and pedestrian-supportive
standards, which reflects other Measure | policies, will also help
local agencies meet MTC’s new routine accommodation re-

quircments.

4. Participate In an Ongoing Cooperative, Multi-Jurisdictional
Planning Process

The cooperative, multi-jurisdictional planning required by Measure C is generally rec-

ognized as one of the successes of the current GMP. Measure C supported the institu-

lional [ramework of the RTPCs and the ongoing, cooperalive planning that the RTPCs,

separately or with other RTPCs or counties, foster.

Intent

Changes from

Measure C

This component recognizes that effective planning requires good

coordination and communication among local jurisdictions.

The Measure C GMP required two basic actions: cooperatively
developing a program for addressing transportation issues af-
fecting the subregion and county, and assessing the impacts of
new development on the transportation system. The Measure C
language, which was fairly general, was fleshed out through sev-
eral resolutions and documents, including the fmplementation
Docuiments and the Techuical Procedures. The Measure | GMP clari-

fied the Measure C language by explicitly including the Action



Status

Comments Received

Di

o

(%]

(e

o

sion

Plan process, and development review, and the General Plan

Amendmenl review procedure.

A second draft of the revised Implementation Guide is currently
under review. The Technical Procedures will be updated once the

Implementation Guide is completed.

TRANSPAC has raised concerns regarding the usefulness of hav-
ing measurable performance standards for regional routes when
such routes are heavily congested, and stressed that congestion-
bascd mcasures may no longer be beneficial. It has also raised
issues regarding the general plan amendment (GPA) review
process, and its link to the MTSOs.

Some Authority members have questioned the usefulness of the
contlict resolution process currently required for addressing

compliance.

Although the RTPCs have compleled, or made signilicanl
progress towards completing, their 2008 Action Plans, the specif-
ic requirements for MTSOs have come into question. The Au-
thority may wish to review the procedures for GPA review, the
need for MTSOs, and the process for resolving contlicts among
jurisdictions and RTPCs. For example, the application of quan-
titative performance measures without setting specific numerical
targets for achievement, could still help decision makers gauge
the impacts of their land use decisions on regional routes. Do
hard targets make sense, given the difficulty of cstablishing basc-

lines and formulating 30-year predictions?

5. AdoptanUrban LimitLine

This component of the GMP, which was not in the Measure C program, requires each

jurisdiction to establish a voter-approved Urban Limit Line. This ULL can be approved



cither specifically by voters in the jurisdiction or countywidc (as long as it passcs within

the jurisdiclion as well).

Intent The ULL is meant to preserve open space within Contra Costa

and constrain urban development to the areas within that line

Changes from This is a new component

Measure C

Status Most jurisdictions have either adopted the County’s ULL or their

voters have approved a “jurisdiction-specific” onc

Comments Received County staff contends that the ULL is an adequate GMP mechan-
ism and obviates the need for the GPA/major development re-

view process (see # 4)

Discussion An urban limit line (sometimes called an “urban growth boun-
dary”) is a well established and useful growth management tool
[or “idenlilying preferred locations [or accommodaling new de-
velopment.” (See Appendix A.) It is not a sufficient tool, howev-
er, for preventing sprawl, encouraging infill, supporting transit-
or pedestrian-oriented development, or creating the transporta-
tion-cfficient land usc pattern called for in Mcasure J.! Staff be-
lieves the ULL requirement was so critical to the passage of

Measure | that it is not a candidate for revision.

6. Develop a Five-Year Capital Improvement Program

This component of the GMP requires local jurisdictions to adopt a five-year capital im-
provement program that outlines the projects (including transportation projects) that the

jurisdiction is proposing to develop and how and when those projects would be funded.

L “For most communities, it appears that boundaries have been fairly effective in reducing scat-
tered development in rural areas but not successful at curbing sprawl in urbanizing areas.”

Porter, Douglas, Managing Growth in America’s Conmmunities, p. 67. Island Press, 1997



This component also requires local jurisdictions to forward the list of transportation

projects in the CIP Lo the Authorily for incorporalion inlo the countywide Lravel demand

model.

Intent

Changes from

Measure C

Status

Comments Received

Discussion

Requiring the CIP itself is primarily a “good government” action,
although letting the Authority know what local plans arc is ¢s-

sential to keep the Countywide Model up-to-date and accurate.

The Measure CC GMP required local jurisdictions to use the CIP to
identify the projects that would help meet the level-of-service
and performance standards for local streets and roads cstab-
lished in their Growth Management Element. Since Measure |
eliminated the LOS and performance standards, this component
now focuses on simple adoption of the CIP and assistance in

maintaining the Authority’s travel demand model.

Jurisdictions have adopted and updated CIPs to comply with the
Measurce C GMP

None

Adoption of C1Ps per se may not be necessary to achieve the ob-
jectives of the GMP. Ensuring that the Countywide Modcl in-
cludes the transportation projects that local agencies are plan-
ning, however, is essential to keep the model up-to-date and as

useful as possible.

7. Adopta Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Ordin-
ance or Resolution

This component of the GMP requires cach jurisdiction to adopt a local ordinance or reso-

lution that complies with the Authority’s model ordinance. Because State law passed

after Measure C was adopted limited the ability of governments to implement TSM pro-

grams like the Authority’s original model ordinance, the current model ordinance re-

quires fairly limited efforts by local jurisdictions.



Intent

Changes from

Measure C

Status

Comments Received

Discussion

Both Measure C and Mcasure | state that this GMP component is

meanl lo “promole carpools, vanpools and park and ride lots.”

Changed only to reflect the fact that the Authority has already

prepared a model TSM ordinance

All jurisdictions have adopted a local ordinance or resolution

that complies with the Authority’s model

None

Measure C funds and Measure ) will fund TSM programs, and
these efforts will continue whether the local TSM requirement is
eliminated or not. The Measure | Expenditure Plan sets aside one
percent of revenues for “Commute Alternatives”, that is, for pro-
viding and promoting “alternatives to commuting in single-
occupant vehicles, including carpools, vanpools and transit.” The
Authority’s model TSM ordinance originally required more subs-
lanLive elforls bul Stale law limiled whal local agencies (and Lhe
CMP as well) could require which reduced the rationale for this

component.

10



APPENDIX A:

What Is Growth Management?

One basic definition of “growth management” is the actions that governments take to

“anticipate and seck to accommodate community development in ways that balance

competing land use goals and coordinate local with regional interests.”? This definition

encompasses a very wide range of techniques to balance development with conserva-

tion, new development with adequate infrastructure, needed new public services with

the revenues to finance those services, and economic growth with equity. The following

table lists the primary concerns of most growth management programs and the tech-

niques often used to address them:

Concerns

Common Techniques

Identifying preferred locations for
accommodating new development

Urban growth boundaries

Development policy areas (e.g. urban, urbanizing,
reserve)

Promotion of infill and redevelopment
Transit-Oriented Development
Extra-jurisdictional controls

Growth limits, including moratoria

Ensuring that adequate facilities and
services are available as development
occurs

Functional plans

Adequate public facility ordinances & perfor-
mance standards

Exactions, impact fees and special districts

Transportation demand management and con-
gestion management programs

Project rating systems

Maintaining community character
and quality of life

Design review

Flexible planning and design (PUDs and overlay
districts)

Incentive or performance zoning

Historic and architectural preservation
Neighborhood conservation or revitalization
Landscape or tree preservation ordinances

2 Douglas R. Porter, Managing Growth in America’s Communities, May 1997: Island Press
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Concemns

Comimon Techniques

Preserving resource lands and envi-
ronmental quality

Land acquisition
Limit development in critical areas
Mitigation of environmental impacts

Agricultural zoning, districts and right-to-farm
laws

Environmental thresholds (“carrying capacity”)

Achieving economic development
and social equity goals

Providing regional guidance and
coordination

Economic development incentives

Economic opportunity programs (training, etc.)
Inclusionary zoning or linkage programs for af-
fordable housing

Regional plans or goals

Review of developments for regional impacts

Growth management programs frequently focus on some combination of these concerns

and techniques, depending on the needs and situation of the community and region. The

current Measure C Growth Management Program focuses especially on ensuring ade-

quate facilitics and providing regional guidance and coordination. 1t incorporates the

techniques of performance standards; exactions and fees; transportation demand man-

agement; review of developments for regional impacts; and regional plans.

12



APPENDIX B:

Measure C and Measure J GMPs Compared

The overall goal of the Growth Management
Program is to preserve and enhance the quality of
* life and promote a healthy, strong economy to

. benefit the people and areas of Contra Costa

. through a cooperative, multi-jurisdictional process
© for managing growth, while maintaining local

. authority over land use decisions. [FOOTNOTE: The

. Authority shall, to the extent possible, attempt to

" harmonize the Growth Management and

. Congestion Management Programs, To the extent
they conflict, Congestion Management Program

- activities shall take precedence over Growth

- Management Program activities.]

The objectives of the Growth Management
* Program are to:

¢ Assure that new residential, business and
‘ commercial growth pays for the facilities required
. to meet the demands resulting from that growth.

Require cooperative transportation and land use
planning among Contra Costa County, cities,
towns, and transportation agencies.

i Support land use patterns within Contra Costa
that make more efficient use of the transportation
' system, consistent with the General Plans of local
jurisdictions.

Support infill and redevelopment in existing urban
and brownfield areas.

. AdoptaGrowth e nagem R

Each jurisdiction must adopt a Growth

. Management Element as part of its General Plan

* that outlines the jurisdiction’s goals and policies

. for managing growth and requirements for

achieving those goals. The Growth Management

. Element must show how the jurisdiction will
comply with sections 2-7 below. The Authority

! shall refine its model Growth Management

. Element and administrative procedures in

13



¢ consultation with the Regiconal Transportation
Planning Committees to reflect the revised
. Growth Management Program.

Each jurisdiction is encouraged to incorporate

- other standards and procedures into its Growth
. Management Element to support the objectives
and required components of this Growth
Management Program

[notincluded in Measure J]

14



[notincluded in Measure J]




- Adopta Development Mitigation Program

. Each jurisdiction must adopt, or maintain in place,
a development mitigation program to ensure that
new growth is paying its share of the costs
associated with that growth, This program shall
consist of both a local program to mitigate

. impacts on local streets and other facilities and a

. regional program to fund regional and

: subregional transportation projects, consistent
with the Countywide Comprehensive

© Transportation Plan.

. The jurisdiction’s local development mitigation

- program shall ensure that revenue provided from
. this measure shall not be used to replace private
developer funding that has or would have been

. committed to any project.

* The regional development mitigation program
shall establish fees, exactions, assessments or

i other mitigation measures to fund regional or

i subregional transportation improvements needed
- to mitigate the impacts of planned or forecast

.' development. Regional mitigation programs may
adjust such fees, exactions, assessments or other
I mitigation measures when developments are

* within walking distance of frequent transit service
or are part of a mixed-use development of
sufficient density and with necessary facilities to
support greater levels of walking and bicycling.
Each Regional Transportation Planning
Committee shall develop the regional
development mitigation program for its region,
taking account of planned and forecast growth
and the Multimodal Transportation Service
Objectives and actions to achieve them

- established in the Action Plans for Routes of

- Regicnal Significance. Regional Transportation

. Planning Committees may use existing regional

. mitigation programs, if consistent with this

: section, to comply with the Growth Management
. Program.

- Jurisdictional Planning Process

- Each jurisdiction shall participate in an ongoing
. process with other jurisdictions and agencies, the
ional Transportation Planning Committees

16



 New Measure J GMP

and the Authority to create a balanced, safe and
. efficient transportation system and to manage the
impacts of growth. Jurisdictions shall work with
the Regiconal Transportation Planning Committees

A Identify Routes of Regional Significance,
: and establish Multimodal Transportation Service
Objectives for those routes and actions for
achieving those objectives.

' B. Apply the Authority’s travel demand

© model and technical procedures to the analysis of
General Plan Amendments (GPAs) and
developments exceeding specified thresholds for
their effect on the regional transportation system,
- including on Action Plan objectives.

- C Create the development mitigation
. programs outlined in section 2 above.

" D. Help develop other plans, programs and
studies to address other transportation and
growth management issues.

In consultation with the Regional Transportation
Planning Committees, each jurisdiction shall use

the travel demand model to evaluate changes to
' local General Plans and the impacts of major
development projects for their effects on the local
: and regional transpartation system and the ability
~ . to achieve the Multimodal Transportation Service
; Objectives established in the Action Plans.

. Jurisdictions shall also participate in the

%« Authority’s ongoing countywide comprehensive

: transportation planning process. As part of this
¢ process, the Authority shall support countywide
and subregional planning efforts, including the
Action Plans for Routes of Regional Significance,
and shall maintain a travel demand model.
¢ Jurisdictions shall help maintain the Authority’s
. travel demand modeling system by providing
~ information on proposed improvements to the
' transportation system and planned and approved
development within the jurisdiction.

Idress Housing Options

A ¢ Each jurisdiction shall demonstrate reasonable
Capital improvement progress in providing housing opportunities for all
tothestate : © income levels as part of areport on the

17



; implementation of the actions outlined in its

. adopted Housing Element. The report will

. demonstrate progress by (1) comparing the

+ number of housing units approved, constructed or
occupied within the jurisdiction over the
preceding five years with the number of units

¢ needed on average each year to mest the housing
. objectives established in the jurisdiction’s Housing
. Element; or (2) illustrating how the jurisdiction has
' adequately planned to meet the existing and
projected housing needs through the adoption of
“ land use plans and regulatory systems which

! provide opportunities for, and do not unduly

* constrain, housing development; or (3} illustrating
how a jurisdiction’s General Plan and zoning
regulations facilitate the improvement and
development of sufficient housing to meet those

. objectives.

- In addition, each jurisdiction shall consider the
impacts that its land use and development

- policies have on the local, regional and
countywide transportation system, including the
. level of transportation capacity that can

~ reasonably be provided, and shall incorporate
policies and standards into its development

i approval process that support transit, bicycle and
pedestrian access in new developments.

Develop a Five-Year Capital Improvement
Program

' Each jurisdiction shall prepare and maintain a

* capital improvement program that outlines the

~ capital projects needed to implement the goals

. and policies of the jurisdiction’s General Plan for at
+ least the following five-year period. The Capital

. Improvement Program shall include approved

~ projects and an analysis of the ¢osts of the

. proposed projects as well as a financial plan for
providing the improvements. The jurisdiction shall
. forward the transportation component of its
capital improvement praogram to the Authority for
. incorporation into the Authority’s database of
transportation projects.

: Adbpt a Transportation Systems Management
: (TSM) Ordinance or Resolution

To promote carpoals, vanpools and park and ride
lots, each jurisdiction shall adopt a local ordinance
lution that conforms to the model

18



New Measure J GMP

+ Transportation Systems Management Ordinance
that the Transportation Authority has drafted and

i adopted. Upon approval of the Authority, cities

with a small employment base may adopt al-

* ternative mitigation measures in lieu of a TSM

- ordinance or resolution.

AdoptanUrban T T e

. Each jurisdiction must continuously comply with
. either a new “Countywide mutually agreed upon
~ voter approved ULL" or the “local jurisdiction’s
voter approved ULL" before that jurisdiction
would be eligible to receive the 18% return to
source funds or the 5% TLC funds. In the absence
of a new local voter approved ULL, submittal of an
" annexation reguest to LAFCO outside the

- countywide voter approved ULL will constitute

" non-compliance with the Measure C Growth

© Management Plan.

; The new ULL will be developed and maintained
consistent with the “Principles of Agreement” in
~ Attachment A, incorporated herein by reference.
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TRANSPAC Transportation Partnership and Cooperation

Clayton, Concord, Martinez, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek and Contra Costo County
2300 Contra Costa Boulevard, Ste. 360, Pleasant Hill, California 94523 (925) 969-0841

The Honorable Dave Hudson, Chair September 17, 2008
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100 !_]D E @ E D W fE lnﬁ
Pleasant Hill, California 94523 ST F
| sep19 g | ]
Dear Char Hudson: .
) P
b

e

TRANSPAC has reviewed the Proposal for Adoption of the Draft Implementation Guide for
Measure [ issued by the Transportation Authority on July 24, 2008, and offers the following
comments.

1. The Growth Management Program was revised slightly for Measure J. However, in our view,
it remains a relic of the mid-1980s mindset, from when Measure C was approved by the voters.
Today, traffic congestion is not necessarily a top concemn of all jurisdictions. As a result, the
Measure C approach does not reflect today's reality. Rather than using an outdated program
filled with congestion-related busywork (and "tweaking" it a bit), TRANSPAC suggests that it
would be more useful to rethink and revamp the entire growth management program so that it
addresses today's needs and issues.

2. In our view, the program is too complex, as evidenced by the fact that the Implementation
Guide is 116 pages long -- far too long to be useful. Programs this complex inevitably end up
being all process, with no meaningful outcornes -- assuming that people try to follow them at all.

3. If CCTA is to have a meaningful growth management program, the focus should be on people
and communities, not on roads. Currently, the program (the Action Plans, the General Plan
Amendment review process, etc.) focuses on Routes of Regional Significance (page 17 states
*Contra Costa's network of freeways and major arterials continue to be the focus of the growth
management effort..."). Developments, GPAs, ete., all must be reviewed for impacts on regional
routes. We suggest CCTA and the jurisdictions take all the time necessary to rethink the enfire
process, so that it focuses on what is most important -- people and communities. For example, a
community cannot have a successful downtown without congestion. And, today, we know that
traffic congestion is an inevitable sign of a thriving economy.

4. Related to the comments above, TRANSPAC already has expressed reservations about the
specific numerical goals required for traffic flow in the future (multi-modal transportation
service objectives, or MTSOs). We reiteraie our view that MTSOs do not help improve our
cotrmunities or our transportation system. The MTSO process forces us to "pick a number” just
for the sake of picking a number, or, alternatively, to establish and accept objectives that feel
meaningless in light of today’s challenges and realities. We see no value in analyzing how a
given general plan amendment or dovelopment proposal will impact an atbitrary indicator such
as level of service ten or twenty years from now. Such indicators are subject to many forces
beyond our knowledge or control. Nor do we see any value in designating a specific "attainment
year" for when the region will reach these MTSOs on its regional routes. We believe that we



cannot reasonably imply to the public and to decision-makers that we can predict future traffic
conditions with any precision beyond a year or two (and, given the current fluctuations in gas
prices, we are not sure we can aptly forecast accurately for one year into the future). it is our
strongly held view that our growth management program should not be based on such
speculative and unreliable concepts.

5. Chapter 4 of the Implementation Guide discusses the process for evaluating mpacts of new
development and General Plan Amendments over a certain size. As we have suggested, this
analysis should not be nevessary because it is based on MTSOs and therefore does not provide
useful information. We already have to perform traffic analysis requived by CEQA, which is
more useful hecause it analyzes a project's actual impacts. There is no need for an additional
"Measure C" type traffic analysis, because it simply adds process (and potential lawsuits and
unnecessary slow-downs in getling projects completed) without improving outcomes. It is
particularly unnecessary if the General Plan Amendment or development is within the Urban
Limit Line. The purpose of the Urban Limit Line is to demarcate the area where urban growth is
acceptable and to limit growth to that area. No Growth Management Program analysis should be
necessary under these circumstances.

Specific comments

6. Page 4 -- Regional Routes -- The paragraph quotes from Resolution 95-06-G but does it
incomrectly. We would modify the sentence to read: "Finally, they may approve a General Plan
amendment without consequence only if .. ."

7. Page 9 — Section 1.2 — The only reference in this entire section to a requirement to assess the
impacts on transportation is in the Address Housing Options subsection. This implies that studies
are not necessary for comumercial development.

8. Page 9 — 3rd paragraph... to ensure that new growth is paying its share of the costs associated
with that growth..What does the word “costs” refer to? We believe this is specifically
transportation costs, but it should be clarified.

9, Page 12 — top of page - delete the words, “relying instead on other ways of correlating the
circulation element with the land use element of the General Plan™, This statement has nothing
1o do with Measure J. It is a State requirement on a General Plan.

10. Page 13 —top of page, add “voter approved™ in front of Urban Limit Line.
11. Page 15 — second bullet near bottom of page. Change “circulation” to “notitication.”
12. Page 20 — After the fourth buliet under No. 1, change “Authority” to “RTPC”.

13. Page 37 - The new language exempts a development from a traffic study as long as it shows
it is part of the land use assumptions of the General Plan. However, the third paragraph requires
a detailed review of the mudel’s land use assumplions to “determine whether the forecast for the
adopted Action Plan included the proposed project or GPA”. This review canuot be performed,
because one cannot “find” specific development proposals in the model’s land use assumplions.

In both local general plans and ABAG projections, the growth (fand use) assumptions are not
based on specific development proposals; rather, these assumptions are based on general factors



such as the capacity of available buildable land in cach arca and policy decisions on how much
growth should be allowed. Nor do our land use assumptions include fuiure General Plan
Amendments (if they did, we wouldn’t need the General Plan Amendments). In the case of a
very large or significant development proposal which is known at the time a General Plan is
created, that project may be assumed as part of the General Plan traffic analysis, but it may not
end up actually being built in the same traffic analysis zone that was assumed in the General
Plan; it could be in the zone next door. Though we can see the argument to the contrary, it seems
to us that as long as the jurisdiction states the development proposal is consistent with the
General Plan, then there is no need for the detailed analysis of land use and traffic zones that
CCTA proposes. We believe it is important to refrain from compounding the Growth
Management Program with even more technical analysis than is already required.

The drafft TRANSPAC Action Plan includes the following language. "All currenf adopted
General Plans are assumed to be included in the CCTA 2030 model and do not require any
additional MTSO analysis; only CEQA traffic analysis requirements apply. = The CEQA
document for a given project needs to reference the Action Plan/CCTA model to establish that
the MTSO analysis has been performed. In addition, TRANSPAC TAC members are working
with the CCTA Growth Management Plan Task Force to incorporate the June 4, 2008 Planning
Comunittee direction that one CEQA traffic study should suffice for an MTSO traffic analysis.

14. Page 37 — The third paragraph also states the Authority “will update the modeling every four
years to assess the cumulative impacts of growth on MTSO performance.”™ The meaning of this
statement is not clear. Does it mean the model will be relied upon to periodically assess the
cumulative impacts of growth that has occurred, or that CCTA will update its model every four
years? The intent of this statement needs to be clarified. If it is intended that the model will be
used to periodically assess the cumulative impacts of growth that has occurred, we suggest this
be done through actual counts and measurements rather than model runs, since the model’s
margin of error is toa great for this purpose.

15. Page 38 — In the top paragraph “major development” is defined as generating 100 peak hour
trips. But on page 53 in table 5, projects that generate 100 trips are defined as “fast food
restaurant™, very small center,” “small office building”. These definitions do not jive with
“major developments”. In addition, in the current version of the Technical Proccdures, an
intersection is excmpt from analysis if it is impacted by less than 50 trips. 1rips distributed from
a development that generates 100 trips will likely be less than 50 trips once the trips pass through
two signalized intersections. This is hardly a regional impact. TRANSPAC again suggests that
the 100 irip threshold be increased.

16. Page 38 — bottom of first paragraph, a *“jurisdiction must notify RTPCs, prepare a traffic
study and ....." It is our understanding of the process in this Guide and the Technical Procedures
that rather than prepare a traffic study, the jurisdiction must determine if a traffic study is
necessary. It may be exempt under the previous General Plan analysis or it doesn’t generate
enough trips to trigger the 50 trips at the intersection. The organization of this section needs to be
reconsidered.

17. Page 39 — first full paragraph — It is our understanding that the CMP requirement can be
satistied by the periodic updates to the Countywide Model and does not need to be project
specific.

18. Page 39 — Section 4.1 — The Implementation Guide refers to the Technical Procedures for the



details of requirements of traffic studies. The Technical Procedures require a fraffic study to use
CCTALOS for local streets. Measure J specifically does not set standards for local street
operation. The CCTALOS requirement creates “quasi” countywide local intersection LOS
standards which is exactly what was eliminated by Measure J. The references to CCTALOS
should be removed in The Implementation Guide and Technical Procedures.

19. Page 42 — First line amend to read, “may approve a General Plan amendment without
consequences,only if ...”

20. Page 42 -~ First bullet — Because the requirement is the effect on MTSOs, GMP required
General Plan amendment traffic studies should not have to include any local street analysis.

21. Page 43 — Second paragraph in section 4.4. We don’t see the value in sending a notice at the
time of completion of the environmental document. We suggest revising Resolution 92-03-G.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Implementation Guide for Measurc J.
Please do not hesitate to consult with the TRANSPAC TAC and staff if you have questions
regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

%&aﬂﬂu@%
David E. Durant
TRANSPAC Chair

cc: TRANSPAC Representatives (packet mailing)
TRANSPAC TAC and staff
Gayle B. Uilkema, Chair, SWAT
Will Casey, Chair, TRANSPLAN
Sharon Brown, Chair, WCCTAC
Robert McCleary, Paul Maxwell, Martin Engelmann,
Arielle Bourgart, Peter Engel,
Hisham Noeimi, Danice Rosenbohm, CCTA
Christina Atienza, Executive Director, WCCTAC
John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN
Andy Dillard, SWAT
Steve Wallace, City of Pleasant Hill

Implementation Guide comments I'KS app'vd 9 1108 fival
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Federal D, Giover, 5" Disirict

September 16, 20G8

Honorable Dave [Hudson, Chair
Contra Costa Transportation Anthority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Plcasant Hill, CA 94523

Honorable Chair Hadson,

On September 16, 2008. 1the Board of Supervisors authorized me to sign this letter of comment on the Action
Plan Updales that are being prepared by {he Contra Costa Transportation Authority as part of the Measure J
Growth Management Program. The letter was prepared following discusston by the Board of a vanety of
issues emerging from the Action Plan lpdate process. It is our understanding that the Authority is
considering sponsoring a workshop on the Action Plan Updates to address concems raised by the
representatives of the County and others. The Board of Supervisors supports such a workshop and requcests it
tnclude discussion of the following issues:

e Ensurc Action Plan requircinents for traflic studics are consistent with the requirements of the Califoroia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that local jurisdictions must [ollow in their review of the potential
traffic impacts from development projects. Concerns have heen raised regarding the application of
“galcway consiraints” in the travel forecasts prepared for Regional Routes. The application of this
methodology needs to be sufficiently evaluated to determine if its vse can be defended in covironmental
studies. Without consistent requirements, local jurisdictions may end up preparing one traffic study to
comply with the Autharity’s Growth Management Program and another traftic study to comply with their
obligations under CEQA and local planning regulations,

e Ensurc that the Action Plan requircments provide sufficicnt flexibility for local jurisdictions to balance
the goals of minimizing traffic congestion on Regional Routes with other planning goals such as
community preservation, redevelopment, and support of the urban limit line policies. The long range
travel Torccasts for year 2030 show growth in traffic volumes on regional routes well beyond the forecasts
used in carlicr Activa Plans, and there arc fewer transportation projects planncd that will signifcantly
increase (he capacity on these regional roules. In some communities, further efforts to reduce tralfic
congestion would bring about unwanted road expansion projects. In other communities, further efforts to
reduce traffic congestion may conflict with policies to accommodate growth without expanding urban
limit lines or 1o reduce greenhousce gas emissions. The Authority’s Growth Management Program should
encourage local jurisdictions (o fairly and openly balance competing planning objectives when evaluating
development projects without putting their eligibility for Measure | revenue at risk,



Action Plan Update Letter to the Contra Costa Transportation Authority
September 16, 2008
Page 2 of 2

‘the Board of Supervisors believes that Measure 1 as approved by the voters provides the Authority with
sufficient flexibility to address these issues. Sclutions can be developed through carcful review of the growth
management policies adopted by the Authority, rather than changes to Measure F itself. The Board of
Supervisors offer the County’s cooperation in werking with your commissioners to cnsure Mcasure J
provides not only effective growth management but also enhances and adds value to the planning elforts of
lacal jorisdictions.

Sincerely,

Federal D Glover, Chair
Contra Costa County
Board of Supervisors

FDG'SG
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S WAT

Danville ¢ Lafayctte * Moraga ¢ Orinda ¢ San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

DATE: November 3, 2008
TO: Southwest Area Transportation Committee
FROM: SWAT Admunistrative Staff

SUBJECT: Status Update on Review of Action Plans

At its October 6, 2008 meeting, the SWAT Committee elected to defer the
release of the Lamorinda Action Plan until the SWAT jurisdictions have had an
opportunity to review the Central County Action Plan.

On October 13, 2008, Central County released its Action Plan for review, with
an initial comment deadline of November 2, 2008. After considering comments
regarding the brief review period, TRANSPAC has agreed to extend its
comment deadline to December 11, 2008.

Attached, for the SWAT Committee’s review, is a copy of the Central County
Action Plan letter that has been reviewed and modified by the TAC.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Central County Action Plan is intended to address the key transportation issues that
Central County will face over the next twently years. The plan was developed through
the cooperative, mullijurisdictional planning process called for in Measure C (1988).
The study area for this plan includes the jurisdictions of Walnut Creek, Pleasant Hill,
Clayton, Concord, Marlinez and unincorporated Contra Costa County, as shown in
Figure 1-1. With ongoing participation of elected officials and staff from these local
jurisdictions, this Action Plan develops a jurisdictionally-initiated process for addressing
current and future issues on the regional corridors serving Central County.

Since the Action Plan was lasl updated in 2000, much has transpired in the way of
changes on the transportation network:

e Measure | was passed in 2004, bringing an additional $2 billion in sales tax
reverues to Contra Costa, for an aggregate $3 billion including Measure C
(1988);

e New regional funding sources have become available through Regional
Measure 2 (2004); and

e New slate funding through Proposition 1B (2006) was approved by the voters.

In addition, the expected growth forecasts for Central County have been revised, and
the horizon year shifted forward. The first Action Plan, adopted in 1995, looked forward
to the year 2010. This 2008 update locks forward to 2030, with continued growth in
households and jobs anticipated to continue over the next two decades.

In September 2008, the Governor signed SB 375 authored by Senator Steinberg. This
legislation is a major revision of California land use policies and provides guidance 1o
local agencies ion transportation, housing and other land use decisions necessary to met
greenhouse gas reduction goals established in AB 32 which became law in 2006. This
legislation required the establishment of rules and regulations to achieve the maximum
technologically feasible and cost effective green house gas emission reductions.

Action Plan Tenets
This Action Plan is built upon five principles, or tenets, intended lo guide overall
supply, demand, and efficiency for a designated network of regional routes. The
tenets were developed under the assumption that Central County's land use, with the
exception of the Concord Naval Weapons Station, is mostly "built oul” New
development is expected to generally occur in areas that are already maturely
developed. To the extent that infill development occurs near transit facilities and
downtowns, it will generate fewer new vehicle trips, bul will still add {traffic to
already congested roadways. The additional congestion resulling from infill
development is an cutcome of the denser, yel more transit-friendly and pedestrian-
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oriented development. Rather than focus solely on congestion reduction for Routes
of Regional Significance, this Plan looks to improved management and operation of
the existing system to help keep traffic moving throughout the region.
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This Action Plan uses the following tenets to guide further development of more
detailed objectives for key regional routes:

ACTION PLAN TENETS

= TRANSPAC supports the planning for and management of the transportation
system in coordination with other community interests.

»  TRANSPAC supporis management of freeway corridors to facilitate regional
travel and to encourage interregional travelers 1o use the freeways and transit
network rather than local and arterial streets.

* TRANSPAC supports traffic management strategies for arterial Routes of
Regional Significance (Regional Routes), including use of the storage capacity of
cerlain roads to moderate traffic volumes (creation of traffic “reservoirs”) to
better manage peak through traffic.

Page 2



» TRANSPAC supports improved transit facilities and services to provide mobility
choices and alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle.

»  TRANSPAC supports the TRANSPAC-TRANSPLAN Transportation Demand
Management Program (branded as 511 Contra Cosla) 1o reduce the number of
single-occupani vehicles on the road network, increase transit ridership, and
promote allernatives to the single-occupant vehicle.

These tenets also govern the development of a set of aclions, measures and programs
that the local jurisdictions of Central Countly are committed o implementing as a
condition of compliance with the Measure C/] Growth Management Program.

Action Plan Requirements

The passage of Measure C in 1988, a one-half percent sales tax, included an innovative
Growth Management Program (GMP) that encouraged local jurisdictions to
participate in a cooperative, multijurisdictional planning process, and required that
the Authority, through the RTPCs, joinily establish flexible service slandards for
regional routes. In November 2004, Measure | was passed by the voters of Contra
Cosla, extending the sales lax program and the GMP requirements for another 25
years. Local jurisdictions thal are able to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of the GMP will receive local streel mainlenance funds (18% of total
revermes) allocated by a formula based upon road miles and population. Under
Measure ], GMP compliance will enable a jurisdiction to receive TLC funding (5% of
total revenues). To comply with the GMP, each Conlra Costa jurisdiction must, among
other things, participate in an ongoing cooperative, mullijurisdictional planning
process. As parl of this process, each jurisdiction must participate in the development
and implementation of “Action Plans for Routes of Regional Significance” to be
developed by the Regional Transportation Planning Committees (RTPCs) with input
from local jurisdictions. TRANSPAC is the designated RTPC for Central County

Each Action Plan must:

e Identify Roules of Regional Significance;

¢ Setquantitative Multimodal Transportation Service Objective (MTSOs) with a
larget year for achievement of those MTSOs;

e Establish a program of actions, measures and projects for meeting the MTSOs,
and assign local responsibilities for implementation and;

¢ Includea process for monitoring and review of the impacts of major
developments and General Plan amendments on the local and regional
transportalion system.

Designated Routes of Regional Significance

Routes of Regional Significance are roadways that carry significant through traffic,
connect two or more jurisdiclions, serve major transportation hubs, or cross county
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lines. TRANSPAC (and other RTPCs) designates these facilities, and as noted above,
establishes quantifiable performance measures, called MTSOs, for these routes. These
roules are described in detail in Chapter 4.

Action Plan Chapters
The Central County Action Plan contains these additional chapters:

Land Use and Transportation Trends (Chapter 2) that consider the magnitude of
long-range land use changes anticipated with local general plans and market trends
of Central County and surrounding regions, and their effect on commute patterns
and traffic growth.

Region-wide Issues, Objectives and Actions (Chapter 3) that describe specific
actions and which jurisdictions are responsible to implement.

Routes of Regional Significance, Issues, Objectives and Actions (Chapter 4) that
discuss each route and its specific actions and goals.

Financial Outlook (Chapter 5) lists key anticipated funding strategies and priorities,
based on revenues anticipated from various sources.

Procedures for Monitoring and Review of Impacts (Chapter 6) presents the review
procedures which TRANSPAC jurisdiclions use to achieve Growth Management
Program compliance. Chapter 6 may be revised upon completion of the Contra Costa
Transportation Authority's effort to streamline implementation procedures for
Growth Management Programs.

109 08 CENTRAL COUNTY ACTION FLAN cover Chp 1 appv'd
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2. LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION TRENDS

The current and future demands on Central County’s regional routes are a direct
result of three key factors.

* Thelevels of development and the intensity and location of that develop-
ment in Central County

* The number of workers who live in Central County and work outside of
the area, coupled with the numbers of workers who travel into the area
from oullying regions for work or other purposes

* People who drive through without an origin or a destination in Central
County

Forecasts for future population and employment levels in Central County were
derived from the Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) Countywide
Travel Model. Model forecasts are based on the Association of Bay Area Govern-
ments (ABAG) Profections 2005 and the 2006 CCTA Land Use Information System
(LUIS “06). Land use estimates or forecasts have been made for the years 2000,
2010, 2020, and 2030 through this process. The 2007 estimates were derived
through straight-line interpolation between 2000 and 2010.

Population Forecasts

As shown in Table 2-1, by 2030, the total Central County population and house-
holds are forecasted to grow 11 percent over 2007, adding approximately 36,000
more residents and 13,000 new households. The total number of jobs is expected
to grow as well, but al a faster rate: 20 percent, or 35,000 new jobs. In comparison
to other county subareas, Central County is expecled Lo grow al a slower rale (see
Table 2-2).
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Table 2-1: Central County Forecast Demogra phic Changes

Year 2007 to 2030
Expected

Characteristics 2000 2007 2010 2020 2030 Increase %
Total Population 290 310 315 332 346 34 12%
(1,000s)
Total Households 118 121 123 129 134 13 11%
(1,000s)
Total Employed 151 153 155 172 189 36 24%
Residents (1,000s)
Total Jobs (1,000s) 167 176 182 191 211 35 20%
Jobs/Housing 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.03 1.06 = 2%
Balonce

*Interpolated from 2000 and 2010.
Source: CCTA Countywide Travel Demand Model, ABAG Projections 2005
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Table 2-2: Expected Growth Through Year 2030

Growih 2000 fo 2007
Households Employed Residents Jobs
2000 2007 2000 2007 2000 2007
Central County 118,000 121,000 151,000 153,000 167,000 176,000
Growth 3,000 2,000 2,000
% Change 3% 1% 5%
East County 76,000
Growth 19,000 21,000 9,000
% Change 25% 19% 19%
Wast County 85,000 88,000 110,000 113,000 76,000 79,000
Growth 3,000 3,000 3,000
% Change 4% 3% 4%
Lamorinda 23,000 23,000 29,000 30,000 19,000 20,000
Growth 0 1,000 1,000
% Change 0% 3% 5%
Tri-Valleyt 103,000 119,000 152,000 173,000 183,000 202,000
Growth 16,000 21,000 19,000
% Change 16% 14% 0%
Total 404,000 445,000 551,000 597,000 493,000 535,000
Growth 41,000 46,000 42,000
% Change 10% 8% 9%
Growith 2007 to 2030
Households Employed Residents Jobs
2007 2030 2007 2030 2007 2030
Cenfral County 121,000 134,000 153,000 189,000 176,000 211,000
Growth 13.000 36,000 35,000
% Change 1% 24% 20%
East County 95,000 133,000 129,000 200,000 57,000 116,000
Crowth 38,000 71,000 59,000
% Change 40% 55% 104%
Wast County 88,000 98,000 113,000 137,000 79.000 105,000
Growth 10,000 24,000 26,000
% Change 1% 21% 33%
Lamerinda 23,000 26,000 30,000 36,000 20,000 22,000
Growth 3,000 6.000 2 000
% Change 13% 20% 10%
Tri-Valleyt 112,000 146,000 173,000 270,000 202,000 314,000
Growth 47,000 97.000 112,000
% Change 39% 56% 55%
Total 445,000 558,000 597,000 832,000 535,000 770,000
Growth 113,000 235,000 235,000
% Change 25% 3%% 44%
T Includes Alameda County portion of TH-Valley
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Source: CCTA Countywide Travel Demand Model, ABAG Projections 2005

Table 2-3 shows thal Central County’s senior population (age 62 and over} is ex-
pected to grow significantly, increasing by 107 percent from 2007 to 2030, while
the growth in working-age and youth populations are both expected to decrease
slightly  Although the size of Central County’s working-age population will drop
by 2030, ABAG forecasts an increase in the number of employed residents because
of the growing trend of seniors continuing to work.

Table 2-3: Central County Forecast Population Changes by Age Group

Year Change 2007 fo 2030
fFxpected

Characteristics 2000 2007* 2010 2020 2030 | Change %
Total Population 290 310 315 332 346 36 12%
(1.000s)
Total Employed 151 153 155 172 189 36 24%
Residents (1,000s)
Seniors (over 62) 49 59 63 92 122 63 107%
(1.000s)
Adults {ages 18-61) 186 188 189 180 164 -22 -12%
(1,000s)
Youth {ages 17 62 63 64 40 60 -2 -3%

and younger)
(1.000s)

*Interpolated from 2000 and 20 10.

Source: CCTA Travel Demand Model, ABAG Projections 2005

Commute Palterns

As shown in Table 2-1, Central County has a good “jobs-housing balance” —i.e,,
the number of employed residents roughly equals the number of jobs. However,
many of those who live in Central County are employed in Oakland, San Fran-
cisco, and the Tri-Valley, while many Central County employees live in areas gen-
erally located to the north and to the east. Further, Central County is located at the
“crossroads” of many larger commute patlerns in the greater San Francisco Bay

Areca. As a result, traffic volumes are high in Central County.

Figure 2-1 shows that the percentage of Central County employed residents who
also work in Central County is projected to more than double by 2030, from 6 to
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15 percent, while the percentage of residents who commute into Qakland and San
Francisco is expected to decrease slightly. Figure 2-2 shows that the percentage of

workers commuling from East County and Solano is expected to decrease by 2030,
while the percentage of Central County jobs held by Central County residents will
nearly triple from 6 to 17 percent.

Figure 2-1: Where Central County Employed Residents Work, 2007 and 2030
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Figure 2-2: Where Central County Workers live, 2007 and 2030
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Roadway Traffic Forecast

The combination of population growth, trends in working population, and com-
mule patterns means that congestion is expected to worsen as traffic volunes in-
crease on major roadways in the future. TRANSPAC has focused on projects and
operations strategies to manage increasing congestion and optimize traffic flow.

The map in Figure 2-3 shows how peak-hour traffic is forecasted to change on key
roadways from 2007 1o 2030. Appendix C provides 2007 and forecasted data for
the peak-hour delay index, peak-hour average speed, and the peak-hour average
vehicle occupancy rates as compared o the target MTSOs from the 2000 Update.
The data show that the 2000 MTSOs will be exceeded well before 2030.

Figure 2-3: Peak-Hour Traffic Increases on Key Roadways, 2007 to 2030
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3. REGION-WIDE ISSUES, GOALS AND ACTIONS

Over the next 20 years, peak-hour traffic system demand in Central Contra Costa
Is projecled to increase by about 30 percent.

TRANSPAC has established five tenets to guide the development of region-wide
objectives and actions for managing the efficiency of the transportation network.
The tenets recognize that, because capacity-expansion projects are limited, as Cen-
tral County continues to grow, improvements to the transportation system will
need to focus more on demand and efficiency, rather than solely on capacity im-
provements.

The tenets were developed under two key assumptions, based on the adopted
general plans of Clayton, Concord, Marlinez, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, and
Contra Costa County!:

* Central County is 85 to 90 percent “built out” and most development will
be infill.

= Although infill development that occurs near transil facilities and down-
towns will generate fewer new vehicle trips, this development will add
both ridership to public transit and traffic to already-congested roadways.

ACTION PLAN TENETS

*  TRANSPAC supports the planning for and management of the transporta-
tion system in coordination with other community interests.

*  TRANSPAC supporls management of freeway corridors o facilitate re-
gional travel and to encourage interregional travelers to use the freeways
and transit network rather than local and arterial streets.

= TRANSPAC supports traffic management strategies for arterial Routes of
Regional Significance (Regional Routes), including use of the storage

1 As of 2008, the General Plan of the City of Concord dees not indude development of the Concord Naval

Weapons Station.
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capacity of certain roads to moderate traffic volunes (creation of traffic “reservoirs”) to
better manage peak through traffic.

* TRANSPAC supports improved transit facilities and services to provide mobility choices
and allernatives to the single-occupant vehicle.

* TRANSPAC supports the TRANSPAC-TRANSPLAN Transportation Demand
Management Program (branded as 511 Contra Costa) to reduce the number of single-
occupant vehicles on the road network, increase transit ridership, and promote alternatives
to the single-occupant vehicle.

The projects in TRANSPAC's 2008 Action Plan focus on a few critical road way-capacity

expansion projects and projects that will improve operations, enhance the bicycle and
pedestrian network, support transil, and maintain existing facilities.

Region-Wide Issves
The 2008 Plan looks at region-wide issues in seven categories.
* Regional Freeway System
* Transit Availability
* Transporiation Demand Management (TDM} and Mobility Management
* Land Use and Growth Management
* Traffic Management Strategices
* Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
* Local Roadway Connectivity

REGIONAL SYSTEM

1-680 is the workhorse of the Central County transportation system. At its widest
point, the freeway has twelve lanes and carries more than 300,000 vehicles per
day. In 2006, the section between North Main Street and the 1-680/SR-24 Inter-
change carried an average 302,000 vehicles per day during the peak month.

1-680 is part of a freeway network that includes SR-24, which carries traffic to and
from Lamorinda, Qakland and San Francisco; SR-4, which links East, Central and
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Wesl Conira Costa; and SR-242, which connects I-680 with SR-4 and East Conitra
Cosla.

Completed Transportation Improvements in Central County

Since adoption of the first Action Plan in 1995, the following major improvements
to the freeway system in Central County have been completed:

= Reconstruction of the 1-680/SR-24 interchange (com-
pleted in 2000)

= Widening of SR-242

= HOV lanes on Interstate 680 between Pleasant Hill and
the Martinez-Benicia Bridge. The widening of I-680 to
provide exclusive lanes for 2-person-or-more high-
occupancy vehicles has increased the carrying capacity of
this facility to the northern edge of Central County.

= Opening of the New Martinez-Benicia Bridge. A new
bridge carrying five lanes of northbound 1-680 traffic
opened between Martinez and Benicia in August 2007. This
bridge features a new toll plaza as well as carpool by pass
lanes (3 persons or more) and three open-road toll lanes for
FasTrak users. The existing bridge is being modified to
carry four lanes of southbound traffic and a bike-pedestrian
facility.

= Interstate 680/State Route 4 Interchange. The first phase
modifications on 1-680 were completed in 2006, creating col-
lector-distributor roads along I-680 to eliminate on-
ramp/off-ramp weaving sections from the freeway
mainline.

=  Marinez Intermodal Facility. The new Amtrak slatlion was
opened in 2001. The facility includes a new train station,
new parking, and upgraded track and crossing.

= East-Cenftral Traffic Management Plan. In 2003, TRANS-
PAC and TRANSPLAN adopted the East-Central Traffic
Management Plan to manage the flow of traffic on Ygnacio
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Valley Road/Kirker Pass and Buchanan Road between East
County and Central County.

The following improvements are in the planning or design stages:

= Completion of High-Occupancy Vehicle (H OV) Lanes on Intersiate
680: A “gap” in the I-680 HOV system remains through Pleasant Hill and
Walnut Creek. Closing the southbound gap is a major priority for which
funding has been procured. Closing the northbound gap is more costly,
and funding for this project is not available.

* HOV Express Bus Access: On behalf of County Connection, TRANSPAC
is managing the 1-680 HOV Express Bus Access Study Funded through
Regional Measure 2, the study will evaluate the extension of a southbound
1-680 HOV lane and analyzes the potential for direct HOV connectors into
the Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek BART stations.

* |-680/SR-4 Interchange: This interchange is scheduled for a major up-
grade designed to eliminate tight-weaving sections, expand the size of the
loops, and improve capacity and efficiency In addition, the “missing”
third lane on SR-4 through Central County will be completed.

* Fourth Bore of the Caldecott Tunnel: The opening of the fourth bore of
the Caldecott Tunnel will eliminate the uncertainty of off-peak congestion
by providing four lanes in each direction. This project is located in an adja-
cent region.

= Other Freeway Capacity and Operational Improvements in Adja-
cent Regions: Continued improvements to SR-4 in East County and the
completion of the SR-4 By pass will encourage traffic to stay on the freeway
rather than use the arterials o enter and leave Central County.

* Collaboration with Solano County: TRANSPAC, via its representatives
on the Contra Costa Transportation Authority, will continue to collaborate
with the Solano Transporiation Authority on a variely of Lransportation is-
sues of mutual interest.

TRANSIT AVAILABILITY

TRANSPAC continues to study and develop strategies and support projects to
improve service and convenience for transit users in collaboration with County
Connection, BART, and the other transit agencies serving Central County.
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These projects include the following:
* Diablo Valley College Transit Center (with County Connection)
* Pacheco Transit Hub (with County Connection)

* Express bus service in the 1-680 corridor (with County Connec-
tion)

» Parking and access to BART stations (with BART)

*  Martinez Intermodal Transit Facility (with Martinez)

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) AND MOBILITY
MANAGEMENT

In compliance with the Measure C Growth Management Program (now Measure
), TRANSPAC oversees the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) pro-
grams for Central County. The programs are run by 511 Contra Cosla.?

The 511 Conira Costa programs include a variety of multi-modal mobility man-
agement elements for employers, property managers, developers, residents, stu-
dents, and commuters. Mulli-modal mobility management options promote and
encourage alternative transportation modes in order to decrease demand on the
roadway system, reduce vehicle miles traveled, alleviate traffic congestion, and
improve air quality.

Programs and services include the following:
* Individualized comunuter trip planning

* Financial incentive programs for carpooling, transit, bicycling and van-
pooling

21In 1992, TRANSPAC established its Transportation Demand Management Program. In 1997, the
TRANSPAC and TRANSPLAN TDM programs were merged and are now branded as 511 Contra
Costa. In addition to overseeing the Central County programs, TRANSPAC oversees the day-to-day
operation of the East County TDM programs on behalt of TRANSPLAN.

Page 15



* Guaranieed Ride Home Program

*  One-stop, online multi-modal transportation information
(www.511contracosia.org)

= Bike lockers and racks
* Clean Fuel Vehicle programs
*  School transit/carpool programs

These programs implement a variety of programs which reduce Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT), one of the major goals of SB 375. These nationally recognized
programs, established in 1992, will continue Lo work for VMT reduction and use
of commule alternatives.

LAND USE AND GROWTH MANAGEMENT

The cumulative effect of local land use decisions has a significant impact on the
regional transportation system. The State’s Congestion Management Program
(CMP} requires local jurisdictions to evaluate the impact of land use decisions on
the regional transportation system and estimate the costs of mitigation.

TRANSPAC works with its local jurisdictions, adjacent Regional Transportation
Planning Committees and other agencies Lo encourage land use strategies that
make efficient use of the transportation network, improve transit access, and
manage lraffic congestion (e.g., transit-oriented development).

As noted in Chapter 1, the passage and implementation of SB 375 may have pro-
found impacts on land use and transportation investment decisions. TRANSPAC
intends to continue its active participation in cooperative planning efforts to ad-
dress and develop/ implement effective strategies to meet these requirements.

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Smooth traffic operations on arterial routes are key to managing the movement of
people and goods within Central County and across regional boundaries. Both
physical capacity improvements and the development and implementation of ef-
fective traffic management systems are necessary to move traffic efficiently
through the network and to discourage the use of some roadways as bypass
roules.
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Existing traffic conditions within Central County are influenced not only
by travel demand characteristics within Central County but also by factors
outside of Central County, and to an extent, outside of Contra Costa.

The Central Contra Costa Traffic Management Program (CCCTMP) was origi-
nally adopted by TRANSPAC in 1997. As part of the development of the 1995
TRANSPAC Action Plan for Roules of Regional Significance, analysis of travel
data demonstrated that increased freeway congestion had resulled in in-
creased traffic volumes and congestion on major arterials as commuters at-
tempted o bypass travel delays on the freeways.

The CCCTMP was developed in response to those companion increases in traffic
volumes and congestion on major arterials. The major advantage of the CCTMP is
that jurisdictions in and outside of Central County can act in concert through
TRANSPAC and other RTPC(s), 1o develop and implement coordinated traffic
management plans and programs on Routes of Regional Significance and other ar-
lerials as determined.

In 2001, TRANSPAC and TRANSPLAN successfully completed the East-Central
Traffic Management Plan which identified actions to address commute traffic in
the Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road/Buchanan Road corridor.

TRANSPAC has directed its Technical Advisory Commitiee (TAC) to continue
to seek opportunities to continue to implement of the CCCTMP including as-
sessments of methodologies through which TRANSPAC jurisdictions may co-
ordinate traffic operations within and adjacent to the Central County area.

TRANSPAC remains committed to managing traffic and maintaining desirable
operational levels in Central County by working in concert with surrounding
jurisdictions on traffic management plans and in ongoing efforts to reduce
travel demand through TRANSPAC's 511 Contra Costa Program.

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

TRANSPAC and 511 Contra Costa continue to support implementation of the Coun-
tywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and projects that construct and maintain bicycle
lanes and paths, trails, sidewalks and bicycle parking to facilitate an alternative to ve-
hicle trips particularly near schools and transit facilities.
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Goals and Actions

TRANSPAC has outlined the following region-wide goals and actions that build
on the tenets, focus the Plan’s direction, and guide future decisions.
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GOAL 1

ACTIONS

RESPONSIBLE AGEN-
CIES

TIMELINE

Encourage land use decisions that man-
age :rjhe increase of overall fraffic de-
man

1-A: Continue to support implementation of the
Measure C/J Growth Management Pragram.

1-B: Confinue to support higher-density development
around fransit hubs and downtowns.

1-C: Continue to require each jurisdiction fo:

a) Nofice the initiation of the environmental re-
view process for projects generating more
than 100 net-new peak-hour vehicle frips.

b] For projects that require a general plan
amendment, identify any conflicts with Action
Plan multi-modal traffic service objectives and
then, if requested, present the analysis results
and possible mitigation strategies to
TRANSPAC for review and comment.

1-D: Include the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists in
the design, construction, and maintenance of
development projects.

1-E: Continue to implement the TRANSPAC Regional
Transportation Mitigation Program.

TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions

These actions are ongoing.
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GOAL 2
ACTIONS

RESPONSIBLE AGEN-
CIES

TIMELINE

Increase HOV lane usage

2-A: Support the completion of a contfinuous HOV
system on |-680.

2-B: Support consistent cccupancy requirements for
toll-free HOV lanes on the Benicia-Martinez
Bridge and 1-680.

2-C: Suppeort additional incentives for HOV users.
2-D: Provide additional park and ride lots.

TRANSPAC will confinue to advocate for funding and
phasing to complete the HOV lane system and to
encourage incentives.

Depending on funding availability, Action 2-A in the
southbound direction is infended to be completed
by 2014. Other actions are ongoing.

GOAL 3 Work to improve freeway flow

ACTIONS 3-A: Conftinue to monitor and evaluate operational

RESPONSIBLE AGEN-
CIES

TIMELINE

improvements at freeway interchanges on 1-680,
SR-242, SR-24, and SR-4.

3-B: Continue to support the completion of the fourth
bore of the Caldecott Tunnel (SR-24)

3-C: Suppeort the study and implementation of poten-
tial regional freeway management strategies.

3-D: Consider a multi-agency approach fo freeway
ramp metering.

TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions

These actions are ongoing. Depending on funding
availability, target completion of the Caldecott Tun-
nel fourth bore is 2014.
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Manage arterial fraffic flow

4-B: Confinue to implement the Central Contra Costa
Trattic Management Program.

TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions
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GOAL 5

ACTIONS

RESPONSIBLE AGEN-
CIES

TIMELINE

Support an efficient and effective transit
system

5-A: Support the development of real-time informa-
tion and better connectivity for regional transit
and local and feeder bus service.

5-B: Promote coordination of transfer times among
Express bus, feeder bus, BART, and park-and-ride
lots.

5-C: Support the expansion of BART service, station,
and parking facilities.

5-D: Support the construction and maintenance of
accessible bus stops, park-and-ride lots, and
fransit hubs.

5-E: Support improvements that increase the effi-
ciency of local transit on Regional Routes.

5-F: Support increased access to BART stations for
buses and other alternative modes.

5-G: Support innovative approaches to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of paratransit ser-
vices for seniors and disabled persons.

5-H: Support expansion and use of park-and-ride fa-
cilities using express and local buses.
TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions

These actions are ongoing.
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GOAL §

ACTIONS

RESPONSIBLE AGEN-
CIES

Increase participation in the 511 Conftra
Costa Program and to improve multi-
modal mokility and decrease single-
occupant vehicle use in Central County

6-A:

6-C:

6-D:

6-E:

6-G:

6-H:

Support the 511 Contra Costa Program to edu-
cate and encourage Contra Costa residents,
students and commuters to use multirmodal al-
ternatives by promoting transit, shuttles, carpool-
ing, vanpocling, walking, bicycling, alternative
work schedules, and telecommuting.

: Develop TDM programs at K-12 schocols and col

leges to encourage carpooling, transit ridership,
walking, and bicycling.

Promote alternative work opportunities including
employer pre-tax benefit programs, compressed
work-week schedules, flex schedules, and tele-
work.

Encourage commuters to make local trips or trips
linked to fransit by walking, bicycling, or carpool-
ing instead of driving alone,

Promote park-and-ride lof use fo potential car-
poolers, vanpoolers, and transit riders, including
shuttle services, where applicable.

: In cooperation with Central County jurisdictions,

develop TDM plans and provide consultations to
improve mobility and decrease parking demand
for new development and redevelopment.

Explore innovative new technologies to improve
mobility and reduce SOV frips.

Seek funding to provide bicycle parking infra-
structure at employment sites and activity cen-
ters throughout Central County.

6-I: Encourage "green" commuting, including ZEV

and NEV vehicles, clean fuel infrastructure, and
car-sharing.

511 Contra Costa, TRANSPAC, and TRANSPAC juris-
dictions
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GOAL 6 Increase participation in the 511 Contra
Costa Program and to improve multi-
modal mobility and decrease single-
occupant vehicle use in Central County

TIMELINE These acticns are ongoing.

109 08 CENTRAL COUNTY ACTION PLAN Chapter 3
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4. ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNFICANCE ISSUES,
OBJECTIVES AND ACTIONS

The cornerstones of the transportation network in Central Contra Costa County are the
Routes of Regional Significance (Regional Roules). The routes, which include freeway and
arlerial segments and cross jurisdictional boundaries, carry the bulk of the traffic and are
the focus of the work of TRANSPAC.

In 1995, TRANSPAC established the first sel of measurable objectives and related actions
for these routes. Through its action plans, TRANSPAC has conlinued 1o assess the im-
pacts of future growth on the transportation network, update quantifiable objectives for
the systems, and develop actions for each route.

For the 2008 Action Plan, TRANSPAC reviewed the issues, objectives and actions for each
of the routes.

Multi-Modal Transportation Service Objectives (MTSO)

Under Measure ], each Regional Transportation Planning Comumittee (RTPC) must estab-
lish Multi-Modal Transportation Service Objectives (MTSOs) for its Regional Routes —
quantifiable measures of performance that include a target date for atlainment. The
MTSOs must reflect the RTPC’s tenets and region-wide objectives (see Chapter 3) and
also be consistent with the overall goals of the Contra Costa Transportation Authority.
For Regional Routes that connect two or more regions of the County, MTSOs must be
consistent with the MTSOs of the adjacent RTPC.

TRANSPAC first established MTSOs in its 1995 Action Plan. These objectlives were
slightly modified in the 2000 Update. For the 2008 Update, CCTA included all of the
adopted General Plans of TRANSPAC jurisdictions in the 2030 traffic model. Based on the
analysis, TRANSPAC determined that the 2000 Action Plan MTSOs will be exceeded well
before 2030. TRANSPAC also recognized that there have been significant changes in
methods used to manage the operation of freeway and arterial transportation corridors.
For example, freeway ramp metering and the intentional inducement of delay on arlerials
are now routinely used to improve overall corridor performance and a High Occupancy
Toll (HOT) Lane network is proposed for the Bay Area. Land use perspectives have
changed as well. Local jurisdictions are encouraging Transportation Qriented Develop-
ment (TOD) projects and high-density developments in downtown areas to facilitate
walking and bicycling as viable transportation alternatives.
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Based on this, TRANSPAC has focused its Action Plan on three key actions to manage the
increase in congestion on Regional Routes which are to: 1) complete planned improve-
ments Lo the existing system, 2} improve traffic management and operation, and 3) con-
tinue implementation of TDM programs. TRANSPAC will continue to work closely with
neighboring RTPCs o coordinate TDM programs and operational improvements on
shared Regional Routes. TRANSPAC also will continue to implement as many of its ac-
tions as financially and institutionally feasible and will use MTSOs for analysis purposes.
Given the new challenges faced in a changing environment, TRANSPAC is participating
with the Contra Costa Transportation Authority o streamline the analysis process.

For this Action Plan, all current adopted General Plans are assumed to be included in the
CCTA 2030 model and do not require any additional MTSO analysis; only CEQA traffic
analysis requirements apply  The CEQA document for a given project needs to reference
the Action Plan/CCTA model to establish that the MTSO analysis has been performed.

To the extent possible, MTSOs analyses should be completed in one CEQA traffic study to
eliminate duplicative analysis requirements.

TRANSPAC has established its GPA review requirement pursuant to Authority policy at
500 net new peak hour vehicle trips. This review is to include an analysis of impacts on
established MTSOs and a determination is to be made if the GPA does or does not ad-
versely affect the ability of local jurisdictions to meet MTSOs or implement Action Plan
actions. The GPA and/or this Action Plan may be modified 1o mitigate any adverse im-
pacts and the lead jurisdiction is encouraged to work with affected RTPCs and jurisdic-
tions to address those adverse impacts.

Note to readers: As of the adoplion of the Action Plan in October 2008, the City of Con-
cord is planning for the development at the Concord Naval Weapons Station but has not
yel incorporated these plans into its General Plan. As a result, development on that site is
not assumed in this Action Plan.

Actions and Responsibilities

TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions have identified specific actions for the Regional Routes.
In many cases, these actions and improvements span jurisdictional boundaries. TRANS-
PAC and its jurisdictions are responsible for the implementation of the actions.

The following pages provide a description, a statement of issues and actions for each Re-
gional Route.
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FREEWAY ROUTES OF REGIONAL SIGNIFIANCE

In the TRANSPAC area, all freeway Roules of Regional Significance have
been designated with a Delay Index MTSO.

Delay Index: The Delay Index is an expression of the amount of time re-
quired to travel between two points during the peak hour as compared to
off-peak hours which is assumed to be after the morning commute and be-
fore the evening commute. The measure is defined as the peak travel time
divided by the non-peak travel time:

Delay Index = (Peak Travel Time)/Non-Peak Travel Time

A Delay Index of 1.0 indicates that the traffic moves at free flow speed un-
constrained by congestion and not exceeding the posted speed limit. As
congestion increases and average speed decreases, the Delay Index rises.
A Delay Index of 2.0 indicates that the trip takes twice as long during peak
hours as during the off-peak.
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Interstate 680

DESCRIPTION I-680 is a north-south eight- to twelve-lane divided
freeway. It begins north of the TRANSPAC area at the I-80-
Cordelia interchange and travels south through Solano
County, entering TRANSP AC’s region after it crosses the
Benicia-Martinez Bridge. From the bridge, it extends south
through the SR-4 and SR-242 interchanges. The I-680/SR-24
interchange is near TRANSPAC's southern boundary in
Walnut Creek. 1-680 continues south through the
Southwest Regional Transportation Planning Committee
(SWAT) area.

I-680 is a major commute route for Solano County and for
Central and East Contra Costa County travelers. The
Walnut Creek, Pleasant Hill, and Concord BART Stations;
the Martinez Intermodal Facility; and the soon-to-be-built
Pacheco Transit Hub are accessed from [-680.

ISSUE The 1995 Action Plan projected that from 1990 to 2010

STATEMENT traffic growth on 1-680 south of SR-242 would increase from
175,000 to 303,600 vehicles per day. By 2006, Caltrans
data indicated that volumes on 1-680 just south of Treat
Boulvard/Geary Road had reached 29 6,000 vehicles per
day.

Between years 2007 and 2030, traffic volumes on 1-630 are
projected to increase by approximately 30 percent,
reaching 400,000 vehicles per day.

TRANSPAC's tenets support completion of an HOV-lane
system in Central County for carpoclers and buses to by-
pass peak-period conge stion.

MTSO, ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES
MTSO: 4.0 Delay Index

= Continue to support investment in and implementation of HOV lanes
on [-680.

= Continve to support planned improvements to the -680/3R-4 inter-
change and to SR-4.

s Continue to work with Solano County to manage traffic in the 1-680
corridor.

= Complete the I-680 HOV Express bus access study funded through Re-
gional Measure 2.
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Interstate 680

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
=  Southbound HOV Lane Gap Closure from North Main to Livorna Road
» |Improvements to I-680/SR-4 free way interchange

»  Improvements to SR-4 (see subsequent section on SR-4)
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State Route 242

DESCRIPTION State Route 242 is a four-mile east-west freeway that con-
nects |-680 just south of Willow Pass Road to SR-4 west of
Port Chicago Highway. It is a three-lane road in each di-

rection.
ISSUE As a conhector between 1-680 and SR-4, SR-242 is a link
STATEMENT between East and Central County. SR-242 is anticipated

to experience a 30 percent increase in traffic volumes
during the peak hours by 2030. Today, traffic on
southbound SR-242 in the AM pedk peticd backs up from
the 1-680 Interchange to north of Clayton Road.

NMTSO, ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES
MTSO: 3.0 Delay Index

=  Support study and design of Clayton Road interchange improve-
ments.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

= Construction and modification of southbound ramps at the Clayton
Road Interchange

=  Construction of northbound Clayton Road on-ramp

s Construction of the third lane of the southbound Commerce Avenue
off-ramp
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State Route 4

DESCRIPTION State Route 4 is an east-west freeway that runs from |-80 in
West Contra Costa through Central Contra Costa to East
Contra Costa and San Joaquin County. West of the SR-
242 Interchange in Concord, it has four to six lanes; east of
the interchange, it has eight to ten lanes, including an
HOV lane in each direction. SR-4 provides access to the
North Concord/Martinez BART Station, the Martinez Inter-
modal Facility, and the soon-to-be-constructed Pacheco

Transit Hub.
ISSUE By 2030, traffic volumes are projected to increase by ap-
STATEMENT? proximately 30 percent during the AM and PM peak

hours. In addition, congestion at the westbound SR-4/SR-
242 Interchange will increcase because carpools and
buse s must transition from the westbound HOV lane to the
mixed-flow lanes on both SR-4 and SR-242

The highest volume segment of SR-4 is at the Willow Pass
grade. Traffic at this location is projected to increase by
40 percent with no planned widening at this location. Ad-
ditionally, SR-4 experiences delay at the |-680/SR-4 Inter-
change because of short weaving sections.

The cost of the phased rec onstruction of the 1-680/SR-4
interchange is estimated at more than $320 million in 2007
dollars. To accelerate the reconstruction, TRANSPAC is
working with CCTA to re-phase the project, including the
completion of the third travel lanes on SR-4 from So-
lano/Port Chicago Highway on the east to Morello Ave-
nue on the west.

. MTSO, ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

MTSO: 5.0 Delay Index from Cummings Skyway (WCCTAC
boundary) to Willow Pass (TRANSPLAN boundary)

= Support improvements to the 1-680/SR-4 interchange.

1As of July 2008, the City of Concord is planning for the development at the Concord Naval
Weapons Station but has not yet incorporated these plans into its General Plan. As a result,
development on that site is not assumed in this Action Plan.
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State Route 4

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS ‘

= Improvements to the [-680/SR-4 interchange, including construction of
a third lane between Solano Way/Port Chicagoe Highway to Morello
Avenue

s Construction of the Pacheco Transit Hub
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ARTERIAL ROADWAYS

The following 10 arterial road ways within Central County are designated as Roules of
Regional Significance.

» Alhambra Avenue

= (Clayton Road

s  Contra Costa Boulevard

* Geary Road

= North Main Street

s TPacheco Boulevard

= Pleasant Hill Road

* Taylor Boulevard

=  Treal Boulevard

* Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road

Please note that each jurisdiction has established an MTSQ for its section of arterial
Routes of Regional Significance. This approach allows each jurisdiction o establish
MTSOs that best reflect local and regional traffic conditions as well as realistic local oper-
aling characteristics and conditions. MTSOs are applicable to Routes of Regional Signifi-
cance in the peak direction.

Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road and Treal Boulevard currently have combined
traffic volumes exceeding 125,000 vehicles per day, a level comparable with the traffic
served by the Benicia-Marlinez Bridge. The traffic on Ygnacio Valley Road and Treat
Boulevard includes both East County and Central County comunuters. The Ygnacio Val-
ley Road/Kirker Pass Road corridor is included in the East-Central Traffic Management
Program (ECTMD).

By 2030, traffic volumes on the Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road and Treat Boule-
vard corridors are expectled 1o increase significantly. Traffic growth on the other Central
County arlerials is generally projected to be below 15 percent.

The MTSOs include:

Average Speed: Maintenance of a minimum average vehicle speed during morning and
evening peak hour on TRANSPAC arterial Route of Regional Significance.

Average Stopped Delay: Average stopped delay (expressed in signal cycles to clear the

intersection} in the peak direction of AM/PM commute travel at select intersections along
the Routes of Regional Significance (see Chapter 6 for analysis details).
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Level of Service (LOS): Level of Service is a measure of traffic operating conditions based on
volume and capacily as calculated using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). LOS may be
affected by pedestrian crossings, frequent bus stops, and similar transportation improvements.

Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C): "V over C" is the ratio of hourly traffic volume to capacity of a

given transportation facility in this case, specified segments of Central County Routes of Regional
Significance.
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Alhambra Avenue

DESCRIPTION Alhambra Avenue is a north-south roadway that extends
from downtown Martinez south, under SR-4, to Taylor
Boulevard in Pleasant Hill, where its name changesto
Pleasant Hill Road. It is generdlly a four-lane roadway.
Only the portion south of Arch Street is designated as a
Regional Route. It serves as a parallel route to -680 and a
shortcut around the I-680/SR-24 Interchange.

ISSUE Traffic volumes are projected to increcase approximately 5

STATEMENT percent during the AM peak hour and 10 percent during
the PM peak hour. Proposed improvements along the
[-680 corridor are necessary to managing the traffic on this
roadway.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

»  Pursue planning and funding for Alhambra Avenue improvements and
widening.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

s Construction of a second southbound lane on Alhambra Avenue from
Walnut Avenue to Franklin Canyon Road with other necessary signall,
ramp, and median modifications

= Completion of the Alhambra Avenue Widening Phase |l project

MTSO:

In Martinez: 15 mph Average Speed for northbound and southbound directions during
AM and FM peak hours.
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Clayton Road

DESCRIPTION Clayton Road is a four- to six-lane, east-west roadway that
connects SR-242 in Concord to Marsh Creek Road east of
Clayton. Between Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road
and Treat Boulevard, it is a Regional Route. It is the east-
west traffic spine for Central Contra Costa and provides
direct access to the Concord BART station and connec-
tion to the Pleasant Hill and Walnut Creek BART stations.

ISSUE By 2030, AM peak-hour traffic volume is projected to in-

STATEMENT crease 6 percent with the percentage of traffic with East
County origins projected to increase to 19 percent of total
volume. For the PM peak hour, total traffic volume is pro-
jected to increase 8 percent, with the percentage of traf-
fic with East County destinations projected to increase to
16 percent of total volume. TRANSPAC and TRANSPLAN
must continue to work together on the East-Central Traffic
Management Program.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

=  Complete Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard/Denkinger Road intersection
capacity improvements.

= Work with TRANSPLAN on Clayton Road/Marsh Creek Road corridor
operation and management.

= Seek funding to improve vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian access
at the Concord BART Station.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

=  Clayton Road [Treat Boulevard/Denkinger Road intersection capacity
improvements

*  |mplementation of various vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian ac-
cess improvements at the Concord BART Station

MTSO: In Clayton: 15 mph Average Speed for both northbound and southbound direc-
tions during AM and PM peak hours.

In Concord: Average Stopped Delay at:

Intersection Signal Cycles to Clear the Intersection
Clayton Road/Kirker Pass Road/Ygnacio Valley Road 3
Clayton Road/Treat Boulevard/Denkinger Road 3
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Contra Costa Boulevard

DESCRIPTION Contra Costa Boulevard is a north-south roadway that
begins at 2nd Avenue in Pleasant Hill as an extension of
Pacheco Boulevard. It runs south through Pleasant Hill to
become North Main Street at Oak Park in Walnut Creek. It
runs parallel, to the west, to -680 and varies in width from
four- to six- lanes and serves as a bypass to [-4680.

ISSUE By 2030, traffic volumes on Contra Costa Boulevard are

STATEMENT projected to increase by 15 percent during the AM peak
hour and by 10 percent during the PM peak hour. System-
efficiency improvements are underway.

' ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES
»  Complete Contra Costa Boulevard improvement project.
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

»  Between 2nd Avenuve and Monument Boulevard, construction of ad-
ditional right and left turn lanes, modification of intersection lane align-
ments, and addition of new class Il bike lane

» Improvement of traffic operations throughout corridor

MTSO:

In Pleasant Hill: 15 mph Average Speed northbound and 12 mph southbound in the
AM peak hour

A 10 mph Average Speed in both northbound and southbound directions during the
PM peak hour
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Geary Road

DESCRIPTION Geary Road runs east-west, connecting North Main Street
at -680 to Pleasant Hill Road to the west. East of 1-680,
Geary Road becomes Treat Boulevard. Over half its
length, Geary Road is two lanes with center turn lanes. It
serves ds an access route to the Pleasant Hill BART station.

ISSUE As traffic volumes increase on Treat Boulevard, traffic vol-

STATEMENT umes are likely to increase on Geary Road, because it
serves as an dlternate route to SR-24 in Lafayette. Com-
pletion of the Phase Il widening project and bus, bike and
pedestrian improvements will improve access for the
Pleasant Hill BART Station.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES
=  Complete widening.

= Seek funding to improve vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian access
at the Pleasant Hill BART Station.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
=  Geary Road Widening Phase Il

= |Implementation of various vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian ac-
cess improvements at the Pleasant Hill BART Station

MTSO:
In Walnut Creek: LOS F based on HCM calculation at

Geary Road/North Main Street/Treat Boulevard intersection
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North Main Street

DESCRIPTION North Main Street is a north-south roadway that is the con-
tinuation of Contra Costa Boulevard. It is a four-lane
roadway that is a Regional Route from Oak Park to San
Luis Road. It runs parallel to I-680 and provides access to
the interstate at both Treat Boulevard/Geary Road and
San Luis Road. It connects two BART stations and serves

local traffic.
ISSUE By 2030, peak-hour traffic volumes are projected to in-
STATEMENT crease by 5 to 10 percent.

' ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

s Assess possible application of the Central Contra Costa Traffic Man-
agement Program.

| PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

»  None

MTSO:
In Walnut Creek: LOS F based on HCM calculation at

North Main Street/Treat Boulevard/Geary Road intersection
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Pacheco Boulevard

DESCRIPTION Pacheco Boulevard is a two- to four-lane north-south
roadway connecting Pine Street south of downtown Mar-
tinez, under SR-4 and along I-680, to 2nd street in Pleasant
Hill, where it becomes Contra Costa Boulevard.

ISSUE Peak-hour traffic volumes on Pacheco Boulevard are pro-

STATEMENT jected to increase by 10 percent in the AM and 15 per-
cent in the PM. Widening for a portion of Pacheco Boule-
vard is currently programmed, which will improve traffic
flow and vehicle, bus and bicycle access to the Pacheco
Transit Hub at the 1-680/SR-4 interchange.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

= Assess possible applications of the Central Contra Costa Traffic Man-
agement Program.

=  Complete Pacheco Transit Hub.

= Seek funding to widen Pacheco Boulevard to four lanes and make re-
lated improvements.

=  Coordinate proposed improvements to the |-680/SR-4 Interchange
with surrounding arterials and local streets.

= Assess the need for improvements at the Pacheco Boulevard/Arnold
Drive intersection.

*  Work with Contra Costa County staff on coordination of the imple-
mentation of the Buchanan Airport Master Plan.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
=  Construction of Pacheco Transit Hub

= Widening of road segments to four lanes and construction of a new
railroad over-crossing for Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (likely to
occur in phases)

MTSO:

In Martinez: A 15 mph Average Speed northbound and southbound in the AM and FM
peak hours

In Contra Costa County: Volume to capacity ratio of 1.5 for all intersections
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Pleasant Hill Road

DESCRIPTION Within TRANSPAC’s region, Pleasant Hill Road is a north-
south, two- to four-lane roadway that connects Geary
Road and Taylor Boulevard into Lafayette and, through
SWAT’s region, to SR-24.

ISSUE Pleasant Hill Road and Taylor Boulevard currently serve as

STATEMENT a pardllel route for drivers through Central County to SR--
24. The CCTA model indicates that there will be an in-
crease in peak hour traffic on Pleasant Hill Road.

' ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

¢  Work with SWAT/City of Lafyette on corridor issues and, if feasible, consider
development of a traffic management plan and other operational for
Pleasant Hill Road.

| PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

¢ Asmay be determined in concert with SWAT/City of Lafayette.

MTSO:

In Pleasant Hill: 15 mph Average Speed northbound and southbound in the AM and
PM peak hours
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Taylor Boulevard

DESCRIPTION Taylor Boulevard is a four-lane, north-south roadway that
connects Contra Costa Boulevard to Pleasant Hill Road
and, ultimately, SR-24 to SR-4. Local traffic travels this route
as a bypass to 680 and the 1-680/SR-24 interchange.

ISSUE By 2030, peak-hour traffic volumes are projected to in-
STATEMENT crease by 5 to 10 percent.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

= Assess possible application of the Central Contra Costa Traffic Man-
agement Program.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

= Improvement of traffic operations through the corridor

MTSO:

In Pleasant Hill: 15 mph Average Speed northbound and southbound in the AM and
M peak hours
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Treat Boulevard

DESCRIPTION Treat Boulevard is a divided four- to eight-lane arterial that

serves as a main commuter route from Clayton Road in
Concord to |-680 and the Pleasant Hill Bart Station. It runs
parallel to Ygnacio Valley Road.

ISSUE By 2030, peak-hour traffic volumes are projected to in-
STATEMENT crease between 15 and 25 percent. Improving vehicle,
bus, bike and pedestrian access for the Pleasant Hill BART
Statiocn will be necessary.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

»  Seek funding to improve vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian access
at the Pleasant Hill BART Station.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

» Implementation of various vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian ac-
cess improvements at the Pleasant Hill BART Station

MTSO:

In Concord: Average Stopped Delay at:

Intersection Signal Cycles to Clear the Intersection
Treat Boulevard/Cowell Road 5

Treat Boulevard/Oak Grove Road 5

Treat Boulevard/Clayton Road/Denkinger Road 3

In Walnut Creek: LOS F based on HCM calculation at

Treat Boulevard/Bancroft Road intersection

In Contra Costa County: Volume to capacity ratio of 1.5 for all intersections
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Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road

DESCRIPTION Ygnacio Valley Road is a four- to six-lane primarily east-
west divided roadway that extends from 1-680 in Walnut
Creek to Clayton Road. East of Clayton Road, Ygnacio
Vdlley Road becomes Kirker Pass Road, a four- to six-lane
roadway that then becomes Railroad A venue in Pittsburg
and connects to SR4. It is a primary alternate route for SR4
commute traffic to and from East County.

ISSUE Traffic flow is bi-directional with an emphasis westbound in

STATEMENT the morning and eastbound in the evening. Peak-hour
traffic volumes on the route generadlly have been stable
over the last decade, in part because TRANSPAC and
TRANSPLAN adopted the East-Central Traffic Manage-
ment Plan.

For the future, Ygnacio Valley Road peak period and daily
traffic volumes are expected to increase modestly. Ca-
pacity improvements on Ygnacio Valley Road are limited
by past development patterns.

By 2030, peak-hour peak-direction traffic volumes on
Kirker Pass Road are projected to increase by 34 percent
during the AM peak hour and 71 percent during the PM
peak hour.

The Walnut Creek BART station is adjacent to [-680 in the
downtown ared. The station parking area will be recon-
figured as part of the Walnut Creek BART Station transit
vilage project.

ACTIONS & RESPONSIBILITIES

= Continuve to support implementation of the East-Central Traffic Man-
agement Plan.

s Seek funding from Measure J/STIP for a truck-climbing lane on Kirker
Pass Road toward East County.

= Seek funding to improve vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian access
at the Walnut Creek BART Station.
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Ygnacio Valley Road/Kirker Pass Road

. PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

=  Widening of Ygnacic Valley Road to six lanes between Cowell Road
and Michigan Road

»  Continuved implementation of the East-Central Traffic Management
Plan

»  Construction of a truck-climbing lane on Kirker Pass Road from Con-
cord toward Pittsburg.

* Implementation of various vehicle, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian ac-
cess improvements at the Walnut Creek BART Station

MTSO:

In Concord: Average Stopped Delay at:

Intersection Signal Cycles to Clear the Intersection
Ygnacio Valley Road/Alberta Way/Pine Hollow Drive 4
Ygnacio Valley Road/Cowell Road 4
Ygnacio Valley Road/Clayton Road/Kirker Pass Road 3
MTSO:

In Walnut Creek: LOS F based on HCM calculation at
Ygnacio Valley Road/Bancroft Road intersection and
Ygnacio Valley Road/Civic Drive intersection

In Contra Costa County: Volume to capacity ratio of 1.5 for all intersections

109 08 CENTRAL COUNTY ACTION PLAN Chapter 4 MTSCOs
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5. FINANCIAL OUTLOOK

On an ongoing basis, TRANSPAC makes every possible efforl 1o idenlify its major capital in-
vestment priorities for inclusion in local, regional, state, and federal funding plans. TRANSPAC
provides input to the Authority on the development of financial strategies that, if successful, re-
sult in the allocation of funds towards projects in Central County. In addition, TRANSPAC has
implemented a Regional Transportation Mitigation Program (RTMP) to generate funding for
project mitigations from private developers whose projects are found o increase iraffic on
Routes of Regional Significance (Regional Routes).

This Action Plan is not financially constrained; it includes both funded and unfunded projects.
The Central County projects listed in Table 5-1 have a lead agency, a projected cost estimate and
secured funding as well as possible funding sources. This includes more that just project for
Routes of Regional Significance. These projects qualify for inclusion in the Authority’s Compre-
hensive Transportation Project List, part of the 2008 CTP Update. As shown, project costs total
just over $926 million, while projected revenues are approximately $247 million, leaving an un-
funded shortfall of just over $109 million.

TRANSPAC Subregional Transportation Mitigation Program (STMP)

TRANSPAC has adopted a Subregional Transportation Mitigation Program (STMP) to en-
sure that new development pays to mitigate its impacts as required by both Measures C and J.

As its name implies, Central County is situated in the middle of Contra Costa County. This area
both generates its own traffic and receives traffic from other parts of Contra Costa and Solano
County. TRANSPAC's goal has been to move traffic through its area to the extent possible given
engineering and financial constraints.

Central County’s land area with the exception of the Concord Naval Weapons Station is essen-
tially built out. New development consists of infill projects and redevelopment of areas near
transit, activity centers and downtowns. While more dense development will reduce the number
of vehicle trips generated by new development, these trips will add to existing congestion. This
additional congestion is the price paid for denser, more transit efficient development. TRANS-
PAC recognizes that even with the implementation of its Action Plan, it may not be possible 1o
reduce congestion on its Routes of Regional Significance and arterial network. While some major
projects remain to be completed, TRANSPAC is focusing on management and operational strate-
gies to help keep traffic moving through the region.

TRANSPAC and ils member jurisdictions adopted the Central County Subregional Traffic Miti-
gation Program in 1996. This program applies to TRANSPAC jurisdictions and differs from the
fee programs adopted in other parts of the county. Instead of applying a uniform fee to all new
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development, the Central County program requires jurisdictions to execule a mitigation agree-
ment with affected Central County jurisdictions when a proposed development would generate
more than 500 peak hour trips of which 100 or more are interregional trips and would create an
adverse impact on a Route(s) of Regional Significance. (An “interregional trip” is defined as any
trip that enters or leaves the “home” jurisdiction.)

The program is modeled after the approach used for development project in Clayton in the early
1990s. The Oakhurst project, with 1,480 units, generated $1.1 million in transportation fee reve-
nues. An origin and destination study determined that the percentage of through trips traveling
in the peak hour west from Ygnacio Valley Road at Civic Drive which were attributable to Clay-
ton and the cost of transportation improvement mitigations formed the basis for the fee calcula-
tion.

Under the TRANSPAC STMP, the impacts of any new development are determined through the
CEQA environmental assessment process and specific project specific mitigations are developed
based on the environmental assessment and the delermination of projects required to mitigate
impact(s). If the CEQA required traffic study indicates the development meets the traffic thresh-
old, an interjurisdictional agreement establishes the developer responsibility o mitigate impacts
within both the sponsoring jurisdiction and other affected jurisdictions.

While, the Central County program applies only to TRANSPAC member jurisdictions, agree-
menis have been negotiated by TRANSPAC jurisdictions across RTPC boundaries to address
impact from outside of the areca. When developments in the TRANSPAC area affect jurisdictions
outside Central County, the same type of agreements are necessary Lo establish required mitiga-
tion fees.

Agreements with jurisdictions outside the TRANSPAC area are developed based on the same
project impact basis. The agreement must establish implementation and monitoring of mitiga-
tion requirements. In March 2006, the cities of Concord and Piltsburg negotiated fee agreements
for the Vista Del Mar (formally known as Alves Ranch) and Bailey Road Estates projects. In ad-
dition to paying the standard East County local and regional fees, which increase based on the
construction cost index, the Vista Del Mar and Bailey Eslates developer will also pay additional
fair-share traffic mitigation to the City of Concord.

Fees are developed on a case-by-case basis, depending on the identification of impacts including
the number of trips generated and the project mitigations required. The project contribution
(fees) amounts are set forth in the interjurisdictional agreement which is implemented coopera-
tively by the affecled jurisdictions.

While Central County's STMP is predicated on a project basis and as a result, calculated differ-
ently from the per unit and per commercial square fool fee programs used by other Contra Costa
RTMPs, the combination of regional and local fees (see attached Traffic Impact Fee Chart), gener-
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ally aligns in the aggregate with the fee programs in the other RTPC areas especially fee charges
in the Tri-Valley area which has slightly lower commercial fees than the TRANSPAC area.

REGIONAL AND LOCAL FEES

Prior to the passage of Measure Cin 1988, all of the six Central County jurisdctions
already had established fees for local transportation improvements and some local fee
programs preceeded Meaure C by as much as eight years.

With the passage of Measure C, Central County jurisidctions continued the application of its lo-
cal fees and formally adopted the TRANSPAC Subregional Transportation Mitigation Program
(STMP). These fees may be used together to address both regional and local transportation needs.

The local fees in Central County range from Concord's Street Improvement Program at $3,287
per single family residential unit and $431,500 for a ty pical 50,000 square fool commercial build-
ing ($8.63 per square foot} to Claylon's $1,456 per single family residential unit and $3.53 per
square fool for commercial/office uses. While all jurisdictions levy non-residential fees that are
charged per square fool for commercial, office and/or industrial space, Walnut Creek also has
specific square foot fees for medical buildings and health clubs. In addition, Walnut Creek im-
poses fees of $2,838 § or 4,767 for gas stations depending on the whether the gas station is to be
located on a major arterial or smaller street.

The full text of the TRANSPAC STMP is attached in addition to the project chart and the com-
bined Traffic Impact Fee charls both of which are noted above.

109 08 CENTRAL COUNTY ACTION PLAN chapter 5 app'vd
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TRANSPAC SUBREGIONAL TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION PROGRAM
(STMP)

This Program 1s intended to fulfill the requirement for a Subregional
Transportation Mitigation Program (STMP) established by the Contra Costa
Transportation Authority as part of each jurisdiction's compliance with the Measure C
Growth Management Program. STMP requirements are applicable to jurisdictions with
statutory land use authority in the Central Contra Costa TRANSPAC area.

This program creates a requirement for an interjurisdictional agreement(s) to mitigate traffic
mmpacts of net new peak hour vehicle trips should a proposed development meet or exceed the
established interregional net new peak hour vehicle trip threshold for Routes of Regional
Significance and that result in significant cumulative traffic impacts on such Routes. As
provided under CEQA, an impacted jurisdiction may request an analysis of and mitigation
from a proposed development outside that jurisdiction even if the established thresholds in the
STMP may not have been met.

1. While the standard for project notifications to TRANSPAC and other RTPCs remains at
100 net new peak hour vehicle trips, the STMP is geared to an assessment of the
cumulative impacts of net new peak hour vehicle trips and net new peak hour
interregional vehicle trips on Routes of Regional Significance. Nexus and rough
proportionality requirements are to be individually addressed as part of the
proposed development's environmental assessment under the California
Environmental Quality Act, (CEQA) as amended. For the purposes of the STMP,
"interregional trip" 1s defined as any trip with origin or destination outside of
the "home" jurisdiction in which the development is located.

2. The STMP requires the execution of an interjurisdictional agreement(s) to mitigate the
cumulative impacts of development generating peak hour and interregional
vehicle trips at or above the thresholds established in paragraph 3 for the
development and for Routes of Regional Significance (Note: a jurisdiction may
voluntarily choose to address impacts of interregional trips on roads other than
Routes of Regional Significance).

3. STMP requirements are to be followed if it is first determmmed that a development
project generates 500 or more net new peak hour vehicle trips and subsequently is
determined to generate 100 or more interregional net new vehicle trips in any peak
hour on a Route of Regional Significance as defined in the Central County
Action Plan and/or the Comprehensive Countywide Transportation Plan.
Jurisdictions are to execute a mitigation agreement(s) with all impacted
TRANSPAC jurisdictions.

Interjurisdictional agreements are strongly encouraged to be executed to address
impacts on TRANSPAC jurisdictions by outside jurisdictions. TRANSPAC
jurisdictions also expect to execute such agreements with jurisdictions impacted by
TRANSPAC area projects as well.
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For the purpose of determining if the above thresholds are met ( i.e. 500 net new peak
hour project vehicle trips and 100 net new interregional peak hour vehicle trips) and
assessing cumulative traffic impacts on Routes of Regional Significance, a
cumulative trip analysis must be completed as part of the CEQA assessment. This
cumulative analysis is to review incremental trips (nel new peak hour vehicle
trips) not only generated by the proposed development, but also trips from "related past,
present, and reasonably probable future projects” as defined by CEQA. If such
cumulative analysis meels the trip thresholds and resulls in significant cumulative
traffic impacts, the proposed development is responsible for mitigaling ils proportionate
share of the impacts via an interjurisdictional agreement(s). Cumulative impacts are
generally defined as a) existing traffic counts plus b) approved projects which have not yet
been constructled or operated plus ¢} pending projects under review and consideration for
approval by the proper agency(ies) plus d) any anticipated projects for which
environmenial review (e.g. Negalive Declaration, Mitigated Negalive Declaration or
Environumental Impact Report/Study) has been completed.

The required CEQA environmental assessment for a development project is 1o be used to
determine if cumulative impacts on Routes of Regional Significance need to be mitigated.

A. If a development project meets or exceeds the thresholds established in Section 3
above and the environmental assessment can be accomplished by a Negative or
Mitigated Negative Declaration, the jurisdiction will undertake a focused
traffic study to determine if the requirements of the RTMP apply. The traffic
study will assess cumulative traffic impacts on Routes of Regional
Significance beyond the home jurisdiction.

Should the requirements apply, the interjurisdictional agreement(s) on
mitigation measures, actions and/or fees would require the voluntary
consent and sponsorship of the project applicant. (Note: if such voluntary
consent is not achieved, CEQA requires that an EIR be prepared, see
Section 4B.) The agreementi(s) will be developed in cooperation with
affected jurisdictions and are to include the identification, implementation and
monitoring mechanism(s) for mitigation of impacts (e.g. Central County Action
Plan and Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan mitigation measures,
aclions, payment of fees, elc.)

B. If a development project meets or exceeds the thresholds and the
environmental assessment requires the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), the EIR will include an analysis of cumulative traffic
impacts outside the home jurisdiction to determine if the requirements of the
RTMP apply Should the requirements apply, an interjurisdictional
agreement(s) establishing the developer responsibility to mitigate project
impacts (e g Central County Action Plan and Countywide
Comprehensive Transportation Plan mitigation measures, aclions, payment
of fees, elc.) is required. The agreemeni(s) will be developed in cooperation with
the affected jurisdictions and include the identification, implementation
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C. If a development project does not exceed the thresholds as determined under the
cumulative analysis) and the required CEQA assessment is accomplished
through a Categorical Exemption, Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration, the
jurisdiction is not required to develop an interjurisdictional agreement(s). Such
development projects are likely to be small infill projects which are to be encouraged to
promote jobs/housing balance, increased services and sustainability.

D. It is also possible that after a traffic analysis has been completed under 4A or 4B
above, the participating jurisdictions may determine that no significant
cumulative traffic impacts are expected to occur on Routes of Regional
Significance. Similarly, it may be determined that the development does not
create or increase congestion on a Route of Regional Significance and/or that the traffic
increase 1is insignificant relative to the existing traffic volumes and/or capacity of the Route,
and, as a result, does not warrant the development/execution of an
interjurisdictional agreement. Under such circumstances, the parties may determine, and
should document, that an interjurisdictional agreement is not necessary.

5. TRANSPAC may amend the RTMP with the approval of its member jurisdictions at any time.

109 08 STMP for 2008 Action Plan appv'd
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6. PROCEDURES FOR NOTIFICATION, REVIEW
AND MONITORING

COMPLIANCE WITH THE MEASURE C/] GROWTH MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM (GMP)

The CCTA's Growth Management Implementation Guide describes the
requirements for compliance with the Growth Management Program (GMP) that
relate specifically to Routes of Regional Significance and the Action Plans.

Jurisdictions are to:

e Tarticipate in the preparation and adoption of Action Plans;
¢  Work to implement Action Plan actions to attain MTSOs;

e If necessary, place conditions on project approvals to support MTSO
achievement and implementation of Action Plan actions;

¢ (irculate environmental documents pursuant to Action Plan requirements;
e TParticipate in the General Plan Amendment review procedure.

PROCEDURES

Action Plans must include a set of procedures for notification of environmental
documents, review general plan amendments, and progress in atlaining the
traffic service objectives. These procedures are described below.

CIRCULATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

This Action Plan establishes the threshold level at which notification of
environmental documents is to be circulated to RTPCs and neighboring
jurisdictions. That threshold is 100 net new peak hour wvehicle trips for
development projects which do not require General Plan Amendments.

All current adopted General Plans are assumed o be in the CCTA 2030 model
which includes the CCTA required MTSQ analysis. Projects included in General
Plan buildouts will be evaluated according to California Environunental Quality
Act (CEQA) requirements.
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Notification of an environmental assessment of a development project is to be
accomplished through the CEQA process at the following two milestones: the
issuance of a Notice of Preparation (NOP), and at the completion of a draft EIR
through a Notice of Completion or a Notice of Availability.

For General Plan Amendments (GPAs), nolification requirements are the same as
for development projects described above. TRANSPAC has established its GPA
review requirement pursuanl to Authority policy at 500 nel new peak hour
vehicle trips. This review is lo include an analysis of impacts on established
MTSOs, and a determination is to be made if the GPA does or does not adversely
affect the ability of local jurisdictions to meet MTSOs or implement Action Plan
actions. The GPA and/or this Action Plan may be modified to miligate any
adverse impacts and the lead jurisdiction is encouraged to work with affected
RTPCs and jurisdictions to address those ad verse impacts.

GPAs that are administralive in nature, such as a height limit change, are o be
noticed as described for development projects. While review of MTSQ impact of
such a GPA is not required, the administrative nature of the GPA should be
clearly noted in the notification to TRANSPAC, other RTPCs, and jurisdictions.

MTSO AVERAGE STOTTED DELAY ANALYSIS

Average stopped delay is expressed in signal cycles to clear the intersection in
the peak direction of AM/PM commulie travel at select intersections along the
Routes of Regional Significance.

MTSO Analysis Details:

1) The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 operational methodology
for signalized intersections is used to quantify the MTSO.

2) The MTSQO is quantified for the appropriate lane group traveling through the
intersection along the Route of Regional Significance using Synchro software.

3) It is not necessary lo use/run the CCTA travel demand forecasting model to
quantify the MTSO; project trips can be assigned manually through the study
intersections for the MTSQ analysis.

4) The select intersections for MTSO analysis are identified for City of Concord

Routes of Regional Significance with the upper thresholds for signal cycles to clear
the intersection.
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5) MTSQ analysis will be performed at the select intersections to which at least 50
project trips would be added per current CCTA Technical Procedures or the trip
threshold established in CCTA Technical Procedures as revised.

MTSO EXCEEDANCES

From time to time, the MTSOs are monitored to determine MTSQO achievement. In
addition, the MTSOs are evaluated to determine if future achievement is possible.
For this Action Plan, MTSQOs were monitored in 2007, and the traffic forecasts
were prepared and evaluated for 2030. It is difficult to predict an unknown
future. As a result, it is possible that MTSO exceedances will occur during the life
span of this Action Plan. Under adopted CCTA policy, exceedance of an MTSO
does not constitule a compliance issue with the Growth Management Program.
TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions remain commitled to implementation of the
actions established in this Action Plan regardless of ability to achieve established
MTSOs. The use of the TRANSPAC Regional Transportation Mitigation Program
is available to address the mitigation of impacts documented in the CEQA
required traffic analysis.

SCHEDULE FOR ACTION PLAN REVIEW

This Action Plan will be reviewed and revised as necessary concurrently with
updates 1o the Counlywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CIP) or as
delermined 1o be necessary by TRANSPAC.

REGIONAL TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

The analyses conducted in preparing the 2008 Action Plan have revealed that
traffic conditions in Central County are influenced by many factors beyond of
the control of TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions. TRANSPAC and its jurisdictions
remain committed to work individually and collectively to pursue cooperative
planning studies and projects with other Contra Costa RTPCs and Bay Area
counties o address regional transporiation issues.

109 08 Central County Action FPlan Chapter 6 app'vd
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S WAT

Danville ¢ Lafayctte * Moraga ¢ Orinda ¢ San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

DATE: November 3, 2008
TO: Southwest Area Transportation Committee
FROM: SWAT Admunistrative Staff

SUBJECT: Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - Issues & Options Report

At its October 6, 2008 meeting, the SWAT Committee directed its Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) to compile a letter to the Contra Costa
Transportation Authorty summarizing its comments pertaining to the
Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - Issues & Options Report.

Attached, for the SWAT Committee’s review and approval, is a draft comment
letter that has been reviewed and modified by the TAC.






S AT

Danville » Lafayette «+ Moraga * Orinda + San Ramon & the County of Contra Costa

DRAFT - DRAFT - DRAFT

November 3, 2008

Brad Beck, Senior Transportation Planner
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

RE: SWAT Comments on the Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - Issues &
Options Report

Dear Mr. Beck:

The Southwest Area Transportation Committee (SWAT) has had an opportunity to
review the Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - Issues & Options Report (“Report”)
at their September 8™ and October 6™ regularly scheduled meetings, and would like to
respectfully submit a summary of their comments pertaining to the following:

=  Policy Oriented Language: A key concern of the Report is associated with what
appears to be policy-oriented nature of the recommended actions. Some of this
language could be inappropriate in countywide document, as it may conflict with
local policy and/or imply the commitment of unavailable local resources. To ensure
local acceptance and adoption of the final CBPP, we recommend that the CBPP limit
recommended actions to those that enable the following overarching objectives of
ensuring compliance with the Measure J Growth Management Program and enabling
local jurisdictions to compete for regional and state funding sources.

= Prioritization Criteria: The Report’s proposed criteria for evaluating project
funding may result in placing greater priority on projects in typically more urbanized
settings, generally located outside of the SWAT region. It would be appropriate for
the CBPP to acknowledge, through its prioritization criteria, that bicycle and
pedestrian projects are important throughout the county.

* Latent Demand Maps: The bicycle and pedestrian latent demand maps may have
the potential to be a useful tool once the technology and the methodology have been
fully refined. However, these maps currently contain a number of misrepresentations,
which would require significant staff resources to identify and correct. Given the
time intensive nature of the necessary refinements, in contrast to the limited value of
the information they provide to local jurisdictions, we recommend that the focus of
the CBPP shift to other areas that can be of greater local assistance.



SWITRS Data: The Report poses a number of questions related to the appropriate
role for the “Authority” in the implementation of the CBPP. One such role, as
supported by numerous members of the CBPP Advisory Committee, would be to
assume the role of processing SWITRS data for the entire county. This would
mvolve, as an ongoing activity, geocoding the SWITRS data output from California
Highway Patrol and distributing the data to member jurisdictions and the public. This
geocoded information would be of tremendous value to local jurisdictions 1n the
implementation of bicycle and pedestrian oriented facilities.

Best Practices References: The Report poses the question related to the
appropriateness of incorporating bicycle and pedestrian facility guidelines. The
primary concern with this proposal is the fact that facility design 1s subject to the
context within each community. As such, it is recommended that the CBPP simply
serve as a resource to reference “Best Practices” documents (e.g., strategies for
addressing bicycle/pedestrian conflicts) from organizations that have the expertise to
produce these guidelines (such as MTC and Caltrans). With this approach, the CBPP
would not bind a local jurisdiction to standards that may not be applicable within its
community.

Review Period: The Report has outlined a number of 1ssues and discussions items,
all of which warrant substantial discussion. SWAT is concerned that the project time
schedule does not provide sufficient time for these important discussions prior to the
release of a draft report.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan
- Issues & Options Report as an RTPC. Comments from individual SWAT jurisdictions
are also attached for your information.

Please do not hesitate to contact the SWAT Administrative staff if you should have any
additional questions pertaining to this letter.

Sincerely,

Gayle B. Uilkema, Chair
Southwest Area Transportation Committee

Attachments: City of Lafayette Comment Letter

City of Orinda Comment Memorandum
Town of Moraga Comment Letter
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LAFAYETTE

SETILI 133 — INCORPORATED 1568

CITY COUNCIL

Mike Anderson, Mayor

Don Tatzin, Vice Mayor

Brandt Andersson, Council Member
Carl Anduri, Council Member
Carol Federlghl, Council Member

October 15, 2008

Brad Beck, Senior Transportation Planner
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Ave., Suite 100

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Dear Mr. Beck:

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the July 30, 2008 Countywide Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Update’s Issues and Options Report. ‘The City of Lafayette’s Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee and Circulation Commission discussed and reviewed the
document and the city Council authorized sending this letter at its October 14, 2008
meeting. The City received one piece of correspondence, attached, regarding this report
which we are including for your information. The following table contains the City of
Lafayette’s official comments on the Issues and Options Report.

City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the

Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Item | Page | Subject ' Comment

L. Thru- | Use of the | Careful evaluation and description of the use and meaning
out ! terms of these terms. It would seem inapprorpriate for the CCTA

: “design to develop its own design slandards which a jurisdiction

- standards would have to abide by given existing Caltrans’

, and requirements. Providing guidelines, a resource list and
guidelines” | examples of best practices where existing standards may
and best | not provide sufficient detail would be a morc appropriatc | _
practices role for the CCTA. =

2. Page 9 | Presentation | Matrix preferred. :
of data
collected. !
3. 11 Goals and | Given the diverse range of needs and desires throughout
Policies the county, flexibility to tailor these to fit all jurisdictions
needs 1o be retained. J

3675 MT. DIABLO BLVD., SUITE 210, LAFAYETTE, CA 94544
TELEPHONE: (925) 284-1968 FAX: (925) 284-316%
http/f-www.ci lafayetie.ca.us




Mr. Brad Beck

Page 2 of 8

Qctober 7, 2008

City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Item

Page

Subject

Comment

4.

11

Proposed
Vision
Statement

Overall, the statement seems too long.

The statcment should recognize that in some situations,
bicycling and walking are viable alternatives to driving a
motorized vehicle.

A joint funding application may not warrant designation as |
a high-priority. Coordination between jurisdictions is vital, |
but priority linkages on the network should be a far greater
determinant than whether a joint funding application is
submitted.

Lafayette has already received grant funding to implement
way-finding signage for bicyclists. Lafayetie has initially
selecled Lo use the Citly of Berkeley’s model.

12

Pedestrian
Districts

How will defined pedestrian districts be used in the plan?
Add office uses to item #1.
Modify #4 to read pedestrian-scale and oriented buildings.

#6 Additional descriptive information is needed on the
desired intent of this item.

12

Goal |

Limited right-of-way and topography should be recognized
as a significant barrier to implementing projects.

14

Action 1.1.5

Additional methods of support would be to provide
examples and references for conditions of approval that
support TDM, transit and other non-motorized
infrastructure.

15

Action 2.1.1

Where is the funding coming from and who would be
responsible for maintaining a collision data program?

15

Action 2.2.1

511 Contra Costa should also distribute information about
driving safely in proximity to pedestrians, bicyclists and
transit as well as walking and bicycling safely




Mr. Brad Beck

Page 3 of 8

October.7, 2008

City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Item

Page

Subject

Comment

10.

17

Action 3.2,

Provide examples of best practices to jurisdictions to
ensure that traffic calming projects do not inhibit
pedestrian and bicycle access and that projects result in
facilities with improved pedestrian and bicycle safety.

1L

17

Action 3.2.1

Further clarification is needed about this action. The
criteria for selecting projects for what needs to be effective.}
and efficient. ..

12,

19

Goal 5

Roadways where bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited
should also mot create a safety bamier; for example;
freeway on and off-ramps.

13.

Actien 5.1.1

Clarify who would be the responsible party for reviewing
CIP projects.

14.

20-21

Implement-
ation Tools

Enforcement and education:  cumently local Traffic
Commissioner does not support the use of “stings”

Consider working with the EBBC and local jurisdictions o
sponsor bike rides for less experienced riders {adult and
family rides) to develop road skills and familiarity.

Checklists will serve as very useful reminders when
working on projccts. The use of checklists, such as the
Routine Accommodation Checklist, are commeon for other
elements of plan review.

15.

Priority
Corridors

Il is unclear what is occurring and what is being proposed.
Is a super-regional network now needed? What criteria is
MTC using to select a subset of the Countywide network?

16.

Proposed
Criteria

How will demographic and sociceconomic ftactors be
collected (what's the source data) and how will it be usec.
Many bicyclists ride through or work in a jurisdiction but
do not live there. Origin as well as destination should be
considered.

17.

Bicycle

Further explanation on the use of the results of the latent




Mr. Brad Beck
Page 4 of 8

October 7, 2008

City of Lalayetie Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Item

Page

Subject

Comment

Latent
Pemand

demand factors needs to be discussed. How would latent
demand be used in selecting routes? Why these factors?
What other factors could be considered? How does the
map rclatc to which bicycle facilities you’d build? The
latent demand maps seem like t0o course of a tool to make
a decision from. How do you select routes from this data?
It doesn’t provide information on where people are going?-¢
How are key linkages accounted for that may go through
lower density areas?

18.

28

Proximities

The greatest potential for reducing vehicle trips is for short
distance  destinations. Other land uses such as
neighborhood commercial, shapping and entertainment
should be considered as well as larger destinations.

19.

28-29

Criteria

The timing of the update of this plan and bikc-ped plans of
local jurisdictions are unlikely Lo coincide. If this plan
selects projects (from within the updated plan) to receive
Measure J funding, will and how would projects later
identified by jurisdictions be considered and selected for
this funding?

Whether a project is a gap closure or improves an existing
facility should not matter in terms of their scoring criteria.
Gap closures and improvements to existing [acilities
potentially both generate important network projects
worthy of funding.

Cost/benefit and Barrier Elimination; Often times these
barriers exist because a costly improvement is nccded, so 2
cost/mile evaluation may not be helpful. A pinch point.
created by topography or lack of right of way may also be
a barrier.

3031

Maps

The two maps do not “illustrate what the application of
these criteria ...might look like.” It shows an overlay of
factors but it docs not identify key linkages or help to
prioritize those linkages. There is no emphasis on how
you gct from onc arca, through another arca and to your




Mr. Brad Beck

Page 5 of 8

October.7, 2008

i City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Ttem

Page

Subject

Comment

destination. How are routes selected and where are the
origins and destinations of thc potential and cxisting
network users? Are all of these factors considered equal?
How are existing trails and other facilities factored in?
What about planned capital and development projects?
For example, the Lafayette Library and Learning Center is
currently under construction and the City wants to improve
pedestrian and bicycle access to that facility prior to its
opening.

A cursary review of the Pedestrian Facility Latent Demand
map, leads us to question the validity of the output. In
almost all of the factors considered, downtown Lafayette
and its surrounding neighborhoeds intuitively should have
higher scores than the City of Orinda’s downtown, yet
Lafayelle’s downlown and surrounding neighborhoods
appears to score lower.

21.

Bike and
Ped. High
Complexity
Projects

It is incorrect to assume that high complexity projects are
always longer-term and to be handled via policy changes
or devclopment projects.  That presumption potentially
delays infrastructure improvements that may be needed
now and of a high priority in cstablishing a functioning
network. Based on the large size of [unding requesls (or
many grant projects that are currently competing for funds
and rcady to build now, complex projects should not
necessarily by definition become longer-term projects.
Countywide, local jurisdictions have made significant
progress in implementing the less complex, inexpensive
projects. Perhaps, these less complex, inexpensive bicycle
projects should be funded primarily by local jurisdictions’
and therefore be considered lower priorities for county-
wide funds. This may not be applicable for pedestrian
projects since they tend to be smaller in scale. Local
jurisdictions need funding assistance for the larger more
expensive projects as wcll as thc smaller projects.
Complex projects could also be broken up into phases.

Complex, mid to long range projects might benefit from a |




Mr. Brad Beck
Page 6 of 8
October 7, 2008

City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Item

Page

Subject

Comment

feasibility or options analysis study.

(8]
(S

33

Pedestrian
Complexity

Low complexity projects could also include striping and
solar-powered improvements. Is “crosswalk lighting”
overhead lighting or in-pavement [lashing lights?

Medium complexity projects should include retaining,)
walls, piping drainage ditchcs and clectrically-powered
improvements.

High complexity projects should include bridges.

34

Advanlages
of the New
Criteria

The arguments to use the new criteria are not very
compelling. Tt is unclear “how many of the less tangible
benefits of projects™ are indeed considered based on the
criteria presented. Additionally, jurisdiclions with prajects
contained within this plan may apply for grant funding
from a varicty of sources with a variety of different and/or
competing priorities. If a project is an important part of the
Countywide network, it should bc regardless of
consideration of a particular grant funding source.

24,

35

Maps

Smaller commercial centers may also serve as popular
pedestrian and bicycle destinalions. Projecls improving
access to these centers potentially could reduce many
short-distance vehiclc trips.

[N
A

RPAC

The last bullet uses the term BPAC. What does that stand
for? (Bicycle Policy Advisory Committee or Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee) Who is the CCTA’s
BPAC? Depending on who is on the BPAC, the expedited
process described in the following paragraph might be a
violation of the Brown Act.

46

Key Options

The first bullet point would benefit from some examples of
how changes might help projects compete better for
funding.

Consider including guidelines or source references for bike




M. Brad Beck
Page 7 of 8
Qctober 7, 2008

City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Papcr for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

item | Page | Subject Comment

parking at transit bus stops, transfer points, transfer conters
and BART starions.

Consider including a model bike parking ordinance
including guidance on triggers for showers and lockers.

27. |47 Site Access | Include bike parking signage.

Evaluation
Checklist

28. |48 Trallic Include questions regarding what happens at the project’s
Impact edge. How does it link to the existing and planned
Study pedestrian and bicycle network?
Checklist

29. | 49-50 | Sale Routes | Developing “recommended school safety projects” has
to Scheol been raised as a concern in Lafayette. Please provide some
guidance on whether there may be a liability issue for
either the school district or city associated with designating
routes or preparing a school safety study. Locally, school
districts have demonstrated only minimal support and
interest in developing, implementing or maintaining safe
routes to school programs.

Higher priorities exist than using consultant resources to
develop an appendix on recommendations for writing
successful Safe Routes to School grant applications. This
source of funding is very competitive due to the limited
arnount of funds available.

30. General The plan should refrain [rom making specific funding
2 recommendations for projects for various individual
funding sources. The plan should identify projects in
terms of high, medium and low priority for the overall
functoning of thc nciwork. The plan could establish
crileria (0 be uwsed when evaluating a funding source
controlled by the CCTA.




Mr. Brad Beck
Page 8 of 8
October 7, 2008

City of Lafayette Comments on the July 30, 2008 Draft of the
Issues and Options Paper for Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Item | Page | Subject Comment
J3L |50 Transit First | Unfortunately at this time, transit service is so limited in
Lamorinda, a Transit First policy seems absurd.
32. |53 Key Options | Model policies, best practices and guidelines would be
Model most useful it kept and maintained on the Authonity’s web
Policics site. This will broaden the potential viewer audicnce.

Instead of trying to serve as the uldmate reference soutce,
given the CCTA’s resources, it would be more useful to
identify a handful of practices that support pedestrian and
bicycle transportation the CCTA would like to implement
over a five vear timeframe and conccntrate on those.
Examples: coordinating wayfinding signage and bike
parking ordinances

Thank you for the opportunity to provide cornments on the Issues and Options Report. If
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Leah Greenblat,
Transportation Planner, at 925.299.3229.

Thank you again for seeking our input.

Sincerely,

Mike
Mayor

TSon

Enclosure

ce:  Circulation Commission
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Greenblat, Leah

From: Lynn Hiden [dandihiden@ comcast.net]

Sent:  Monday, Cctober 96, 2008 10:30 AM

To: Greenblat, Leah

Cc: LHC via YahooGroup; Ivor E. Samson

Subject: Comments, CCTA's COUNTY-WIDE Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update's Issues and Options Paper

Dear Leah, Commissioners, and BPAC,

Thank you for the amount of wark that was required to do such an outstanding job on the matrix. | have just a few
comments, below,

1. Page 2 of B, staff report matrix, ilem 4, line 1 - Should that last word be "all-encompassing"?

2. Page 3 of 8, staff report matrix, ilem 14, para 2 - Delete reference to working with EBBC to develop road skills with less
experienced riders. EBBC and its membarship are engandering unprecedented wrath amongst Lafayette rasidants

their insistence on running red lights and STOP signs. They are giving bicycling a bad name. Until they reform their habits
they are unsuitable, due to their flaunting of cities' laws, to teach inexperienced riders their road skills. They are not doing
themselves any favors.

3. Page 12, main text, sidebar, item 3 per Pedestrian Districts: Who decides what is a pedestrian district in an area 6f
mixed or dense land use and intense or potentially intense pedestrian activity, what is "right-sizad (...not too small and not
too large)” 22?7 Is this to be relative to the size of the city and its urban area? Or not. One size does not and should not fit
all.

4. Page 21, main text, Benchmarking, bullet: Text states that benchmarks are specific targets that acd accountability to a
plan; text suggests "Achieve a 10% reduction in bicycle and pedestrian collisions on a per capita basis over the next 20
years",

State what numbers should be used as a baseline, since if bicycling numbers respond 1o the encouragement speclfied in
this document, those who bike will increase dramatically. When use increases, accidents also increase, even on a per
capita basis. We shouldn't be measuring against a baseline derived from very low usage.

5. Page 27. Bicycle Latent Demand - factors identified that have a measurable impact an the decisien to bicycle.. Please
add ease of travel/connectivity between communities. Elsewhere, toward the end of the document, the question is posed,
Is this plan too urban in emphasis? | think, Yes.

6. Matrix by subregional CCTA divisions, Southwest County Jurisdictions, Lafayette, item ¢, bullet 1: Please add M.
Diablo Boulevard as one of our main on-street bikeways, existing or proposed (it has been omitted); and omit Hwy 24 (it
has been added). We do not plan to place bike lanes on Hwy 24, | should hope.

7. Fehr & Peers draft map, Contra Costa County Overview, COUNTRYWIDE BIKEWAY NETWORK BY RTPC
BOUNDARY-TRANSPAC —please add in green our Class 1 Lafayette Moraga Trail as it winds through Lafayette. It has 7 &
heen complelely omitted. ®-

8 " . ", SWAT TRI-VALLEY MAP, please add in green our Class 1 Lafayette Moraga Trail through Lafayette. It
has been omitted.

Lynn Hiden
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CONTRA COSTA COUNTYWIDE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN —
ISSUES AND OPTION DATED: JUNE 30, 2008

11.

Comments By: Janice Carey, Orinda City Engineer
September 30, 2008

Page 9 - Key Options and Questions for Discussion Bullet #2 — Present
information as shown in Appendix B.

Page 9 - Key Options and Questions for Discussion Bullet #13 — Keep “Tools for
Local Agencies” in Appendix G.

Page 21 - Key Options and Questions for Discussion Bullet #2 — Benchmarking —
Are there any additional specific targets other than achieve a 10% reduction in
traffic accidents?

Page 34 - Key Options and Questions for Discussion Last Bullet — Identify
priorities when applications are received for prioritization. Local funding
contributions should also be considered.

Page 36 - Key Options and Questions for Discussion Bullet #1 — Verify map
accuracy, see comments on Appendix C.

Page 36 - Key Options and Questions for Discussion Bullet #2 — Lamorinda
shown on the Transpac map and not the SWAT/Lamorinda map.

Page 36 — Maps should show public school locations.

Page 53 — CPBB should not highlight Safe Routes to School/Transit projects —
project priorities may change or be reprioritized.

Page 53 — Include a list of funding sources and web addresses.

. Appendix B - SUMMARY TABLE OF DATA COLLECTED - Orinda

(B) Existing and Proposed Lane Use Patterns Bullet #1 — Modify to note that
there are two downtown areas in Orinda, both north and south of SR24.

(C) Existing and Proposed Bikeways — Add St. Stephens Trail to the list.
Appendix C — UPDATED MAPS — Countywide Bikeway Network by RTPC
Boundary TRANSPAC

Orinda — Show Class I bikeway for St. Stephens Trail (on southside of SR24 from
eastbound SR24 on-ramp at Bates/Davis easterly to St. Stephens overpass.

12.Appendix C — UPDATED MAPS — Countywide Bikeway Network by RTPC

Boundary SWAT-TRI-VALLEY - Note that Tri-Valley generally refers to
Livermore, Pleasanton, and San Ramon.
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Bicycle Pedestrian Plan Issues & Options Report: Moraga Comments

1. Pg11: Proposed Vision Statement - “More people who live, work, shop and go
to school in Contra Costa will walk and bike”. How is it insured that more people
who live, work, shop and go to school in Contra Costa will walk and bike?

2. Pg15: Action 2.1.1 - Countywide collision data might not be representative to
justify potential collision hazards that may only exist in some jurisdictions. Thus,
collision data should be focused individually for each jurisdiction.

3. Pg15: Goal #2 and Pg18-19: Action 4.2.1-4.2.4 - By setting countywide
standards, it doesn’t entirely and efficiently fit into every single jurisdiction
within the county as each jurisdiction is different in terms of conditions and
resources with safety features for bicyclists and pedestrians.

4. Pg21: Benchmarking - Is that the only benchmarking goal or is that just an
example of a benchmark that is going to be on the actual bike/pedestrian plan?

5. Pg21: Key Options & Questions for Discussion; 4t question - In talking about
the Authority’s limited powers, would the authority also have powers in
reviewing projects? Or does their power of supporting projects include that?

6. Pg24: Criteria for Designating for Countywide Bikeway Network; Criteria 7
- All alternatives should probably be base on the assumption that all bicyclists
are low-skilled level in order to insure full safety.

7. Pg30-31: Latent Demand Maps - List the latent demand map criteria in the
respective maps.

8. Pg36: Map of Local Streets - It will be useful for thoroughness. But do soin a
completely separate map outlining local streets. Doing so on the same map
would indeed be distracting and masking the main focus of what the larger scale
maps are displaying.

9. Pg53 - Model policies should reside in the CBPP Appendix.

10. Pg53 - Elements of walkability should be addressed.



11. Appendix B - put a title page or bigger title on top of each chart outlining the
RTPC it applies to would help.

12. Appendix C - a map is missing for SWAT Lamorinda. Instead only a partial of
SWAT Lamorinda area is being shown on Tranpac’s map.

13. Appendix C - The section of Moraga Rd between Moraga Way and Camino Pablo
(one in Moraga) currently has a Class II bike path.

14. Bike Parking Facilities - there are bike racks at the Moraga Commons Park, 24-
hour Fitness and at both Town offices (Hacienda & Rheem).
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER THE CHEVRON GAS
STATION PROJECT APPROVAL

PROJECT:  Chevron Gas Station, Minimarket and Car Wash Expansion
(IS 08-250-005, AR 08-200-036, LUP 08-500-032, DPA 08-310-003 and MSP 08-700-003)

LOCATION: 2860 Crow Canyon Road on the northwest corner of San Ramon Valley Blvd.  (APN: 208-290-031)
APPLICANT: Stantec on behalf of Chevron USA

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Chevron is proposing the construction of a new convenience store, car wash and
related site improvements on the site of the existing gas station. The project includés removal of the existing 395 square
foot minimarket/cashier booth; removal of the 2,400 square foot vehicle service bay/restroom bullchng, medifications to
the canopy d631gn, and construction of a new 2,945 square foot “ExtraMile” conivenience market with an attached self-
service car wash. The sitc circulation remains substantially the samc and the three existing driveway cuts will remain in
their cutrent locations. The canopy size (footprint) will remam unchanged and there will be . 18 fueling positions (14
currently exlstmg) when the remodel is complete

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: The City of San Ramon is located in southern Contra Costa County, surrounded by the
communities of Danville, Blackhawk and Dublm, as well as the unincorporated:lands in both Alameda and Contra Costa
Counties. The City lies in the San Ramon Valley; which generally lies north-south. The project- sﬁe, which is located on
the west side of San Ramon Valley at the base of the foothills of the Hamﬂton—Dlabio Mountain Range. The project site
is located approximately 530 feet to the east of the Calaveras Fault, 900 feet ‘West of the Interstaie 680 corridor and 250
feet southeast of San Ramon Creek; however, does riot discharge directly to it. The project site is cutrently fully
developed as a gas station with existing ornamental landscape.

‘ DECLARATION
Based on the Initial Study dated September 4. 2008, the Planning Services staff has determined:

_X_ This project does not have the polential to degrade the quality of (he enviromment, nor to substanl_mlly reduce, threaten or
eliminate plant, fish or animal communities, or nnportaut examples of the major petiods of California history or prehlstory

_X_ This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either shortfterm or long-term environmental goals,
_X_ This project will not have impacts which are individually limited, aor cumulatively considerable.

_X_ This project. will not have environmental impacts which will canse substantial adversc eftcct upon human beings, cither directly
or indirectly.

X_ ‘This project will not adversely impact wildlife resources, and is therefore exempt from the fee requirements of Section 7 112 of
the Fish and Game Code,

The aforementioned findings are not contingent upon. any mitigation measutes.

The Initial Study and Negative Declaration are available for public review on the City of San Ramon Website at www.ci.san-
ramon.caus. Public copies are also available for review at the City of San Ramon Planning Division during regular business
hours (Monday through Friday 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.), at the address below. Additional public copies of the proposed
Negative Declaration are also on file at the San Ramon Senior Center, San Ramon Community Center, Dougherty Station
Community Center, San Ramon Library, Dougherty Station Library, and with the City Clerk.

The public is hereby invited to submit written comments regarding the environmental findings and Negative Declaration
delermination. Such comments may be submitted prior to the close of the posting period.

Posting Period: Scptember 10, 2008 to September 29, 2008

A public hearing before the Planning Commission to consider the Project and Negative Declaration is scheduled for
October 7, 2008, at 7:00 p.amn., in the City Council Chamber, 2222 Camino Ramon, San Rameon, California, 94583.

Contact Porson: Lauren Batr, Senior Plarmer  (925) 973-2560
City of San Ramon, Planning Services Division
2226 Caniino Ramon, San Ramon, CA 94583
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an Ramo,

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE CITY OF SAN RAMON
CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION WILL
HOLD A JOINT PUBLIC HEARING ON
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2008 TO CONSIDER:

&

|
Y
j

Applications: 1) General Plan Amendment (GPA 08-400-001) to update the Housing
Element of the General Plan. The amendment sets forth the City’s five-
year strategy to prescrve and enhance the community’s character, expand
housing opportunities for all economic segments, and provide guidance and
dircetion for local government decision-making in all matters related to
housing. The Housing Element Updatc covers the five-year period of July
1, 2009 through June 30, 2014, and provides an implementation strategy
for effectively addrcssing the housing needs of San Ramon during this
period.

2) General Plan Amendment (GPA 08-400-002) and Zoning Ordinance Text
Amendment (TA 08-410-003) to update the General Plan Growth
Management, Traffic and Circulation, and Parks and Recreation Elements
of the General Plan in compliance with Measure J—Contra Costa’s
Transportation Sales Tax Expenditure Plan, and to remove Lhe 25% non-
retail use limitation in the Mixed Use designation.

Applicants: City of San Ramon and The Courtyard Center, LLC

Location: Citywide and parcels designated “Mixed Use” on the General Plan 2020 Map.
To view the General Plan 2020 Map, go to the City’s website:

www.sanramon.ca.gov

Posting Period: October 10, 2008 to October 21, 2008

CEQA: Environmental review for these projects is underway in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended.

If you challenge this application in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you
or somcone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission and City Council at, or prior to, the

public hearing. No decisions will be made at this public hearing.

SAID HEARING will be held by the City of San Ramon City Council and Planning

Commission, commencing at 7:00 p.m., on Tuesday, October 21, 2008 in the Council
Chamber at 2222 Camino Ramon.

If you have any questions regarding this notice or the hearing, please contact either Cindy
Yee, Associate Planner at (925) 973-2562 or Ryan Driscoll, Assistant Planner at (925) 973-
2568.

Dated: Qctaber 10, 2008

<< see reverse for project vicinity map >>
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TRANSPAC Transportation Partnership and Cooperation
Clayton, Concord, Martinez, Pleasant Hill, Wainut Creek and Contra Costa County
2300 Contra Costa Boulavard, Suite 380, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 {925) 969-0841

October 27, 2008

The Honorable Dave Hudson, Chair
Contra Costa Transportation Authority
3478 Buskirk Avenue, Suite 100
Pieasant Hill, California 94523

Dear Chair Hudson:

At its meeting on October 9, 2008, TRANSPAC took the following actions that may be of interest to
the Transportation Authority:

1. Approved circulation of the Central County Action Plan after incorporating minor edits. The
Action Plan will be transmitted to CCTA and RTPCs and posted on the TRANSPAC website

M

Received a presentation from 511 Contra Costa staff with an update on some of the TDM
activities including green commuting programs and outreach efforts.

3. Reviewed issues to be discussed with BART Board President Gail Murray at the November
TRANSPAC meeting.

TRANSPAC hopes that this information is useful to you.

Sincerely,

Attt [ //?,62-1%75%?4
David Durant '
TRANSPAC Chair

cc: TRANSPAC Representatives (packet mailing)
TRANSPAC TAC and staff
Gayle B. Uilkema, Chair, SWAT
Witl Casey, Chair, TRANSPLAN
Sharon Brown, Chair, WCCTAC
Robert McCleary, Paul Maxwell, Martin Engelmann, Arielle Bourgart, Peter Engel, Hisham
Noeimi, Danice Rosenbohm, CCTA
Christina Atienza, Nancy Cuneo, WCCTAC
John Cunningham, TRANSPLAN
Andy Dillard, SWAT
Steve Wallace, City of Pleasant Hill



