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AGENDA 
TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY COMMITTEE 

JULY 20, 2016 
7:00 P.M.   

2131 PEAR STREET, PINOLE, CA 94564 
COMMUNITY ROOM 

1. CALL TO ORDER – PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 

3. CITIZENS TO BE HEARD – FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

4. A. Report to City Council  

a. Review and Comment 

B. Henry Avenue – Informal Park and Ride 

a. Discussion  

C. Pinon Avenue at San Pablo Avenue  

a.  Dominant driving patterns 

D. Update to Speed Surveys  

E.  Neighborhood Use of Door Hangers 

a) Education/Request for cooperation 

b) Process to be endorsed by City/TAPS  

c) See sample 

5. COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS  
 

 POSTED:  07-14-16 @ 4:30p.m.City Hall 
 
__________________________________ 
Ana Morales, Secretary, City of Pinole 



   

 

   CITY COUNCIL  
   REPORT 10B 

 
 
 
DATE: JULY 19, 2016 
 
TO:  MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
FROM: TAMARA MILLER, DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR / CITY 

ENGINEER 
 
SUBJECT: TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Review the efforts and recommendations of the Traffic and Pedestrian Safety (TAPS) 
Committee and provide direction to staff regarding the recommendations of the 
Committee.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The TAPS Committee meets routinely to discuss concerns regarding traffic safety. They 
last met on April 20, 2016. The Committee discussed several items during their last 
meeting that warrant reporting to the City Council. These items include:  
 

1. Existing Crosswalk at Appian Way and Marlesta Road 
2. Red Curbing on Ponderosa Way 
3. Sharrows on Pinole Valley Road   
4. Traffic Calming Measures for Old Pinole Valley Road near San Pablo Avenue 

 
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 
 

1. Existing Crosswalk at Appian Way and Marlesta Road 
 

TAPS recommends to the City Council that it pursue a modified HAWK signal, resting in 
green, to aid pedestrians in crossing Appian Way.  Further TAPS recommends the 
project be placed in the Capital Improvement Plan and that the City move forward with 
design to facilitate pursuit of grant funding.  Estimated Project Cost: $90,000 
 

2. Red Curbing on Ponderosa Way 
 

This item was a recurring item. Members of the neighborhood asked that this item be 
discussed again in hopes that some changes could be made to enhance some of the 
benefits achieved and also to combat some of the negative impacts of the red curb. 
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TAPS had an open discussion and finally agreed to make no changes to the red curb on 
Ponderosa Trail.  Repainting of the curb will be required periodically as a maintenance 
function.  Project Cost: minimal 

 
3. Sharrows on Pinole Valley Road near High School and Kaiser 

 
TAPS recommends to the City Council that it have sharrows installed on Pinole Valley 
Road to reinforce to users of Pinole Valley Road that the road should be shared by 
vehicles and bicycles. Estimated Project Cost: $11,000 
 

4. Traffic Calming Measures for Old Pinole Valley Road near San Pablo Avenue 
 
TAPS reviewed possible traffic calming measures such as additional signage and 
channelization. However, after much deliberation, TAPS felt that existing facilities were 
suitable, but the area would benefit from the addition of sharrows. TAPS recommends 
to the City Council that it have sharrows installed on Old Pinole Valley Road to remind 
vehicle traffic on Old Pinole Valley Road that the road is shared with bicycles and their 
driving habits should adapted accordingly. Estimated Project Cost: $8,000 
 

 
FISCAL IMPACT  
 
Item Estimated Fiscal Impact Funding Source 
Appian/Marlesta $90,000 Seek grant funding  
Ponderosa Trail red curb minimal Current Maintenance Budget 
Sharrows $11,000 Seek grant funding 
Traffic Calming $8,000 Seek grant funding 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A: Sharrow installation 
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Gateway Medical Center Project 
City of Pinole 

TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING 

1) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study provides information on the project’s trip generation and parking demand and also to 
present the results of parking occupancy surveys conducted in the project area.  This study also 
describes the regulatory setting; the criterion used for determining the significance of 
environmental impacts; and summarizes potential environmental impacts and appropriate 
mitigation measures.  This study has been conducted in accordance with the requirements and 
methodologies set forth by the City of Pinole, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA), Caltrans, and the applicable provisions of CEQA.  A review of parking conditions in the 
area indicates the project wouldn’t be expected cause any significant parking problems.  
Although there may be days when the project’s parking demand exceeds the available off-street 
parking the surveys indicated there is sufficient on-street parking in the area to accommodate 
any additional parked vehicles generated by the proposed project. 

2) PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As mentioned above, the proposed project is a commercial development proposed to include 
9,182 square feet of medical office space.  The project is located on the east side of Pinole 
Valley Road just south of Henry Avenue.  All access to the site will be from one unsignalized 
driveway on Henry Avenue, which also serves as the entrance to an existing employee parking 
lot for Kaiser’s Pinole Medical Offices.   
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3) REGULATORY CONTEXT 
 
Existing policies, laws and regulations that apply to the proposed project are summarized below. 
 

3.1 State 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has jurisdiction over State highways. 
Therefore, Caltrans controls all construction, modification, and maintenance of State highways, 
such as SR 4. Any improvements to these roadways would require Caltrans’ approval.  The 
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies provides consistent guidance for Caltrans 
staff who review local development and land use change proposals. The Guide also informs 
local agencies about the information needed for Caltrans to analyze the traffic impacts to state 
highway facilities which include freeway segments, on- or off-ramps, and signalized 
intersections. 

 
3.2 Local 
 
Contra Costa Countywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update (2009) - The 
transportation policies that are currently applicable within Contra Costa County are based on the 
Contra Costa County Comprehensive Transportation Plan. This document identifies standards 
and procedures for analyzing transportation impacts in the county and includes action plans for 
routes of regional significance such as the West County Action Plan covering the project area. 
 
City of Pinole General Plan - The Transportation and Circulation Element included in the City 
of Pinole General Plan was prepared pursuant to Section 65302(b) of the California 
Government Code.  The Transportation and Circulation Element addresses the location and 
extent of existing and planned transportation routes, terminals, and other local public utilities 
and facilities.  The General Plan identifies roadway and transit goals and policies that have been 
adopted to ensure that the transportation system of the City will have adequate capacity to 
serve planned growth. These goals and policies are intended to provide a plan and 
implementation measures for an integrated, multi-modal transportation system that will safely 
and efficiently meet the transportation needs of all economic and social segments of the City. 
 

3.3 Significance Criteria 
 
It is important to note that parking impacts are no longer considered a significant impact under 
CEQA.  SB 743 specified that parking impacts for qualifying infill projects are not considered 
significant impacts on the environment under CEQA.  The fact that an urban development 
project does not “self-park” is not in itself a CEQA impact, but any environmental impacts 
foreseeably resulting from a project’s “on-site” parking deficit should be analyzed and mitigated.  
In other words, if a project would result in additional vehicles parked on-street then the project 
should be evaluated to determine if this could result in other ancillary environmental impacts:  
 
According to CEQA guidelines, a project would have a significant impact if it would: 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths and mass transit. 
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 Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited
to, level-of-service standards, and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by a county congestion management agency for designated roadways.

 Result in inadequate emergency vehicle access.

 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

 Result in an internal circulation system that does not meet City standards.

Please note the City of Pinole has not adopted standards for on-street parking occupancy levels 
so having high parking occupancy levels is not necessarily a significant impact unless, for 
example, this condition results in a significant safety problem or impedes emergency vehicle 
access. 

4) IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1 Project Trip Generation 

The proposed project will consist of 9,182 square feet of medical office space.  The trip 
generation calculations are shown in Table 1.  They are based on rates for a Medical-Dental 
Office Building from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th 
Edition.  

The total trip generation reflects all vehicle trips that would be counted at the project driveways, 
both inbound and outbound.  Although there is the potential for transit and bicycle use at this 
particular site, no reduction has been applied to the project trip generation to be conservative.  It 
should be noted that based on information provided by ITE on trip reductions for developments 
located adjacent to bicycle lanes and/or bus transit corridors the project could potentially qualify 
for a 5% reduction to the project trip generation.1   As shown in Table 1, the project is forecast 
to generate approximately 20 net new vehicle trips on the surrounding roadway system during 
the AM peak hour and 31 trips during the PM peak hour.   

Based on the potential for transit and bicycle use a 5% reduction has been applied to the project 
trip generation.  This is based on information provided by ITE on trip reductions for 
developments located adjacent to bicycle lanes and/or bus transit corridors.  These reductions 
only apply when direct, safe connections will be made between the project and nearby transit 
stops.   

For purposes of determining the reasonable worst-case impacts the trips generated by this 
proposed development are estimated for the peak commute hours of 7:30 a.m. and 8:30 a.m. 
and 4:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m., which represent the peak of “adjacent street traffic”.  This is the 
period when the project traffic would generally contribute to the greatest amount of congestion.  

1 ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 2nd Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers,  
   Washington D.C., June 2004. 
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TABLE 1 
TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS 

Land Use 
ITE  

Code
Size ADT

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out Total In Out Total

ITE Medical-Dental Office Rates 220 36.13 1.89 0.50 2.39 1.00 2.57 3.57 

Unadjusted Project Trip Generation 
9,182 
sq. ft. 

315 17 5 22 9 24 33 

Adjustment for Proximity To Transit 
(5% reduction) 

-16 -1 0 -1 0 -2 -2 

Project Trip Generation 
9,182 
sq. ft. 

299 15 5 20 9 22 31 

SOURCE:  Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition) and the Trip 
 Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) 

4.2 Internal Circulation and Access 

No internal site circulation or access issues have been identified that would cause a traffic 
safety problem or any unusual traffic congestion or delay.  The site distance at the proposed 
entrance was reviewed for potential safety problems with vehicles and/or pedestrians and based 
on Caltrans sight distance standards it was also found to meet the minimum requirements for a 
private driveway.  However, with respect to landscaping it should be noted that all ground cover 
adjacent to the project driveway should be trimmed to be no higher than 2 feet and any trees 
should be limbed up to at least 6 feet.  Based on a review of the parking geometrics of the 
existing and proposed parking areas it appears that all parking aisles and parking spaces will 
meet City standards (subject to final City approval).  It should be also noted there have been no 
significant safety problems reported with the operation of the existing parking lot on the site. 

4.3 Parking Impacts 

This section discusses the City of Pinole’s zoning and estimated parking demand for the project. 
The project is proposing to provide six spaces less than off-street parking required according to 
the City’s Municipal Code.  As per the City’s Municipal Code the minimum off-street parking 
requirement equates to one space per every 250 square feet of gross floor area.  This equates 
to a requirement of 37 spaces.   

Residential Parking Demand Based on ITE Parking Generation Rates - To provide 
additional information on the project’s parking demand Table 2 provides a summary of the 
parking demand results using the average ITE parking generation rates.  According to the 
project description the project would operate differently on different days of the week.  Exam 
days would be Monday through Friday with an estimated 20 to 50 patients per day.  Two days a 
week would also be surgical days (Tuesday and Thursday) where there would be an estimated 
12 patients per day for surgical procedures.  According to the applicant this is the maximum 
schedule assuming there are two medical doctors practicing on the site.  The parking demand 
estimates provided have been presented for the Medical-Dental Office Building Category (ITE 
Land Use Code 720). 

As shown in Table 2, the maximum parking demand generated by the project would be forecast 
to be approximately 29 parking spaces on surgical days based on the ITE data.   The number of 
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employees can also sometimes be a good indicator of the potential parking demand, although it 
should be noted this is usually not codified as part of the approvals.   

Table 2 
Off-Street Parking Calculations Using Parking Demand Data  

from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

ITE 
Code 

Project Data Source 
 Land Use 
Category 

Size 
Parking 

Ratio 
Required 
Spaces 

720 
Medical Office 

Building 
ITE Parking 

Demand Rates
Medical 
Office 

9,182 sq. ft. 3.20 29 

Additional Discussion on Acceptable Parking Occupancy Levels – It is important to note 
that one “rule of thumb” for parking design is that parking in an area (or parking lot) is 
theoretically perceived by the general public to be full when more than 90% of the spaces are 
full.2  As a result, it is typically desirable to have a parking supply at least 10 percent larger than 
the demand so that motorists are not discouraged from using off-street parking during peak 
periods.  This is why the average parking supply ratio for medical office buildings (at the 77 sites 
surveyed for the ITE rates) is normally 4.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.  In 
other words, the average parking supply of the buildings surveyed by ITE was actually identical 
to the City’s zoning requirements (1 space per 250 square feet).  Another parking demand 
guideline to keep in mind is the 80% parking occupancy threshold.  Although there is no solid 
evidence to support it, observations indicate that the occurrence of illegal parking tends to 
increase as parking occupancy exceeds 80% over a large area.2 

On-Street Parking - There are 123 on-street parking spaces within the project study area, i.e., 
on blocks that are within 500 feet of the project. On a typical weekday afternoon, there are 
approximately 50 on street spaces available within 500 feet of the project site.   

On-Street Parking Surveys - In order to evaluate the local parking situation, on-street parking 
occupancy surveys were conducted while schools were in session based on direction provided 
by the City of Pinole.  This survey includes a detailed inventory of all on-street and off-street 
parking within 500 feet of the project.  The study involved a block-by-block survey of the number 
and types of spaces, and the parking occupancy on three different weekday mornings and 
afternoons (see Tables 1 through 4 for survey dates and times).  The results of the study are 
attached to this report.  Please note the new parking spaces being created for Kaiser on the 
eastern end of their property near the Gateway East Parcel were not yet available at the time of 
our surveys. 

The number of parking spaces on each block-face are shown in Table 1.  Figure 1 shows the 
study area and the particular streets and off-street parking lots that have been studied.  As seen 
in Table 1, there are 123 on-street parking spaces located on blocks within 500 feet of the 
project.  The studies found that during the afternoon, there are about 70 spaces (57%) that are 
occupied, and about 50 spaces available.  Tables 2, 3, and 4 attached to this report present the 
detailed survey results for each block and for each area of the Kaiser parking lots.  Figures 2, 3, 
and 4 present the parking occupancy levels for each of the streets in the study area during the 
peak period recorded on each of the three days surveyed. 

2 ITE Parking Generation, 4th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington D.C., 2010 
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Off-street Parking Lots - There are no City of Pinole off-street public parking areas within 500 
feet of the project.  However, it should be noted that there are private parking lots for Kaiser’s 
Pinole Medical Offices.  The parking occupancy levels in the existing Kaiser parking lots were 
also recorded during each of the surveys.  As seen in Table 1, there are 342 off-street parking 
spaces in the Kaiser parking lots adjacent to the proposed project.  The studies found that 
during the peak demand in the early afternoon there are typically about 250 spaces (73%) that 
are occupied, and about 90 spaces available.  However, it should be noted that parking area #1 
(the lot adjacent to the proposed project site) was found to generally be about 90% occupied 
during the mid-afternoon peak period of each survey. 

Shared Parking Considerations With Kaiser – It is important to note that the proposed project 
would displace 22 parking spaces in the northern parking lot currently used by Kaiser 
employees (identified as Lot #1 in Figure 1).  Please note that 21 of these spaces would 
become designated parking spaces for the proposed project and one space would be removed 
to create a new trash enclosure for the project.  Kaiser has previously been authorized to utilize 
22 of the parking spaces in this lot that they do not own and, as a result, this project would take 
over 22 parking spaces currently being used by Kaiser Employees.  Since Lot #1 is typically 
over 90% occupied it is assumed that approximately 22 employee vehicles will need to be 
relocated to the other Kaiser parking lots closer to the main Kaiser building.  Based on the 
parking surveys this would be expected to increase the occupancy levels in the lots surrounding 
the main Kaiser building from the existing maximum recorded occupancy levels of 73% to about 
80% if about 22 employee vehicles are shifted this lot.  Please note this could be partially off-set 
with the removal of containers and other equipment that is currently blocking about five spaces 
in the main lot.  

Summary of Findings on Parking - Based on the parking surveys of the surrounding 
neighborhood and the parking requirements for medical dental office space (1.0 per 250 sq. ft.) 
it is estimated that the parking demand could exceed the supply being proposed (31 spaces) by 
approximately 6 vehicles.  However, given the City’s policies supporting alternative 
transportation and the project’s close proximity to bus transit the City could consider making the 
findings that the proposed 31 space parking supply for the project is reasonable and 
appropriate.   

The justification could be as follows: 

1) The project will also provide additional publicly accessible bicycle racks.

2) There are numerous shopping, employment, and education centers within walking
distance of the site (such as the nearby planned Starbucks and the Sprouts Market
being constructed directly across the street).

3) There is extensive public transportation available in the project area provided by
WestCAT, which provides connections to the El Cerrito Del Norte BART Station. The
WestCAT routes that runs closest to the proposed project are routes 16, 19, and JPX.
These routes all have stops on Pinole Valley Road adjacent to the project site.

Based on Section 17.48.040 of the Pinole Municipal Code the Planning Commission will only 
grant a conditional use permit for reduced parking if it finds that the project meets all of the 
conditional use permit criteria in Section 17.12.140 (Conditional Use Permits) and that three (3) 
or more of the circumstances listed below are true. 
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a) The use will be adequately served by the proposed parking due to the nature of the 
proposed operation; proximity to frequent transit service; transportation characteristics of 
persons residing, working, or visiting the site; or because the applicant has undertaken a 
travel demand management program that will reduce parking demand at the site. 
 
The applicant has proposed the following travel demand management program for the 
project:  

 

1) All employees will have available vouchers that pay 100% of their public 
transportation expenses.  

2) The site is located next to a bus stop which services bus lines 16, 19 and 
JPX. 

3) An employee ride share program will be instituted allowing employees 
subsidizing transportation costs, share commuter lanes and reduce by ½ 
the necessary parking needed on site. 

4) The applicant bikes to work and other individuals would be encouraged to 
do so with bike racks prominently featured in the front of the building. 

 
This circumstance appears to be met with the presence of the adjacent bus stops and 
the proposal to provide transit vouchers for all employees.  With financial incentives to 
use transit ITE data indicates the project parking demand could be reduced by as much 
as 16 percent.  This could potentially off set the requested reduction in parking by 
reducing the overall project parking demand by about 6 spaces. 

 
b) Parking demand generated by the project will not exceed the capacity of or have a 

detrimental impact on the supply of on-street parking in the surrounding area. 
 
This circumstance appears to be met since there is sufficient capacity on the 
surrounding street system to absorb at least an additional 6 vehicles without causing the 
parking occupancy levels to exceed 80% in the area. 
 

c) The site plan is consistent with the objectives of the zoning district and incorporates 
features such as unobtrusive off-street parking placed below the ground level of the 
project with commercial uses above or enclosed parking on the ground floor. 
 
This will be determined by City staff. 
 

d) The applicant has provided on-site parking for car share vehicles via a recorded written 
agreement between the landowner and the city that runs with the land. Agreement shall 
provide for proof of a perpetual agreement with a car share agency to provide at least 
one (1) car share vehicle on-site. 
 
The applicant has proposed to provide a parking space for car sharing so it appears this 
circumstance would be met, subject to approval of the details of the car share 
agreement by City Staff. 

 
It should again be noted the parking demand estimates presented in this report do not account 
for the applicants proposed Travel Demand Management Program.  Although it is reasonable to 
assume that incentives to use transit could reduce the project parking demand, this is normally 
not included in the preliminary parking demand calculations.  This would typically only be 
included in the calculations if the requirement to provide the transit incentives is officially 
codified as part of the project approvals so it would guarantee the incentives will continue in 
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perpetuity.  However, as noted above, with financial incentives to use transit the ITE data does 
indicate the project parking demand could be reduced by as much as 16 percent, which could 
equate to a reduction to the overall project parking demand of about 6 spaces. 

 
4.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts 
 
The proposed project would generate additional pedestrian and bicycle traffic in the area, 
thereby potentially increasing conflicts between vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  However, 
the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks) or generate pedestrian, bicycle, or transit travel 
demand that would not be accommodated by existing transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities and 
plans.  Along the perimeter of the project sidewalks are already provided.  Therefore, based on 
the City’s significance criteria the project’s impacts on pedestrian and bicycle travel would be 
considered less than significant and no mitigations would be required.  
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