CALENDAR FOR THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
AND FOR SPECIAL DISTRICTS, AGENCIES, AND AUTHORITIES GOVERNED BY THE BOARD
BOARD CHAMBERS ROOM 107, ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 651 PINE STREET
MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 94553-1229

FEDERAL D. GLOVER, CHAIR, STH DISTRICT
KAREN MITCHOFF, VICE CHAIR, 4TH DISTRICT
JOHN GIOIA, IST DISTRICT

CANDACE ANDERSEN, 2ND DISTRICT

DIANE BURGIS, 3RD DISTRICT

DAVID J. TWA, CLERK OF THE BOARD AND COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR, (925) 335-1900

PERSONS WHO WISH TO ADDRESS THE BOARD DURING PUBLIC COMMENT OR WITH RESPECT TO AN ITEM THAT IS ON THE AGENDA, MAY BE LIMITED TO
TWO (2) MINUTES.
A LUNCH BREAK MAY BE CALLED AT THE DISCRETION OF THE BOARD CHAIR.

The Board of Supervisors respects your time, and every attempt is made to accurately estimate when an item may be heard by the Board. All times specified for items on the Board of
Supervisors agenda are approximate. Items may be heard later than indicated depending on the business of the day. Your patience is appreciated.

ANNOTATED AGENDA & MINUTES
May 1, 2018

9:00 A.M. Convene and announce adjournment to closed session in Room 101.
Closed Session
A. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS

1. Agency Negotiators: David Twa and Richard Bolanos.

Employee Organizations: Public Employees Union, Local 1; AFSCME Locals 512 and 2700; California Nurses Assn.; SEIU
Locals 1021 and 2015; District Attorney Investigators’ Assn.; Deputy Sheriffs Assn.; United Prof. Firefighters LA.F.F.,
Local 1230; Physicians’ & Dentists’ Org. of Contra Costa; Western Council of Engineers; United Chief Officers Assn.;
Contra Costa County Defenders Assn.; Contra Costa County Deputy District Attorneys’ Assn.; Prof. & Tech. Engineers
IFPTE, Local 21; and Teamsters Local 856.

2. Agency Negotiators: David Twa.
Unrepresented Employees: All unrepresented employees.
B. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL--EXISTING LITIGATION (Gov. Code, § 54956.9(d)(1))
L. Brian Cuevas, et al. v. Contra Costa County Health Services, et al., Contra Costa County Superior Court Case No.

C09-01786

C. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL--ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Initiation of litigation pursuant to Gov. Code, § 54956.9(d)(4): One potential case

9:30 A.M. Call to order and opening ceremonies.

Inspirational Thought- "In three words I can sum up everything I've learned about life: it goes on.” ~ Robert Frost

Present: John Gioia, District I Supervisor; Candace Andersen, District IT Supervisor; Diane Burgis, District III Supervisor; Karen Mitchoff, District
IV Supervisor; Federal D. Glover, District V Supervisor

Staff Present: David Twa, County Administrator
Sharon Anderson, County Counsel



By unanimous vote the Board of Supervisors authorized the initiation of litigation against the manufacturers
and distributers of prescription opioid drugs for their role in the opioid epidemic. The intended lawsuit will
include a cost recovery action to reimburse the County for taxpayer funds that already have been spent
responding to the epidemic, as well as the costs of continuing the fight, including equitable relief to help alleviate
opioid use dependence and fund local action to counteract this crisis.

CONSIDER CONSENT ITEMS (Items listed as C.1 through C.57 on the following agenda) — Items are subject to removal
from Consent Calendar by request of any Supervisor or on request for discussion by a member of the public. Items removed
from the Consent Calendar will be considered with the Discussion Items.

PRESENTATIONS (5 Minutes Each)

PRESENTATION recognizing the month of May 2018 as "Community Action Month" in Contra Costa County.
(Camilla Rand, Community Services Bureau Director)

PRESENTATION recognizing May 2018 as Older Americans Month in support of Intergenerational Network of
All-Age Friendly Cities and Communities efforts. (Kathy Gallagher, Employment and Human Services Director and
Victoria Tolbert, Aging and Adult Bureau Director)

PRESENTATION recognizing Meals on Wheels Diablo Region on its 50th anniversary. (Supervisor Mitchoff)

DISCUSSION ITEMS
D. 1 CONSIDER Consent Items previously removed.

There were no items removed from consent for discussion.
D. 2 PUBLIC COMMENT (2 Minutes/Speaker)

Ron Reynolds, spoke on difficulties with Rodeo Auto Wreckers, an employee of which hit his vehicle, and an
unpleasant and lingering order and fumes emanating from the business;

Paul Burgarino, Contra Costa Elections Division, Clerk-Recorder, the candidate roundtable conversations for
the upcoming June elections are now available on the website for viewing at cocovote.us\election.preview.
Additionally, a candidate workshop will be held on May 12, 2018 from 9:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. at the Pacheco
Community Center, to review the processes involved in running for public office. Thank you to Supervisor
Burgis for volunteering as a moderator.

D.3 HEARING to consider appeal of Planning Commission decision to deny a proposal to merge three lots, defer road
improvements, and allow a 13,887-square-foot single family residence in the Alamo Summit subdivision, Alamo
area. (Discovery Builders, Inc., Appellant) (Alamo Land Investors, LLC, Owners) (Lashun Cross and Sean Tully,
Department of Conservation and Development)

CONTINUED the hearing to June 5, 2018 at 9:30 a.m.

D.4 HEARING to consider adoption of Ordinance No. 2018-06 to regulate farm animal raising and keeping in
residential zoning districts and rooster keeping in agricultural zoning districts, and adoption of Ordinance Nos.
2018-11 and 2018-12 to prohibit farm animal raising and keeping in residential zoning districts in Bethel Island,
Byron, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen. (Aruna Bhat and Stanley Muraoka, Department of Conservation and
Development)

Mike Vigo, Mt. Diablo Beekeepers Association; Paula McCauley, 4-H; Norman Lott, Mt. Diablo Beekeepers
Association; Jan pinkerton Spieth, Mt. Diablo Beekeepers Association.

CLOSED the public hearing;

DETERMINED that adoption of Ordinance No. 2018-06, Ordinance No. 2018-11, and Ordinance No. 2018-12 is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA);

ADOPTED Ordinance No. 2018-06, regulating the raising and keeping of farm animals in residential zoning
districts and the keeping of roosters in agricultural zoning districts;



ADOPTED Ordinance No. 2018-11, establishing an Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District to
exclude the raising and keeping of farm animals in specified residential district;

ADOPTED Ordinance No. 2018-12, applying the Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District to
specified residential districts in Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen; and

DIRECTED the Department of Conservation and Development to file a CEQA Notice of Exemption with the
County Clerk.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

D.5 CONSIDER options for Board of Supervisors representation on the Countywide Redevelopment Successor
Oversight Board. (Supervisor Mitchof¥)

The Board appointed Supervisor Glover to Seat 1 on the Countywide Redevelopment Oversight Board.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

D.6 CONSIDER approving the Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and
authorizing staff to pursue funding opportunities for implementation, as recommended by the Transportation, Water
and Infrastructure Committee. (Jamar Stamps, Department of Conservation and Development)

Speakers: Bruce Ohlson, Delta Pedalers Bicycle Club

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District I1I Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

D.7 ACCEPT report regarding media coverage asserting that loads of soil that may not have been adequately
screened for radioactivity were trucked from Hunters Point site to multiple different landfills in the state, including
Keller Canyon Landfill. (Marilyn Underwood, Health Services Department and John Kopchik, Department of
Conservation & Development)

Speakers: Laura Wright, Environmental Affairs Manager, City of Pittsburg; Joe Sbranti, Pittsburg City
Manager; Wolfgang Roskey, resident of Pittsburg; Nancy Parent, resident of Pittsburg; Lisa Della Rocca,
resident of Pittsburg; Frank Aiello, Citizen United; Luis Arroyo, Citizens United; Jesus Hernandez; Citizens
United; A.J. Fardella, Oak Hills Community Group; Russel Row, resident of Pittsburg, Rosa Fallon, resident of
Pittsburg.

The following did not wish to speak but left written comments for the Board's consideration (attached): Isvan G.
Tolnay, resident of Pittsburg; Rosa Fallon, resident of Pittsburg; Jen Borcic, resident of Pittsburg.

Rick King, General Manager of Keller Canyon Landfill provided a powerpoint presentation (attached).

Dr. Marilyn C. Underwood, Director of Environmental Health, presented an oral report. She said that
regulatory agencies have found that a contractor hired by the U.S. Navy to clean up Hunter’s Point shipyard in
San Francisco misrepresented radiologic sampling data that was taken from soil at the shipyard. To date, these
misrepresentations are tied to potentially contaminated soil and material being left on the site instead of being
removed. The studies that have so far been published (U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
Environmental Protection Agency) reveal that data were falsified to allow potentially contaminated soil to
remain in place at Hunter’s Point shipyard.

Dr. Underwood said that at this point there is no evidence that radiological material was sent to Keller Canyon
Landyfill. She noted the investigation is ongoing.

Dr. Underwood made the following recommendations: 1) Formally request the Department of the Navy to make
itself available for meetings with the community and all stakeholders as soon as possible to provide information
on the soil date falsification incident and what further investigation(s) are ongoing; 2) Formally request the
Navy to investigate whether the soil data falsification incident affected Keller Canyon Landyfill, including
whether any contaminated soil was transported from Hunter’s Point shipyard to Keller Canyon Landfill; 3)
Formally request the Navy to conduct a surface survey of Keller Canyon Landfill to determine if is there is any
radiological hazard at the landfill.

Rick King, General Manager of Keller Canyon Landyfill, provided the Board with a detailed explanation of how



material was received from the site, the reporting responsibility of the source of the material, and procedures in
place to inspect incoming material. He noted that immediately upon hearing of the false data issue, he suspended
receipt of any material from Hunter’s Point shipyard. He provided a PowerPoint presentation for reference
(attached).

Having discussed the matter at length, and receiving public comment, the Board gave the following direction:
1. Implement all the recommendations put forth by Dr. Underwood;

2. Dr. Underwood will return to the Board in 30 days with a written report and any updated information;

3. Staff will seek answers on the notification process from the state and federal agencies to find out why the
County, the City of Pittsburg, and Keller Canyon Landfill were not notified of the investigation into the soil data
falsification;

4. Staff will examine its notification protocols and work with Keller Canyon landfill to ensure timely
communication with the District Supervisor and the Board;

5. Staff will compose letters for the Chair of the Board to sign that will the assistance of state and federal
legislative representatives in obtaining swift and appropriate help from the Navy and other applicable agencies
with expertise in radiological matters;

6. Staff will seek information from consultant TetraTech regarding the incident;

7. Staff will research what, if any, mechanism is in place to hold the contractor hired by the Navy financially
responsible for any third-party investigative and/or testing to be conducted at Keller Canyon Landfill;

8. Staff will provide further information for the Board on the history of alerts from the radiologic sensors
located at Keller Canyon Landfill, and how those incidents are documented;

9. Staff will immediately look into the hiring of an expert consultant to assist the County on next steps and
appropriate actions to be taken going forward with respect to this incident;

10. Staff will prepare a report addressing the effects of designating the City of Pittsburg as the Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the Keller Canyon Landfill site.

Dr. Underwood and John Kopchik will be in attendance at an emergency meeting of the Bay Point Municipal
Advisory Committee at 7 p.m. this evening. Supervisor Glover said more community meetings will be arranged
and the public notified as soon as is possible.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

D. 8 CONSIDER reports of Board members.

There were no items reported today.

Closed Session

ADJOURN

Adjourned today's meeting in memory of
Kenneth Harry Hofmann

CONSENT ITEMS

Road and Transportation

C.1 APPROVE the Camino Tassajara Bike Lane Gap Closure Project and take related actions under the California
Environmental Quality Act, and AUTHORIZE the Public Works Director, or designee, to advertise the Project. San
Ramon Valley area. (40% Tri-Valley Transportation Council Funds, 30% Measure J Funds, and 30% South County
Area of Benefit Funds)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District I1I Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover



C.2 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Public Works Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Dynamic
Dzyne Associates, Inc., dba Substrate, Inc., in the amount of $600,000 for construction management services for the
Marsh Creek Road Bridge Replacement Project, for the period May 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019, Clayton area.
(11% Local Road Funds and 89% Federal Highway Bridge Program)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

£.3 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Public Works Director, or designee, to execute, on behalf of the County, a
right of way contract and easement agreement with Mt. Diablo Unified School District, to acquire easements in
district property located at 425 Castle Rock Road, Walnut Creek (North Gate High School), in connection with the
Pedestrian Crossing Enhancement Project, as recommended by the Public Works Director, Walnut Creek area. (28%
Transportation Development Act Grant; 72% Local Road Funds.)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Engineering Services

€.4 ADOPT Resolution No. 2018/153 approving and authorizing the Public Works Director, or designee, to fully
close a portion of Willow Pass Road between Marin Avenue and Manor Drive, on May 28, 2018, from 10:00 AM
through 11:00 AM, for the purpose of Bay Point Spring Derby Parade, Bay Point area. (No fiscal impact)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Claims. Collections & Litigation

C.5 DENY claims filed by Ernest F. Broussal Jr., Tommie Clayton, Deandre Antoine Lewis, Doug MacMaster, and
Precision Risk Management Inc., DENY late claims filed by Wali Jahangiri (2), Nadieh Kakar, and Mario Torres.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Honors & Proclamations

€.6 ADOPT Resolution No. 2018/147 recognizing the month of May 2018 as "Community Action Month" in Contra
Costa County, as recommended by the Employment and Human Services Director.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.7 ADOPT Resolution No. 2018/164 recognizing May 2018 as Older Americans Month in support of
Intergenerational Network of All-Age Friendly Cities and Communities efforts, as recommended by the Employment
and Human Services Director.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover
C€.8 ADOPT Resolution No. 2018/169 honoring Meals on Wheels Diablo Region on its 50th anniversary, as

recommended by Supervisor Mitchoff.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover



Ordinances

€.9 ADOPT Ordinance No. 2018-13 to require the humane treatment of roosters, as recommended by the Animal
Services Director.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Appointments & Resignations

C.10 APPOINT Walter Fields to the District V Representative Alternate seat on the Contra Costa Fire Protection
District Advisory Commission, as recommended by Supervisor Glover.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.11 APPROVE the medical staff appointments and reappointments, department changes, additional privileges,
advancements, voluntary resignations, and changes to the anesthesiology privileges, as recommended by the Medical
Staff Executive Committee and the Health Services Director.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.12 ACCEPT resignation of Lanita Mims, DECLARE a vacancy in the District 3-A seat on the Alcohol and Other
Drugs Advisory Board, and DIRECT the Clerk of the Board to post the vacancy, as recommended by Supervisor
Burgis.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane

Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 13 ADOPT Resolution No. 2018/170 to reappoint Supervisor Candace Andersen and Supervisor Federal D. Glover
as the Board of Supervisors' representatives to the Contra Costa Local Agency Formation Commission and to update
the Master List of Board Member appointments for 2018, as recommended by Supervisor Mitchoff.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Intergovernmental Relations

€. 14 ADOPT a position of "Support" on the Water Supply and Water Quality Act of 2018, a citizens initiative water
bond that may appear on the November 2018 statewide California ballot, as recommended by the Legislation
Committee.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Personnel Actions

.15 ADOPT Position Adjustment Resolution No. 22265 to abolish the Deputy Director of Animal Services-Exempt
(unrepresented) classification and cancel one vacant position in the Animal Services Department. (No fiscal impact)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover



€. 16 ADOPT Position Adjustment Resolution No. 22275 to add one Senior Health Education Specialist position
(represented) and cancel one vacant Health Education Specialist position (represented) in the Health Services
Department. (50% Family, Maternal and Child Health Program, 50% Proposition 56 - Children's Oral Health)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.17 ADOPT Position Adjustment Resolution No. 22276 to add one full-time Deputy County Counsel Advanced-
Exempt (unrepresented) position and cancel one full-time Deputy County Counsel Advanced (unrepresented) vacant
position in the Office of the County Counsel. (No fiscal impact)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Leases

C.18 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Public Works Director, or designee, to execute a lease with Cove
Investments, LLC, for a term of five years for 1,340 square feet of office space for the Health Services Department -
CORE Program at 1160 Brickyard Cove Road, Suite 111, Richmond, at an initial annual rent of $37,788 for the first
year with annual increases thereafter, with two two-year renewal terms, under the terms and conditions set forth in
the lease. (100% Mental Health Services Act Funds)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Grants & Contracts

APPROVE and AUTHORIZE execution of agreements between the County and the following agencies for receipt of
fund and/or services:

€. 19 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Agricultural Commissioner, or designee, to execute a contract with the
California Department of Food and Agriculture in an amount not to exceed $23,443 to place and service traps for the
detection of the European Grapevine Moth from January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2018.

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.20 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to apply for and
accept funding in an amount not to exceed $3,540,487 from the Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families for Early Head Start supplemental funding for the period September 1,
2018 through August 31, 2019. (20% In-kind County match)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.21 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to apply for and
accept grant funding in an amount not to exceed $12,000 from the City of Brentwood to provide economic
development advising, training, and outreach services to Brentwood businesses for the period July 1, 2018 through
June 30, 2019. (100% match, Federal)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.22 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute a
contract and accept reimbursement in an amount not to exceed $15,000 from Mount Diablo Unified School District
for the provision of food services at the Crossroads High School childcare program for the period July 1, 2018
through June 30, 2019. (No County match)



AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

APPROVE and AUTHORIZE execution of agreement between the County and the following parties as noted for the
purchase of equipment and/or services:

€.23 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Sheriff-Coroner, or designee, to execute a Maintenance and Support
Agreement with Gemalto Cogent, Inc., in an amount not to exceed, $454,772 for the purchase of Livescan specific
hardware, implementation services, and support of the software for the period January 1, 2018 through December
31,2022. (100% CAL-ID funds)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.24 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Agricultural Commissioner, or designee, to execute Agreement
#18-73-06-0251-RA with the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Wildlife Services in an amount not
to exceed $40,649 to provide wildlife damage management for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (State
60%, County 40%)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.25 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Sheriff-Coroner, or designee, to execute a software and licensing agreement,
including modified indemnification language, with Shotcaller Global, Inc., in an annual amount of $25,500 for the
"GunOps" crime tracking system software tracking system for the period April 17, 2018 and renewed annually
unless canceled by either party. (100% State)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.26 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute a
contract with Language Line Services, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $1,250,000 for interpretation and translation
services for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (10% County, 48% State, 42% Federal)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.27 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Contra
Costa Hearing Aid Center, Inc., in an amount not to exceed $250,000 to provide audiology and hearing aid services
to Contra Costa Health Plan members for the period May 1, 2018 through April 30, 2020. (100% Contra Costa
Health Plan Enterprise Fund II)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.28 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Paladin
Managed Care Services, Inc., in an amount not to exceed $300,000 to provide claims processing and negotiation
services to Contra Costa Health Plan members for the period June 1, 2018 through May 31, 2020. (100%
Contingency fee from savings)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.29 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with California
Center for Behavioral Health in an amount not to exceed $150,000 to provide outpatient psychiatry services to Contra
Costa Health Plan members for the period June 1, 2018 through May 31, 2020. (100% Contra Costa Health Plan
Enterprise Fund II)



AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

L€.30 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Estelita
Marquez-Floyd, M.D., in an amount not to exceed $266,240 to provide outpatient psychiatric services to children and
adolescents at the East County Mental Health Clinic for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (50%

Federal Medi-Cal, 50% Mental Health Realignment)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.31 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Director of Risk Management to execute a contract amendment with BSI
EHS Services and Solutions to increase the payment limit by $508,600 to a new total payment limit of $1,727,400 for
additional Occupational Safety Health Administration (OSHA) compliance support during the period of July 1, 2017
through June 30, 2018. (100% Workers' Compensation Internal Service Fund)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.32 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Sheriff-Coroner, or designee, to execute a contract with Men and Women of
Purpose in an amount not to exceed $191,650 for the provision of mentoring and placement services to assist adult
inmates transitioning back into the community for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (100% AB109
Public Safety Realignment)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

.33 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Sheriff-Coroner, or designee, to execute a contract with Bay Area Chaplains,
Inc., in an amount not to exceed $156,100 for chaplaincy services in adult detention facilities for the period July 1,
2018 through June 30, 2019. (100% Inmate Welfare Fund)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.34 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Archer
Business Solutions, LLC, in an amount not to exceed $145,000 to provide technical support and consulting for the
Health Services Department’s Information Systems Unit for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (100%
Hospital Enterprise Fund I)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.35 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Contra
Costa Crisis Center in an amount not to exceed $310,685 to provide prevention and early intervention services
pursuant to the Mental Health Services Act for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019, with a six-month
automatic extension through December 31, 2019, in an amount not to exceed $155,342. (100% Mental Health
Services Act)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

L£.36 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Yana
Wirengard, M.D., in an amount not to exceed $467,000 to provide general surgery services at Contra Costa Regional
Medical Center and Health Centers for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (100% Hospital Enterprise
Fund I)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover



C€.37 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract amendment with
Crestwood Behavioral Health, Inc., effective May 1, 2018, to increase the payment limit by $1,006,976 to a new
payment limit of $8,389,976, to provide additional subacute skilled nursing care services for the period July 1, 2017
through June 30, 2018. (92% Mental Health Realignment, 8% Mental Health Services Act)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 38 RESCIND Board Action of February 13, 2018 (C.52) and APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Sheriff-Coroner,
or designee, to execute a Services Agreement with Gemalto Cogent, Inc., in an amount not to exceed, $120,000 for
the services and maintenance enhancement of a dedicated on-site support engineer for a term of July 1, 2018
through June 30, 2019 with no change in payment limit. (100% CAL-ID)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.39 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute a
contract amendment with CocoKids, Inc., effective May 1, 2018, to increase the payment limit by $40,000 to a new
payment limit of $120,000 and to extend the term date from June 30, 2018 to December 31, 2018, to provide
additional ongoing Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program Services. (30% County; 70% State)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 40 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute a
contract amendment with Aspiranet, effective May 1, 2018, to increase the payment limit by $36,964 to a new
payment limit of $155,311, and to extend the term end date from June 30, 2018 to December 31, 2018, to provide
ongoing outreach, advocacy, and support to adoptive families. (100% Federal)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.41 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to terminate the existing contract with
D. R. Ruecker M.D., Inc., and enter into a new contract with David Robert Ruecker, M.D., in an amount not to
exceed $300,800 to provide outpatient psychiatric care for seriously emotionally disturbed children and adolescents
in Central Contra Costa County for the period May 1, 2018 through April 30, 2019. (50% Federal Medi-Cal, 50%
Mental Health Realignment)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C. 42 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute a
contract amendment with Paul Gibson, LCSW, to increase the payment limit by $52,500 to a new payment limit of
$145,300 to provide Clinical Supervision Services to Children and Family Services Bureau staft seeking licensure,
effective July 1, 2018 with no change to the original contract term of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2019. (100%
State)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 43 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with God’s
Grace Caring Home, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $358,800 to provide augmented board and care services for
County-referred mentally disordered clients for the period from July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (100% Mental
Health Realignment)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover



€. 44 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute an
interagency agreement with Contra Costa Community College District — Diablo Valley College in an amount not to
exceed $30,000 to provide Resource Family Pre-Approval training for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30,
2019. (75% Federal, 25% State)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C€.45 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract amendment with
Ena Rios, LCSW (dba Ena Rios Corporation), effective May 1, 2018, to increase the payment limit by $130,000 to a
new payment limit of $230,000 to provide additional specialty mental health services for the period July 1, 2016
through June 30, 2018. (50% Federal Medi-Cal, 50% Mental Health Realignment)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 46 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract amendment with
Bay Area Doctors, Inc., effective May 1, 2018, to increase the payment limit by $100,000 to a new payment limit of
$800,000 to provide additional specialty mental health services for the period July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2018.
(50% Federal Medi-Cal, 50% Mental Health Realignment)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.47 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Employment and Human Services Director, or designee, to execute a
contract with Family Support Services in an amount not to exceed $360,317 to provide comprehensive respite
services to foster parents and relative caregivers for the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (79% State,
21% County)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.48 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Director of Risk Management to execute a contract amendment with Ah
Hing (dba Risk Management Outsourcing, LLC), increase the payment limit by $59,494 to a new payment limit of
$178,482 and extend the term from June 30, 2018 to December 31, 2018 to continue providing risk management
services on behalf of Contra Costa County. (100% Self Insurance Internal Service Funds)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C. 49 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the County Administrator, or designee to execute a contract between the County
and Steckbauer Weinhart, LLP, in an amount not to exceed $150,000, for legal services in the area of tax-related
bankruptcy matters for the period from May 1, 2018 through April 30, 2021. (100% General Fund)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

£.50 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Auditor-Controller to pay Concord Yellow Cab, Inc., in an amount not to
exceed $16,465.69 for non-emergency transportation services for County clients and patients with HIV disease for
services rendered to Contra Costa County residents during the period November 1, 2017 through February 28, 2018.
(100% State)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.51 APPROVE clarification of Board action of February 13, 2018 (Item C.51), which authorized the Purchasing
Agent to execute a purchase order with Beckman Coulter, Inc., in the amount of $253,395 to reflect the correct
payment limit of $264,009. (100% Hospital Enterprise Fund I)



AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 52 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Nancy E.
Ebbert, M.D., in an amount not to exceed $332,800 to provide outpatient psychiatric services to adolescent and
transitional age adult patients for the period July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019. (24% Mental Health Services Act,
38% State Mental Health Realignment, 38% Federal Medi-Cal)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€. 53 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Health Services Director, or designee, to execute a contract with Antoine
Samman, M.D., in an amount not to exceed $240,000 to provide neurology services at Contra Costa Regional
Medical Center and Health Centers for the period May 1, 2018 through April 30, 2019. (100% Hospital Enterprise
Fund I)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District II Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

Other Actions

L. 54 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the Conservation and Development Department to initiate a General Plan
Amendment process to consider changing the General Plan land use designation from "Multiple-Family
Residential-Very High Density" to "Multiple-Family Residential-Very High Special Density" for a group of five
parcels located at the intersection of Del Hombre Lane and Roble Road, in the Contra Costa Centre area. (100%
Applicant Fees)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.55 ACCEPT the report prepared by the Office of the Sheriff in accordance with Penal Code Section 4025(e)
representing an accounting of all Inmate Welfare Fund receipts and disbursements for Fiscal Year 2016/17, as
recommended by the Sheriff-Coroner. (No fiscal impact)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

€.56 APPROVE and AUTHORIZE the County Librarian to close the Kensington Library from June 4, 2018 through
and including June 12, 2018 in order to repaint the interior, upgrade the employee work area and replace furniture in
the public area. (70% Library Fund, 30% Friends of the Kensington Library)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

C.57 RECEIVE Civil Grand Jury Report No. 1802, entitled "Los Medanos Community Healthcare District"
(attached), and FORWARD to the County Administrator for response. (No fiscal impact)

AYE: District I Supervisor John Gioia, District IT Supervisor Candace Andersen, District III Supervisor Diane
Burgis, District IV Supervisor Karen Mitchoff, District V Supervisor Federal D. Glover

GENERAL INFORMATION

The Board meets in all its capacities pursuant to Ordinance Code Section 24-2.402, including as the Housing Authority and the
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency. Persons who wish to address the Board should complete the form provided for
that purpose and furnish a copy of any written statement to the Clerk.

Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by the Clerk of the
Board to a majority of the members of the Board of Supervisors less than 72 hours prior to that meeting are available for public
inspection at 651 Pine Street, First Floor, Room 106, Martinez, CA 94553, during normal business hours.



All matters listed under CONSENT ITEMS are considered by the Board to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There
will be no separate discussion of these items unless requested by a member of the Board or a member of the public prior to the
time the Board votes on the motion to adopt.

Persons who wish to speak on matters set for PUBLIC HEARINGS will be heard when the Chair calls for comments from those
persons who are in support thereof or in opposition thereto. After persons have spoken, the hearing is closed and the matter is
subject to discussion and action by the Board. Comments on matters listed on the agenda or otherwise within the purview of the
Board of Supervisors can be submitted to the office of the Clerk of the Board via mail: Board of Supervisors, 651 Pine Street
Room 106, Martinez, CA 94553; by fax: 925-335-1913.

The County will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend Board meetings who contact
the Clerk of the Board at least 24 hours before the meeting, at (925) 335-1900; TDD (925) 335-1915. An assistive listening
device is available from the Clerk, Room 106.

Copies of recordings of all or portions of a Board meeting may be purchased from the Clerk of the Board. Please telephone the
Office of the Clerk of the Board, (925) 335-1900, to make the necessary arrangements.

Forms are available to anyone desiring to submit an inspirational thought nomination for inclusion on the Board Agenda. Forms
may be obtained at the Office of the County Administrator or Office of the Clerk of the Board, 651 Pine Street, Martinez,
California.

Applications for personal subscriptions to the weekly Board Agenda may be obtained by calling the Office of the Clerk of the

Board, (925) 335-1900. The weekly agenda may also be viewed on the County’s Internet Web Page:
WWW.co.contra-costa.ca.us

STANDING COMMITTEES

The Airport Committee (Supervisors Diane Burgis and Karen Mitchoff) meets on the second Wednesday of the month at 11:00
a.m. at Director of Airports Office, 550 Sally Ride Drive, Concord.

The Family and Human Services Committee (Supervisors Candace Andersen and John Gioia) meets on the fourth Monday of
the month at 10:30 a.m. in Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

The Finance Committee (Supervisors Karen Mitchoff and John Gioia) meets on the fourth Monday of the month at 9:00 a.m. in
Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

The Hiring Outreach Oversight Committee (Supervisors Candace Andersen and Federal D. Glover) meets on the first Monday
of every other month at 1:00 p.m. in Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

The Internal Operations Committee (Supervisors Diane Burgis and Candace Andersen) meets on the second Monday of the
month at 1:00 p.m. in Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

The Legislation Committee (Supervisors Karen Mitchoff and Diane Burgis) meets on the second Monday of the month at 10:30
a.m. in Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

The Public Protection Committee (Supervisors John Gioia and Federal D. Glover) meets on the first Monday of the month at
10:30 a.m. in Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

The Transportation, Water & Infrastructure Committee (Supervisors Karen Mitchoff and Candace Andersen) meets on the
second Monday of the month at 9:00 a.m. in Room 101, County Administration Building, 651 Pine Street, Martinez.

Airports Committee June 13,2018 11:00 a.m. See above

Family & Human Services Committee TBD TBD See above

Finance Committee TBD TBD See above


http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us

Hiring Outreach Oversight Committee June 4, 2018 1:00 p.m. See above

Internal Operations Committee May 14, 2018 Canceled 1:00 p.m. See above
June 11,2018

Legislation Committee May 14, 2018 10:30 a.m. See above

Public Protection Committee May 7, 2018 Canceled TBD See above
Next Meeting TBD

Transportation, Water & Infrastructure Committee May 14,2018 9:00 a.m. See above

PERSONS WHO WISH TO ADDRESS THE BOARD DURING PUBLIC COMMENT OR
WITH RESPECT TO AN ITEM THAT IS ON THE AGENDA, MAY BE LIMITED TO TWO
(2) MINUTES

A LUNCH BREAK MAY BE CALLED AT THE DISCRETION OF THE BOARD CHAIR

AGENDA DEADLINE: Thursday, 12 noon, 12 days before the Tuesday Board meetings.

Glossary of Acronyms, Abbreviations, and other Terms (in alphabetical order):

Contra Costa County has a policy of making limited use of acronyms, abbreviations, and industry-specific language in its Board
of Supervisors meetings and written materials. Following is a list of commonly used language that may appear in oral
presentations and written materials associated with Board meetings:

AB Assembly Bill

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments

ACA Assembly Constitutional Amendment

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

AFSCME American Federation of State County and Municipal Employees
AICP American Institute of Certified Planners

AIDS Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome

ALUC Airport Land Use Commission

AOD Alcohol and Other Drugs

ARRA American Recovery & Reinvestment Act of 2009
BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit District

BayRICS Bay Area Regional Interoperable Communications System
BCDC Bay Conservation & Development Commission

BGO Better Government Ordinance

BOS Board of Supervisors

CALTRANS California Department of Transportation

CalWIN California Works Information Network

CalWORKS California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
CAER Community Awareness Emergency Response

CAO County Administrative Officer or Office

CCCPFD (ConFire) Contra Costa County Fire Protection District
CCHP Contra Costa Health Plan

CCTA Contra Costa Transportation Authority

CCRMC Contra Costa Regional Medical Center

CCWD Contra Costa Water District

CDBG Community Development Block Grant

CFDA Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CIO Chief Information Officer

COLA Cost of living adjustment

ConFire (CCCFPD) Contra Costa County Fire Protection District
CPA Certified Public Accountant

CPI Consumer Price Index



CSA County Service Area

CSAC California State Association of Counties

CTC California Transportation Commission

dba doing business as

DSRIP Delivery System Reform Incentive Program
EBMUD East Bay Municipal Utility District

ECCFPD East Contra Costa Fire Protection District

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EMCC Emergency Medical Care Committee

EMS Emergency Medical Services

EPSDT Early State Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment Program (Mental Health)
et al. et alii (and others)

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

F&HS Family and Human Services Committee

First 5 First Five Children and Families Commission (Proposition 10)
FTE Full Time Equivalent

FY Fiscal Year

GHAD Geologic Hazard Abatement District

GIS Geographic Information System

HCD (State Dept of) Housing & Community Development
HHS (State Dept of ) Health and Human Services

HIPAA Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act
HIV Human Immunodeficiency Syndrome

HOYV High Occupancy Vehicle

HR Human Resources

HUD United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
THSS In-Home Supportive Services

Inc. Incorporated

TI0OC Internal Operations Committee

ISO Industrial Safety Ordinance

JPA Joint (exercise of) Powers Authority or Agreement
Lamorinda Lafayette-Moraga-Orinda Area

LAFCo Local Agency Formation Commission

LLC Limited Liability Company

LLP Limited Liability Partnership

Local 1 Public Employees Union Local 1

LVN Licensed Vocational Nurse

MAC Municipal Advisory Council

MBE Minority Business Enterprise

M.D. Medical Doctor

ML.F.T. Marriage and Family Therapist

MIS Management Information System

MOE Maintenance of Effort

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission

NACo National Association of Counties

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

OB-GYN Opbstetrics and Gynecology

0.D. Doctor of Optometry

OES-EOC Office of Emergency Services-Emergency Operations Center
OPEB Other Post Employment Benefits

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PARS Public Agencies Retirement Services

PEPRA Public Employees Pension Reform Act

Psy.D. Doctor of Psychology

RDA Redevelopment Agency

RFI Request For Information

RFP Request For Proposal



RFQ Request For Qualifications

RN Registered Nurse

SB Senate Bill

SBE Small Business Enterprise

SEIU Service Employees International Union

SUASI Super Urban Area Security Initiative

SWAT Southwest Area Transportation Committee

TRANSPAC Transportation Partnership & Cooperation (Central)
TRANSPLAN Transportation Planning Committee (East County)
TRE or TTE Trustee

TWIC Transportation, Water and Infrastructure Committee
UASI Urban Area Security Initiative

VA Department of Veterans Affairs

vs. versus (against)

WAN Wide Area Network

WBE Women Business Enterprise

WCCTAC West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee
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Contra
To:  Board of Supervisors Costa
From: John Kopchik, Director, Conservation & Development Department Cou nty

Date: May 1, 2018

Subject: Alamo Summit - Modification to Final Development Plan #DP90-3030 for a Single Family Residence

RECOMMENDATION(S):
1. OPEN the public hearing, RECEIVE testimony, and CLOSE the public hearing.

2. AFFIRM the Planning Commission decision to deny a proposal to merge three lots, defer road
improvements, and allow a 13,888-square-foot single family residence in the Alamo Summit subdivision
(DP15-3039).

3. DENY the appeal of Discovery Builders, Inc.

4. DETERMINE that the Board’s decision is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) under CEQA Guidelines section 15270(a), projects that a public agency rejects or disapproves.

5. DIRECT the Department of Conservation and Development to file a CEQA Notice of Exemption with
the County Clerk

APPROVE | | oTHER

|:| RECOMMENDATION OF CNTY ADMINISTRATOR |:| RECOMMENDATION OF BOARD COMMITTEE

Action of Board On: 05/01/2018 |:| APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED |:| OTHER

Clerks Notes:

VOTE OF
SUPERVISORS I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of an action taken and entered on the minutes of the Board of
Supervisors on the date shown.

ATTESTED: May 1, 2018

Contact: (925) David J. Twa, County Administrator and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

674-7798
By:, Deputy

cc:



FISCAL IMPACT:

None. The applicant has paid the initial application deposit, and is obligated to pay supplemental
fees to cover any and all additional staff time and material costs associated with the processing of
this application.

BACKGROUND:

Project Description:

Discovery Builders, the applicant is requesting modification to Final Development Plan #DP90-3030 to
allow the merger of three lots for construction of a single family residence. The applicant also requests to
amend Conditions of Approval (COA) #25 and #26 to modify the construction timing of Alamo Summit
Drive and the required improvements to Ridgewood Road. These roadway improvements would be
postponed until a future date when the developer elects to build out the remainder of the subdivision.
The applicant proposes a gravel roadway along the alignment of Alamo Summit Drive for use as a
construction route to the home site. Construction vehicles would access the gravel construction route via
Ridgewood Road, which the applicant indicates will be monitored and repaired as necessary during
construction of the proposed residence.

Site Description:

The project site is located within the boundaries of Alamo Summit, a 37-lot subdivision (SD 7553) that
was previously approved by the County. The Alamo Summit subdivision is located on a hillside at the
southern terminus of Castle Crest Road, approximately '2 mile west of Danville Boulevard at Livorna
Road. The project site overlooks the Rossmoor community to the west, and the Alamo community to the
south and east. Surrounding land uses are predominantly residential with the exception of open space to
the north of the Alamo Summit subdivision. Vehicular access to the subdivision is available via Castle
Crest Road from the north, and Ridgewood Road to the east. The project approval was conditioned to
require Alamo Summit Drive, a paved road connecting these two existing access points, be constructed
prior to the first phase of development. None of the 37 approved lots have been developed to date.

General Plan:

The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Agricultural Lands (AL). Single-family
residences are a compatible use within the AL designation. The proposed merger of three lots, resulting
in a 12.8-acre home site is consistent with the allowed density of one dwelling unit per five acres for the
AL land use designation.

Zoning:

The project site is within a Planned Unit District (P-1), a zoning district that was specifically adopted for
the 177-acre Alamo Summit subdivision. Residential development within this P-1 development is
subject to design guidelines, which were also adopted with the approved Final Development plan for the
Alamo Summit Subdivision.

Environmental Review:

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines § 15270(a), CEQA does not
apply to projects for which a public agency disapproves. Staff is presenting this application with a



recommendation for denial, thus, no environmental review has been performed.

Staff Analysis of the Proposed Project:

The project proposal involves combining lots 7, 8, and 9 of the approved subdivision (approximately
12.8 acres total) and constructing a 13,888 square-foot single-family residence at this location. This
location is at one of the higher points within the subdivision boundaries. Alamo Summit Drive is to be
located along the eastern boundary of the proposed home site.

The primary issue regarding this application is the requirement for roadway improvements and a request
to modify the timing of roadway improvements. The applicant requests to amend COA’s #25 and #26 to
allow construction of one single-family residence prior to the construction of Alamo Summit Drive and
improving/widening Ridgewood Road. As noted, the applicant has requested to construct these roads at
a future date when the remaining lots of the subdivision are developed.

The applicant’s request to modify the timing for constructing required roadway improvements is a
substantial modification to the Final Development Plan that was approved with the subdivision in 1992.
The adopted EIR for the Alamo Summit project concluded that the use of either of the existing access
routes, Ridgewood Road and Castle Crest Road, by construction traffic would add significantly to
existing safety hazards for normal traffic on the route. These hazards were mitigated to a less than
significant level by requiring improvements to Ridgewood Road, prior to development. It was also
required that Alamo Summit Road be constructed to provide a temporary means of access for those
residences located on Upper Ridgewood Road, during lower Ridgewood Road improvements. Mitigation
Measure 3(d) required the construction of improvements and widening of Ridgewood Road as part of
the first construction phase. The applicant's request to construct a single-family residence is the first
construction phase of the project. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3(d) stipulated that construction
vehicles would only be allowed access to the site via the improved Ridgewood Road. Mitigation
Measure 3(d) was incorporated into the Final Development Plan approval as COA’s #25 and #26.

Pursuant to County Ordinance Code 84-66.1804(b), the County must find the proposed modification to
the Final Development Plan is consistent with the intent and purpose of the P-1 district adopted for the
site. The proposed modification does not comply with approved COA’s #25-27, or Mitigation Measure
3(d). As previously stated, these conditions were a major element of the project approval, without which
safe development of any portion of the Alamo Summit subdivision is not possible. Therefore, the
proposed modification is not consistent with the intent and purpose of the P-1 district adopted for the
Alamo Summit Subdivision and should be denied.

County Planning Commission (CPC) Hearing and Decision on February 14, 2018

The proposed Development Plan modification was presented to the CPC on February 14, 2018 with a
recommendation for denial from staff. Dozens of residents from the Alamo community appeared to
voice their opposition to the project. The concerns raised were primarily over the narrow configuration
of the existing roads that are located on steep terrain. There is great concern amongst local residents that
these roads cannot safely accommodate existing residential traffic and the added construction traffic
without the access improvements that the original subdivision was conditioned to perform prior to the
first phase of development on Alamo Summit. Neither representative of the applicant appeared to
present to the CPC in support of this application. The CPC voted unanimously (5-0) to deny the
requested modification to the approved Final Development Plan.

Appeal of County Planning Commission’s February 14, 2018 Decision




The County received an appeal of the County Planning Commission’s decision on February 22, 2018,
from Louis Parsons, President of Discovery Builders Inc. Below is a summary of the appeal points along
with staff’s response.

* Appeal Point: We are asking for the timing of the improvements to be modified. We
are not requesting deletion of any of the conditions.

Staff Response: As already stated previously, the adopted EIR for the Alamo Summit project
concluded that the use of either of the existing access routes, Ridgewood Road and Castle Crest Road, by
construction traffic would add significantly to existing safety hazards for normal traffic on the route.
These hazards were mitigated to a less than significant level by requiring improvements to Ridgewood
Road, and requiring all construction traffic to use the improved Ridgewood Road. In order to reduce the
impact of closing Ridgewood Road to perform these improvements, it was required that Alamo Summit
Road first be constructed to provide a temporary means of access for those residences located on Upper
Ridgewood Road.

The adopted EIR for the Alamo Summit project also found that utilizing Ridgewood Road in its existing
condition “would add significantly to existing safety hazards for normal traffic on the route”. The
applicant has proposed to assess the condition of Ridgewood Road during the construction phase and
promptly repair any damage caused by construction activities. This proposal is inadequate in that it fails
to address the primary intent of the Ridgewood Road improvements, which was to improve the road’s
ability to safely accommodate construction traffic for the Alamo Summit subdivision. There have been
no significant improvements to Ridgewood Road since the approval of the Alamo Summit subdivision
that may have reduced these hazardous conditions, and that may warrant consideration of the requested
modified timing of improvements. Thus, the preexisting hazardous situation for construction traffic and
residents on upper Ridgewood Road remains.

* Appeal Point:We have offered a solution for construction traffic through the project
site, and we are simply proposing the construction of a single home. We are
proposing to merge 3 lots into 1, which will lessen the ultimate overall development
impact.

Staff Response: Monitoring Ridgewood Road and repairing damage caused by construction traffic
does not alleviate or mitigate hazards that would be posed by the routing construction traffic on this
roadway given its current hazardous conditions. Furthermore, the current proposal does not provide a
paved alternative access route for residents on upper Ridgewood Road in the event that lower
Ridgewood Road needs to be closed to repair construction damage. The proposed gravel road may
provide construction vehicles access through the project site, but it fails to provide an alternative access
point for those residences most likely to be impacted by construction activity on lower Ridgewood Road.
Lastly, it is the existing hazardous conditions of Ridgewood Road combined with its proposed use as a
construction access that necessitates the required improvements; not the scale of the proposed
construction. Therefore, a decrease in the number of lots for the entire subdivision does not eliminate the
need to improve Ridgewood Road prior to construction activities.

CONSEQUENCE OF NEGATIVE ACTION:

If the Board is inclined to approve the applicant's appeal, it should direct staff to perform necessary
environmental review and take necessary steps to approve the request.

CHILDREN'S IMPACT STATEMENT:



This application is a request for approval of modifications to a Final Development Plan to allow for
construction of a single-family residence. The proposed project will not impact children’s programs
within the County. The applicant’s requirement to contribute to childcare facilities will still be required
as a condition of approval for the subdivision.

CLERK'S ADDENDUM
CONTINUED the hearing to June 5, 2018 at 9:30 a.m.

ATTACHMENTS
Appeal Letter
DP90-3030 COA

DP Modification Map
Alamo Summit Subdivision Map

Zoning Maps
Power Point- Alamo Summit



APPEAL LETTER



4061 Port Chicago Highway, Suite H
Concord, California 94520

(925) 682-6419

Fax (925) 689-7741

CA Lic. #753652 / NV Lic. #7070

February 20, 2018

Mr. John Kopchik

Director, Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation
and Development

30 Muir Road

Martinez, California 94553

RE: Appeal of County Planning Commission Denial of Request for Modification
of Final Development Plan and Amendment to Conditions of Approval;
Discovery Builders, Inc.; Applicant

Alamo Summit; County File Numbers Tract 7553/DP90-3030

Dear Mr. Kopchik:

As the applicant and on behalf of the owner, Alamo Investors, LL.C, we are hereby
submitting an appeal to the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors of the F ebruary 14, 2018
County Planning Commission decision referred to above. Enclosed is our check payable to the
Department of Conservation and Development in the amount of $125.00 for the appeal fee.

Our grounds for the appeal are that we are asking for the timing of the improvements to be
modified. We are not requesting deleting any of the conditions. We have offered a solution for
construction traffic through the project site and we are simply proposing the construction of a single

home. We are also proposing to merge 3 lots into 1, which will lesson the ultimate overall
development impact.

We ask that our appeal be calendared for hearing before the Board of Supervisors. Please
advise me immediately if there is any additional information or documentation necessary to
complete the filing of this appeal.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

President

LP:kmb
enc



DP90-3030 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
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FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FORFINAL DE_VELOPMENT PLAN 3030-90 AND
'VESTING TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION 7553 (ALAMO SUMMIT) '

FINDINGS

1.- The applicant has indicated that they intend to commence construction within two and
one-half years of the effective date of-final project approval.

2. These applications were accepted as complete by the County on September 21, 1990
and are, therefore, governed by the policies and ordinances in effect at that time. The
1977 San Ramon Valley Area General Plan was the general plan document in effect
at that time for this site. That plan designated this site General Open Space, Country
Estates, and Single Family Residential-Low Density.

The proposed site plan and associated submittals are consistent with the policies of
that plan. The current applications are also consistent with the June, 1990 preliminary
development plan,. File #2776-RZ, adopted by the Board of Supervisors for this site.

3. The Alamo Summit project will constitute a residential environment of sustained
desirability and stability, and will be in harmony with the character of the nearby
community. The majority of this hillside site will be dedicated to the County as a
scenic easement in which further development is precluded. The project provides for
protection of virtually all of the mature oak trees that cover this site. Existing trees
and supplemental landscaping will be utilized to screen residential development.
Exterior colors of residences shall be limited to earth-tone, non-reflective hues so that
residences will blend into the natural terrain. Design guidelines and staff plan review
will assure sensitive development.

4. In accord with the required findings of the Planned Unit (P-1) District, the County finds
that the development of a harmonious, integrated plan like the Alamo Summit project,
justifies exceptions from the normal application of the code, including variations in

parcel configuration and design to provide better conformity with existing natural
terrain features.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

General

1. Development shall be based on thefollowing submitted exhibits and documents except
as modified by the conditions below:

A. Vesting Tentative Map - 100 scale (Sheet 1).
B. Ridgewood Road Improvements and Typical Street Sections (Sheet 2).
C. Vesting Tentative Map - 40 scale (Central Section) (Sheet 3).

D. Vesting Tentative Map - 40 scale (North Section) (Sheet 4). o



E. Vesting Tent‘a}ti\f/e_ Map - 40 scalg (South Section) (Sheet 5).

F. Final Development Plén (Sheet 6). |

G. Entry Design (Sheet 7).

H "Geotechnical Exploration, Alamo Summit", Engeo, Inc., August 8, 1990.

1, "Project Design Guidelines", August, 1990.

J. Alamo Summit Final Development Plan and Subdivision Booklet, May 8, 1991.
K. "Arborist Report", Michael Baesky, Horticultural Consultant, August 29, 1990.

L. June 25, 1991 letter from Christopherson & Graff regarding Alamo Summit
Building Color Samples.

M. October 20, 1990 Alamo Summit Child Care Response Program Agreement

between Alamo Summit, inc., Mt. Diablo Regional YMCA, and County of
Contra Costa.

N. Display scale renderings of the development as viewed from Livorna Road,
Ramona Way, Stone Valley Road, and I-680/La Gonda Way.

0. September 4, 1991 Staff Study - Lot 37 conversion to snake habitat, scenic
easement area.

A maximum of 37 single family residential lots shall be permitted. Any proposed
increase in the number of lots shall require additional environmental review and
approval of an application to amend the final development plan. Any proposed creation
of new parcels for non-residential purposes (e.g., EBMUD, neighborhood antenna

parcel) shall be reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator for consistency
with the approved Final Development Plan.

At least 30 days prior to filing a final map or issuance of grading permits, the following
documents shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Zoning Administrator:

A. Revised Final Development Plan.

B. Revised Grading/Tree Preservation Plan.

C. Construction Period and Long-Term Erosion Control Plan.
D. Landslide Repair and Road Construction Landscape Plans.

E. Final Project Entry Plans.



Utility Servic

Construction Actiyity Policy E__rogram‘ '(per PDP cﬁondition B.J.).

Revised Whipsnake Habitat Protection Program (per PDP condmon 8.A., FDP
12.B.2.).. ,

Willow Thicket Protection Program (per PDP condition 8.B.).

Vegetation Control Plan for Fire Protection (per PDP condition 8.C.).

4, Prior to filing a final map, provide evidence to the Public Works Department that the

project has been annexed to East Bay Municipal Utility District and Central Sanitary
District.

Revised Development Plan

5.  Prior to issuance of grading permits or filing a final map, a revised final development
plan shali be submitted providing for the following changes:

A.

Designation of identified portions of Lot 37 as Alameda Whipsnake Habitat Area
and 30-foot wide buffer zone in accord with the September 4, 1991 Staff

Study; and inclusion of the designated habitat and buffer in scenic easement
dedication.

Jonathan Lane may be constructed within the buffer zone as shown in the FDP,
so long as no incursions into the actual habitat area occur. Placement, design

and construction of road improvements shall maximize protection of the
Whipsnake habitat.

The residential lot and satellite antennae easement proposed for Lot 37 may be
relocated elsewhere on the site consistent with the findings in the -

environmental impact reports for this project and with the objectives of the
Alamo Summit Project Design Guidelines.

The boundaries of the proposed scenic easement area shall be precisely
identified by metes and bounds description on the final development plan and
grading plan. Adjustments to the scenic easement boundaries should be
provided to conform more closely with the natural terrain contours.

6. . Prior to filing the final map, the Final Development and/or Project Design Guidelines
shall be revised to reflect that at least one of the following three design measures shall
be applied to development on Lots 2, 9, and 11. Similar revisions shall apply Measures
B and C (but not A) to Lots 1,4, 5,7, 10, 31, and 32. The Zoning Administrator shall
review and approve individual proposals for development of these lots in terms of
potential visual impacts, and apply this condition accordingly.



A. Relocation of the homesites to a lower or otherwise less visually prominent

location, and/or reorientation of the structure "footprint" and/or articulation of
its structural form to reduce the perceived building mass visible from one of the
three vantage points analyzed in the SEIR, either Ramona Way, 1-680/Stone
Valley Road or I-680/Livorna Road;

B. Limitations on the height and scale of the residences on the homesites and
incorporation of building shape and surface plane variations to reduce structural
bulk and scale and increase design compatibility with the existing hillsides; in
no event shall structures on Lots 1,2, 4,5, 7,9, 10, 11, 31 or 32 protrude
above a ridgeline including any existing tree canopy as viewed from Interstate
680 as the ridgeline exists as of October 17, 1991; and

C. Selective introduction of vegetative screening on the east side of the homesites
to create natural-appearing arrays of trees and shrubs within approximately 30
feet of the building to be screened (location of vegetative screening close to the
residential structure provides greater opportunity for selective placement and
trimming to "frame" maintain selected views); screening vegetation should not
be placed in unnatural-appearing linear rows.

Geotechnical

7.

10.

Development of this subdivision shall comply with the recommendations of the
Preliminary Soil Report of Engeo, Inc. dated August 8, 1990, except as to
recommended cut slope gradients which require special erosion control to permit

2H:1V slopes.

Owner shall make the report of Engeo, Inc. dated August 8, 1990 available for review
to prospective purchasers of parcels of this subdivision. Relevant information from the
report shall be provided to purchasers.

Prior to issuance of building permits on parcels of this subdivision, except Parcels 2,
5,7, 11, 16, 17, 23, 35, and 37, submit an as-graded report of the engineering
geologist and geotechnical engineer with a map showing final plan and grades for soil
improvements installed during grading, as surveyed by a licensed land surveyor or civil
engineer (when requested by the County Geologist based on a lot-by-lot
determination.)

Construction of individual residential structures shall take into account the landslides
mapped by Engeo, Inc. on Plate 2 of the report of August 8, 1990. Structures shall
not be placed on active landslides unless repaired in accordance with advice of a
geotechnical engineer. Structures may be placed on inactive landslides with the advice
of a geotechnical engineer and approval of the Zoning Administrator.



11.  Landslide repair grading in this subdivision shall be restored by erosion control and
revegetation/landscaping in accordance with plans by a landscape architect submitted
with the grading permit plans for review and approval of the Zoning Administrator.

Grading Plans and Restrictions

'12.  Grading/Tree Preservation Plans shall provide for the following programs and

information:

A.

To reduce long-term erosion and sedimentation impacts on downstream water
quality, grading plans shall be designed such that no surface run-off shall be
directed onto cut or fill slopes. All graded slopes shall have either brow ditches
or berms at the crest to control surface run-off. These drainage structures shall
be underlain by subdrains. Run-off from graded surfaces shall be intercepted

by closed conduits and conveyed to adequate storm drainage facilities.

The following measures are intended to protect the habitat (Diablan sage scrub)
of the Alameda Whipsnake during grading operations:

1)

2)

3)

The Diablan sage scrub and associated 30-foot buffer areas designated
on the revised Final Development Plan on Lots 1, 2, and 37 shall be
preserved and protected from grading. The 3-foot, open-metal fence
described in the application shall be constructed along the upper
contours of the designated areas upon completion of grading.

The grading plans shall provide for clear delineation of the buffer area by
several strands of durable marking tape strung between metal posts
before any grading activities begin. No land disturbance, including the
deposition of soil, shall be allowed in the designated buffer area.

A program shall be submitted with the grading plan to provide for daily
monitoring by an independent observer selected by the Zoning
Administrator to inspect the grading on Lots 1, 2, and the area of Lot 37
to ensure compliance with these restrictions. The program shall provide
for daily inspection during any grading in the vicinity of the snake buffer
zones and reporting to the Community Development Department of any
violations of the buffer zone by grading activities.

Drainage measures shall be incorporated into the grading plan which
would prevent run-off from the grading and subsequent development
from entering the adjacent Diablan sage scrub habitat.



Trees with a trunk circumference of 72 inches or more in proximity to proposed
improvements and building sites shall be identified on the plan; each tree shall
be identified as to whether it is to be preserved or eliminated. Measures
recommended in the arborist’s report to protect the trees during the
construction stage shall be identified on the grading plan.

A sample section and color of the proposed retaining walls along project roads
shall be submitted.

The grading/tree preservation plan shall provide for a tree replacement program
to replace mature trees approved for removal as a result of subdivision
improvements (road, utility, slide repair). Trees with a trunk circumference of
72 inches or greater shall be replaced on a_one-for-one basis by new tree
plantings. The new trees shall consist of species that are naturally indigenous
to the Bay Area and have a minimum size of 15 gallons. Siting of new trees
shall be distributed throughout the project.

The applicant shall attempt to obtain one or more bonds to secure protection
of each tree with a circumference of 72 inches or greater, measured 4.5 feet
above grade, determined by the Zoning Administrator to be sufficiently near the
proposed project grading and construction to cause concern for its safety,
which is identified in the arborist’s report as qualified for preservation. The
bonds shall be posted with the County as a condition of issuing grading or
construction permits for the particular work posing a risk to the tree(s) in
question. Bonding shall generally follow the procedures established by the City
of Walnut Creek in its Ordinance 1688, as described in the Final Development
Plan application, or such other procedure as may be mutually acceptable. If the
procedures associated with the City of Walnut Creek are not feasible, the
applicant shall explore the feasibility of a bonding program similar to the one
administered by the City of San Ramon.

In the event that the Zoning Administrator determines that the applicant is not
able to obtain any such bond at a reasonable cost or in a timely manner, the
Zoning Administrator may waive this requirement. In lieu thereof, the County
shall provide for a program for regular-scheduled inspection and enforcement
by a licensed arborist under contract to the County to assure protection of
designated trees during grading and construction of project improvements in the
vicinity of such trees. The costs of said program including administrative fee
shall be borne by the applicant.



Erosuon Control

13.

14.

Construction Period: A construction period erosion control plan in accord with the
information requirements and standards of the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board shall be submitted to the Community Development Department. Prior
to submittal, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board shall have an
opportunity to review and comment on the proposed plan. The plan shall include such
measures as construction scheduling, mechanical and vegetative measures, and
appropriate seasonal maintenance to reduce erosion and sedimentation. The plan shall
remain in effect for a period of time sufficient to stabilize the site for all construction
phases of the project. ‘Construction in the central drainage channel shall be limited to
the time period between April 15 and October 1.

Long Range: A long-range creek channel maintenance program shall be submitted to
the Community Development Department. The maintenance program shall ensure the
continued effectiveness of project design features in mitigating creek channel stability
impacts to insignificant levels. The program shall be added to the Use Restrictions and

- Conservation Protection section to be included in the proposed Covenants, Conditions
_and Restrictions.

Landslide Repair gand Infrastructure-Related Landscage Plans

185.

A I'andsgape plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect shall be submitted
pursuant to the recommendation in the Geotechnical Report. The plan shall not only

_serve to minimize erosion impacts but also reduce the visual impacts of the landslide

repair and infrastructure improvements. Where landslide repair activities involve
excavation of existing landslide deposits on Lots 11, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, or 36,
visually restore the associated grading scars through recontouring to achieve a natural-
appearing landform, and revegetation (immediate hydroseeding with native grasses,
followed by introduction of natural-appearing shrub and tree arrays).

The plan shall also provide for effective restoration of the vegetation and associated
wildlife habitat along the creek channel immediately following improvements for the
project sewer line. This component of the plan shall provide erosion control,
recontouring, hydroseeding, and revegetation.

The plan shall be certified for compliance with the Water Conservation Ordinance (Ord.
82-26) and shall emphasize plant species that are naturally indigenous to the Bay Area.
the plan shall describe these repair and visual restoration measures in detail. The
objective of the visual restoration work shall be to reduce the visual impact of the slide
repair and road restoration work as seen from the two vantage points of I-680/Livorna
Road and Stone Valley Road east of 1-680 within a period of 2 - 5 years.

Installation of temporary irrigation systems to support landscape improvements in the
first year may be necessary to accomplish this objective.



Internal Street Names

16. At least 30 days prior to filing a final map, proposed street names shall be submitted
for the review and approval of the Community Development Department, Graphics
Section.

Project Design Guidelines

17. The Project Design Guidelines shall be modified to provide for the following:

A.

Development of all lots shall be subject to prior administrative review and
approval of the Zoning Administrator to ensure compliance with the Project
Design Guidelines. Development review shall include individual grading, site,
architectural and landscape plans for each project lot. At least 30 days prior
to issuance of a grading or building permit, developers or owners of individual
lots shall submit plans to the Community Development Department. The
Zoning Administrator has the authority to waive strict compliance with the
guidelines when:

- the intent of the guidelines could be obtained through some other design
approach; and

- compliance with the guidelines would prohibit reasonable development
of the lot.

The Project Design Guidelines shall be modified so that the design concepts
proposed are mandatory except under those special circumstances determined
by the Zoning Administrator to merit relaxation of the requirements. The
guidelines shall be revised to change language such as minimize, maximize,
avoid, encourage, whenever possible, to the extent possible, should, could, etc.
to include more definitive wording such as require, shall, etc. Exceptions to
these mandatory provisions at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator shall
be allowed only when the intent of the guidelines could be obtained through
some other design approach, and literal interpretation would prohibit the
reasonable development of the lot. The Zoning Administrator shall make
specific findings to support any exceptions that are granted and shall provide
at the applicant’'s expense, notice of tentative decision to grant such an
exception. Such notice shall be provided to all owners of property within 300
feet of the building site as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll, the
Alamo Improvement Association, and the Alamo Summit Homeowners
Association. At the discretion of the Zoning Administrator, additional notice
may be required for residents of Castle Crest Road and Ridgewood Road.



The Project Design Guidelines shall be modified to prov:de more specific
requirements for the application of the’ "homesite zone™ concept (see pg. 7 of
Guidelines) to individual iots, depending on their visibility from off-site vantage
points. Specifically, the "building zone", or the area of each lot which is
proposed to accommodate the main structure, accessory structures, parking
areas, fences, and irrigated landscaping, shall be reviewed by the Zoning
Administrator on an individual lot basis. This "building zone" area should not
exceed one acre in area, and should be reduced in area in those individual lot
situations where the Zonmg Administrator determines that a smaller "building
zone" is warranted to off-set visual |mpacts of the proposed homesite.

The Zoning Administrator shall have final discretion regarding the extent of tree
preservation to be required within the "building zone". Particular attention shall
be given to Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7,9, 10, 11, and 28 - 36 based on the visual
impact analysis reviewed in the Supplemental EIR.

A provision shall be added which identifies the homesites listed below for
particular consideration in the design review process of potential visual impacts
associated with particular vantage points reviewed in the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report. This provision is intended to alert the designer
~ of individual project homes and the Zoning Administrator of the special visual
sensitivity of these lots.

Vantage Point Homesites (Lots)

Ramona Way 2,3,7,9,10,and 11
I-680/Livorna Road 2,3,7,9,10,11,and 29 - 36
1-680/Stone Valley Road - 1,2,4,5,9,10, 11, and 28 - 31

r r ’

The "Building Height" subsection of the "Development Standards" section of
the Project Design Guidelines shall be revised to state the following:

"The proposed 35-foot maximum structural height limit shall be reviewed on a

lot-by-lot basis as necessary to minimize visual impacts for the following lots
and vantage points:

Vantage Point Homesites (Lots)

Ramona Way : 2,3,7,9,10,and 11
1-680/Livorna Road 2,3,7,9, 10, 11, 24, & 29-36
1-680/Stone Valley Road 1,2,4,5,9,10, 11, & 28 - 31

r r £

"The review shall include consideration of individual homesite characteristics
(including the extent of existing vegetation to be retained and protected) and
the need to implement other Project Design Guidelines pertaining to "the Built
Zone", "apparent height", "accessory structures”, and "concealment". The



10.

applicant for each individual homesite shall graphically demonstrate to the
Zoning Administrator’s satisfaction how the proposed height characteristics
serve to implement these specific guidelines and avoid significant visual
impacts.”

G. Design review for the homesites on Lots 1, 4, 5, 10, 31, and 32 shall provide
for the introduction of vegetative screening on the east and east/southeast side
of homesites. In addition to proposed efforts to achieve a visual blend of
Homesites 31 and 32 and their grassland setting through use of a "light tone”
color palette, incorporate natural-appearing vegetative screening techniques to
reduce the visibility of these two units as viewed from the |1-680/Stone Valley
Road vantage point. ' '

H. In the "Special Provisions™ section of the Guidelines, specify prohibitions on
grading of Lots 15 and 16 which could cause direct or indirect damage to the
willow thicket.

I The specifications on proposed mesh fencing shall be modified to allow
movement of all sizes of wildlife through the site.

J. Design review submittals shall include a site plan of the property encompassing
the building and transitional zones labelled "Existing Site Conditions.” The plan
shall identify existing contours and individual trees or tree masses. Individual
trees with a trunk circumference of 20 inches or greater 4% feet above the
ground shall be identified with their dripline and species.

K. Introduced landscape materialsin proximity toresidential/garage structures shall
be fire-resistant and consistent with any fire-hazard buffer measures of the San
Ramon Valley Fire Protection District.

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC & Rs)

18.

A copy of the project’s Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions shall be submitted to
the Community Development Department. The conservation easement use restrictions
shall be modified to include equivalent protection of the Diablo sage scrub area on Lot
37 to the restrictions proposed for Lots 1 and 2. Reference to the proposed
communications facility easement on Lot 37 shall be adjusted to conform with the
modifications to the final development plan approved by the Zoning Administrator.

The CC & Rs shall specify that each residential lot shall provide at least six, on-site,
visitor parking spaces.

The CC & Rs shall include the long-range creek channel maintenance program
described above under the "Erosion Control" heading. The program shall be inserted
into the Conservation Protection section.



19.

11.

Prior to filing a final map, the applicant shall, as proposed, dedicate to the County the
proposed enforcement powers associated with the Conservatton Protection section of
the modified CC & Rs.

Scenic Easement and Trail Dedications

20.

21.

A scenic easement over designated areas shall be dedicated to the County with the
recording of the final map.

The applicant shall offer to dedicate to the County or other appropriate public agency,
trail rights-of-way along the road alignments designated on the Final Development Plan.
The trail dedication. shall generally encompass the entire road bed. Where trails leave
paved roads, the dedication should equal the width of the fire trail, creekside utility
road or other path being used. Trail dedication along Ridgewood Road is limited to
only that portion of right-of-way owned in fee by the applicant; use of this dedication
may be further limited by restrictions on applicant’s legal right to grant public access
along Ridgewood Road without approval by other parties with an interest in the road.

The dedication shall provide for access by trail users only. Trail dedication and public

use shall become effective when trail access is secured to the south. Trail
development and use shall be in conformance with the applicant’s agreement with the

R 7-A Service Area.

Common Facilities and Long-Term Circulation Controls

22,

23.

The final design of the project entries shall be subject to the review and approval of
the Zoning Administrator. lllumination shall be limited to that required for security and
gate operational purposes and shall be designed to avoid impacts on nearby residences.
Design of the gated entries shall provide for:

A. Easy over-ride for emergency vehicles;
B. Easy manual operation from inside by residents; and
C. Emergency use by Ridgewood and Castle Crest Road area residents for escape.

Instructions for use of project roads in an emergency by Castle Crest and upper
Ridgewood Road residents shall be submitted to the Community Development
Department. Evidence shall be submitted that these instructions have been
distributed to Castle Crest Road and upper Ridgewood Road residents.

The design and operation of the project entries shall be structured so as to permit use
of the Castle Crest Road access by project residents and emergency vehicles only.



24.

12.

Design of the proposed satellite antenna facility shall be subject to the prior review and
approval of the Zoning Administrator. The facility shall be placed or screened in accord
with the Design Guidelines.

Construction Stage Requirements

25.

26.

27.

To provide a temporary means of alternative access for upper Ridgewood Road
residents during construction of improvements to the route segment below (east of)
the proposed project entrance, a paved roadway link through the project site to Castle
Crest Road shall be provided for temporary use as needed by upper Ridgewood Road
residents during the lower Ridgewood Road construction period: The section of
internal project road between Castle Crest and Ridgewood Roads ("Summit Road and
Alyssa Lane") shall be constructed prior to commencement of the proposed Ridgewood
Road improvements. Permanent or temporary vehicle barriers shall be constructed at
the project’s Ridgewood and Castle Crest Road entrances prior to completion of the
Ridgewood Road improvements. Residents of upper Ridgewood Road and Castle Crest
Road shall be notified at least 15 days in advance of any closure of Ridgewood Road
longer than 20 minutes. Any such closure shall be limited to 30 days or less without
prior approval of the Zoning Administrator and an additional 10 days notice.

The developer shall maintain the closed road to be passable by responding emergency
vehicles unless prior approval of the Public Works Department is obtained. Said
request for closure to emergency vehicles shall be made at least 48 hours in advance.
If approved, the developer shall notify all emergency response agencies (including San
Ramon Valley Fire Protection District and Consolidated Fire District) by hand delivered
written notice and shall provide evidence of receipt of the notice by emergency
response agencies to the Public Works Department prior to closure of road for
emergency vehicles.

Except as described above, project-related Ridgewood Road improvements (widening
and guardrails) shall constitute the first phase of project construction and shall be
conducted in two stages. First, the road will be widened and reconstructed, and the
first layers of paving shall be installed. The second stage of improvement to
Ridgewood Road shall commence after completion of project roads and utilities, at
which time the final lift of pavement shall be installed. During the period between the
two stages of road improvements, the applicant shall maintain the road surface to
avoid dangerous conditions.

All construction-related traffic shall use Ridgewood Road rather than Castle Crest Road
to gain access to and from the site. Ridgewood Road shall be temporarily closed
between Lunada Lane and the project entry when trucks carrying wide loads are using
the road. These closures shall be scheduled to occur during non-peak, weekday traffic
hours. Contractors and sub-contractors shall be informed of this requirement in their
contracts.



28.

29.

13.

The. applicant shall diligently attempt to minimize parking of construction-related

vehicles along Ridgewood Road between the project entry and Lunada Lane.

Should archaeological materials be uncovered during grading, trenching or other on-site
excavation(s), earthwork .within 30 yards of these materials shall be stopped until a
professional archaeologist who is certified by either the Society for California
Archaeology (SCA) and/or the Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) has had
an opportunity to evaluate the significance of the find and suggest appropriate
mitigation(s), if deemed necessary.

Danville Boulevard of Trees Project Contribution

30.  Provide evidence that a contribution has been made of at least $10,000 to the Danville
Boulevard of Trees project, prior to filing the final map.

Child Care

31.  Provide evidence that a contribution of $9,051 to the Y.M.C.A. has been made for

child care facilities at the Rancho Romero Elementary School in accord with the
agreement entered into by the applicant, YMCA and the County, prior to filing the final
map. These funds shall be used exclusively for capital improvements at Rancho
Romero School for child care facilities.

Road, Drainage and Utility Requirements

32.

The following requirements pertaining to drainage, road, and utility improvements will
require the review and approval of the Public Works Department:

A. In accordance with Section 92-2.006 of the County Ordinance Code, this
subdivision shall conform to the provisions of the County Subdivision Ordinance
(Title 9). Any exceptions therefrom must be specifically listed in this
conditional approval statement. Conformance with the Ordinance includes the
following requirements:

1) County-maintained street lighting is not required.
2) Constructing a paved turnaround at the end of each proposed private
road.

3) Underground of all utility distribution facilities.

4) Conveying all storm waters entering or originating within the subject
property, without diversion and within an adequate storm drainage
facility, to a natural watercourse having definable bed and banks or to
an existing public storm drainage facility which conveys the storm.
waters to a natural watercourse.



14.

5) Designing and constructing storm drainage facilities required by the
Ordinance in compliance with specifications outlined in Division 914 of
the Ordinance and in compliance with design standards of the Pubic
Works Department. The Ordinance prohibits the discharging of
concentrated storm waters into roadside ditches.

Individual and common drainage systems in the project shall be designed
to satisfy the performance standards described in pages 173 - 175 of
the September, 1989 Final Environmental Impact Report for this project.

6) Relinquishing "development rights™ over that portion of the site that is
within the structure setback area of the creek. The structure setback
area shall be determined by using the criteria outlined in Chapter 914-
14, "Rights of Way and Setbacks", of the Subdivision Ordinance.

7) Submitting improvement plans prepared by a registered civil engineer,
payment of review and inspection fees, and security for all
improvements required by the Ordinance Code or the conditions of
approval for this subdivision.

8) Submitting a Final Map prepared by a registered civil engineer or
licensed land surveyor.

Widen the existing pavement on Ridgewood Road from the project access to
Lunada Lane as necessary to provide a continuous 20-foot pavement width.

Construct the on-site roadway system and the off-site portion of Mark Lane to
current County private road standards with a minimum width of 16 feet within
a 2b-foot access easement.

Install safety related improvements on Ridgewood Road between the project
entrance and Lunada Lane, including guardrails and pavement markers through
the curves, subject to the review of the Public Works Department. Safety
improvements shall include installation of guardrails and pavement markers
through the curves to keep traffic in their lanes and posting curves with their
safe driving speed. A stop sign shall be provided at the Lunada Lane approach
to Ridgewood Road.

Review the super-elevation of the curves along the section of Ridgewood Road
from Lunada Lane to the project access gate for safety and comfort, and
improve the curves as necessary, subject to review by the Public Works
Department and review and approval of the Zoning Administrator.

Furnish proof to the Public Works Department, Engineering Services Division,
that legal access to the property is available from Ridgewood Road.
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Provide for adequate sight distance at all internal intersections using a design
speed of 25 miles per hour in accordance with CALTRANS standards. No on-
street parking shall be permitted along sharp curves of intérnal roadways.

Prevent storm.drainage, originating on the property .and conveyed in a
concentrated manner, from drainage across driveways.

Mitiga}:e the impact of the additional storm water run-off from this development
on San Ramon Creek by:

1) Removing 1 cubic yard of channel excavation material from the
inadequate portion of San Ramon Creek near Chaney Road for each 50
square feet of new impervious surface area created by the development.
All excavated material shall be disposed of off-site by the developer at
his cost. The site selection, land rights, and construction staking will be
by the Flood Control District. OR

2) Upon written request, the applicant may make a cash payment in lieu of
actual excavation and removal of material from San Ramon Creek. The
cash payment will be calculated at the rate of $0.10 per square foot of
new impervious surface area created by the development. The added
impervious surface area created by the development will be based on
the Flood Control District’s standard impervious surface area ordinance.
The Flood Control District will use these funds to work on San Ramon
Creek annually. ‘

Furnish proof to the Public Works Department, Engineering Services Division,
of the acquisition of all necessary rights of entry, permits and/or easements for
the construction of off-site, temporary or permanent, road and drainage
improvements.

The applicant shall make good faith efforts to acquire necessary rights of way
and easements. Pursuant to Section 66462.5 of the State Subdivision Map
Act, if the applicant is unable to secure the rights needed to construct off-site
improvements, and the County fails to acquire or commence proceedings to
acquire such rights, then before the County approves the final map the
applicant shall enter into an agreement pursuant to Section 66462 to complete
the improvements at such time as the County acquires the necessary property
rights. The County may require the applicant to reimburse the County for the

cost of acquiring off-site real property interests required in connection with this
subdivision.

Construct a paved turnaround at the Ridgewood Road gate access in
accordance with County private road standards.
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L. Construct a paved turnaround at the Castie Crest Road gate access within a
nen-exclusive access easement, subject to the review and approval of the
Zoning Administrator. '

M. Prior to filing the Final Map, apply to the Public Works Department for
annexation of the property to Drainage Area 67A for the maintenance and
operation of the drainage area’s drainage facilities. The application will require
a metes and bounds description of the property.

N. Applicant shall use good faith efforts to attempt to develop and/or enter into
a maintenance agreement with the other property owners that will use the
private portion of Ridgewood Road, to insure its maintenance.

0. Furnish at least six off-street parking spaces per lot, subject to review and
approval of the Zoning Administrator.

P. Assure permanent reliable access from the end of the public road portion of
Ridgewood ‘Road and Castle Crest Road. This may require the repair of all on-
site landslides that impact the access road. The subdnv:suon improvement plans
shall be signed by a licensed geotechnical engineer.

Q. The following drainage requirements shall be required to mitigate any additional
run-off from the northeast portion of the project. Individual and common
drainage systems for the area of Lots 1 through 5 shall be designed to avoid
any added contribution to existing periodic flooding problems in the Ramona
Way and Livorna Road West neighborhoods below. These design requirements
may require construction of improved ditches, channels, or storm drains, as
necessary,

R. Install road signage on the northbound Crest Avenue approach to Castle Crest
Road to warn oncoming drivers of the Castle Crest Road.

ADVISORY NOTES

This project may be subject to the requirements of the Department of Fish & Game.
It is the applicant’s responsibility to notify the Department of Fish & Game, P.O. Box
47, Yountville, California 94599, of any proposed construction within this
development that may affect any fish and wildlife resources, per the Fish & Game
Code.

This project may also be subject to the requirements of the Army Corps of Engineers.
The applicant should notify the appropriate district of the Corps of Engineers to
determine if a permit is required and if it can be obtained.
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C. The applicant will be required to comply with the requirements of the
Bridge/Thoroughfare Fee Ordinance for the Alamo Area of Benefit as adopted by the
Board of Supervisors.

D. The applicant will be required to comply with the drainage fee requirements for
Drainage Area 13 as adopted by the Board of Supervisors. When the property is
annexed to Drainage Area 67A, the applicant will also be required to comply with the
drainage fee requirements for that Drainage Area.

E. Community Development Department shall request Public Works Department to
provide striping of Castle Crest Road between the project entrance and Crest Avenue
prior to recordation of a final map. This item does not constitute a pre-condition for
development of the Alamo Summit project.

F. In the event that the Commission’s decision is appealed to the Board of Supervisors,
the Commission registers its objection to the creation of a gated community for this
project.

RD/aa

SUBVII/7553C.RD

9/9/91

9/17/91

9/26/91

10/17/91

10/17/91-SR(a)
11/20/91
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Alamo Summit Single-Family Residence

County File Number DP15-3039

COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
TUESDAY, MAY 1, 2018



Chronology

March 17, 1992 : 37-lot Alamo Summit Subdivision project (#SD91-
7553 & #DP90-3030) approved by the County Board of Supervisors

January 22, 2010: Final Map for subdivision recorded. None of the
properties have been developed to date

November 12, 2015: Applicant submits an application to allow
merging of three lots, construction of a new residence, and
modification of timing for required roadway improvements

February 14, 2018: County Planning Commission unanimously denies
proposed project

February 22, 2018: Appeal of County Planning Commission filed with
the County



Project Elements

» Lot Merger: Merging of Lots-7, -8,

and -9 to create one 12.8-acre |ot e T e PRELIMINARY GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

LOTS 7, 8 & 9 TRACT 7533

» New Residence: Construction of a
new 13,887 sq. ft. residence

» Roadway Improvement Timing:
Modification to Conditions of
Approval #25 and #26 of Final
Development Plan #DP90-3030 to
change the timing for construction
of Alamo Summit Road and
improvements to Ridgewood Road
until after the residence is
constructed and development of
the remaining lots has begun.




New Home Project Site

Combine Lot

[ Proposed Residence
== Road Improvements
= Proposed Residence Access Road

Exhibit B
Alamo Summit
Development Plan
Medification
County File DP15-3029
Combine 3 Lots /
Construct Home

i Site to Castle Crest Rd to provide temporary use
§ by Upper Ridgewood Rd residents during Lower

Ridgewood Rd construction period.
proval 25)

Entrance. (COA 26)

4Third - Use Lower Ridgewood
8 Rd for construction and Upper
¥ Ridgewood Rd homeowner
fraffic. No construction traffic
4 on Castle Crest Rd. (COA 27)
e w

Alamo Summit 37 Lot Subdivision

[ Parcels
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Summary of Appeal Points

Requesting that the time for improvements be modified, and not for
the deletion of any condition of approval

A solution for construction traffic through the project site has been
offered.

Only one single-family residence is being proposed

The proposal includes a request to merge three lots, which lessens
the overall development impact.



Basis for Staff Recommendation

» Incorporation of mitigations and the addition of conditions of
approval requiring roadway improvements addressed project
concerns in a manner that allowed for approval of the Alamo
Summit subdivision. The Ridgewood Road improvements are
required to mitigate hazards created by the existing roadway
conditions and the proposed construction traffic, to a less than
significant level.

» Lessening the scale of the overall development (lot merger) and
making as needed repairs during the construction phase does not
mitigate or eliminate the roadway hazards identified in the project
EIR.






To:  Board of Supervisors
From: John Kopchik, Director, Conservation & Development Department

Date: May 1, 2018

Subject: Hearing on the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance, Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance,
and UE Combining District Rezoning Ord.

RECOMMENDATION(S):

1. OPEN the public hearing on Ordinance No. 2018-06, Ordinance No. 2018-11, and Ordinance No.
2018-12 RECEIVE testimony, and CLOSE the public hearing;

2. DETERMINE that adoption of Ordinance No. 2018-06, Ordinance No. 2018-11, and Ordinance No.
2018-12 is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under CEQA Guidelines
section 15061(b)(3) (“General Rule” exemption);

3. ADOPT Ordinance No. 2018-06, regulating the raising and keeping of farm animals in residential zoning
districts and the keeping of roosters in agricultural zoning districts;

4. ADOPT Ordinance No. 2018-11, establishing an Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining
District to exclude the raising and keeping of farm animals in specified residential district;

5. ADOPT Ordinance No. 2018-12, applying the Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District
to specified residential districts in Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen; and

6. DIRECT the Department of Conservation and Development to file a CEQA Notice of Exemption with
the County Clerk.

APPROVE | | oTHER

RECOMMENDATION OF CNTY ADMINISTRATOR |:| RECOMMENDATION OF BOARD COMMITTEE

Action of Board On: 05/01/2018 APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED |:| OTHER

Clerks Notes:
VOTE OF SUPERVISORS

AYE: johp Gioia, District I Supervisor

Candace Andersen, District 11 . o R .
Supervisor I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of an action taken and entered on the minutes of the Board

. R L of Supervisors on the date shown.
Diane Burgis, District 11T

Supervisor ATTESTED: May 1, 2018

];are" Mitchoff, District IV David J. Twa, County Administrator and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
upervisor

Federal D. Glover, District V

Supervisor

By: Jami Napier, Deputy

Contact: Stan Muraoka,
925-674-7781

cc:



FISCAL IMPACT:

The cost of preparing this ordinance has been funded by the Department of Conservation and
Development.

BACKGR: D:

On September 16, 2014, the Board of Supervisors directed the Department of Conservation and
Development to study the raising and keeping of small farm animals for non-commercial purposes on
small residential lots in unincorporated areas of the County. On May 9, 2017, the Board directed the
Department to prepare a countywide amendment of the County Ordinance Code to allow the raising and
keeping of certain farm animals including chickens, goats, and honeybees for non-commercial purposes
within residential land use districts (the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance). Subsequently, on June 6,
2017, the Board directed the Department to include regulations on the keeping of roosters in agricultural
districts in the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance.

On February 6, 2018, the Board directed the Department to include nucleus honeybee hives in the Urban

Farm Animals Ordinance, and exclude specific areas of District I1I, including Bethel Island, Byron,
Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen, from the application of the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance.

Current Status

The keeping of small farm animals, including fowl, rabbits, and other grain-fed rodents, and up to two
head of livestock is allowed on any lot in the R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100 Single-Family Residential
Districts. The County Ordinance Code also regulates animal structures and livestock enclosures.
Honeybees are not permitted on any residentially zoned lot. On agriculturally- zoned property, all farm
animals are permitted with no restriction on the size of the lot or the number of animals.

Proposed Ordinances

A. Ordinance No. 2018-06 Urban Farm Animals Ordinance: The Urban Farm Animals
Ordinance would add Chapter 82-50 to the County Ordinance Code to establish regulations for the
raising and keeping of farm animals, including fowl, rabbits, grain-fed rodents, honeybees, and
livestock, on a lot in any single-family residential (R- ) district or two-family residential (D-1) district, or
a single-family residential lot in a planned unit (P-1) district. The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would
also add Article 84-38.14 to the County Ordinance Code to regulate rooster keeping in agricultural
zoning districts.

The following summarizes the regulations contained in the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance related to
urban farm animal raising and keeping:

1. The minimum area of a lot on which fowl (except for hens), rabbits, or grain-fed rodents may be
raised or kept is 20,000 square feet.

2. The maximum number of domesticated female chickens (hens) allowed on a single lot is one hen per
1,000 square feet of lot area.

3. No more than an aggregate total of 20 fowl (including hens), rabbits, and grain-fed rodents may be
kept on a single lot.

4. The minimum area of a lot on which an apiary (honeybees) may be kept is 6,000 square feet.

5. The maximum number of beehives allowed on a single lot is determined by lot area, as follows:



Lot Area Maximum Number of
Beehives

6,000 square feet or more, but less than 4

20,000 square feet

20,000 square feet or more, but less than 6

40,000 square feet

40,000 square feet or more 8

6. For each beehive kept on a lot one nucleus hive may also be kept on the lot. A nucleus hive is defined
as a small beehive of a few thousand bees with a queen, created from a larger hive, and typically kept in
a small box or container.

7. The minimum area of a lot on which livestock may be raised or kept is 40,000 square feet. The lot
must be contiguous.

8. The maximum number of livestock on a single lot is two head of livestock per 40,000 square feet of
lot area.

The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance includes specific location and design requirements for animal
structures, such as minimum distances from the front, side, and rear property lines, height limits, and
honeybee flyway barriers.

The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would also revise the County Ordinance Code to allow the keeping
of up to two roosters on lots of five or more acres in any agricultural district, unless expressly exempted
from the limitation (e.g., commercial poultry ranches registered with the California Department of Food
and Agriculture and which primarily produce eggs or meat for commercial sale). The Urban Farm
Animals Ordinance would also authorize the Animal Services Director to enforce the rooster keeping
regulations in Title 8 of the County Ordinance Code.

B. Ordinance No. 2018-11 Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District

Ordinance: The Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance was prepared at
the direction of the Board to exclude specific areas of District III from the application of the Urban Farm
Animals Ordinance. The Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance would add
Chapter 84-79 to the County Ordinance Code to establish the UE Combining District. The UE
Combining District would apply to single-family residential (R-) districts, single-family residential areas
in planned unit (P-1) districts, and two-family residential (D-1) districts, in the communities of Bethel
Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen.

Keeping or maintaining apiaries would be prohibited in a UE Combining District. Urban farm animal
raising and keeping would be prohibited in a UE Combining District, where the underlying zoning
district is a R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, or R-15 single-family residential district, or a single-family residential
area in a P-1 planned unit district, or a D-1 two-family residential district. The establishment and
application of the UE Combining District will leave the communities of Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo,
Discovery Bay, and Knightsen subject to the existing zoning regulations despite adoption of the Urban
Farm Animals Ordinance.

C. Ordinance No. 2018-12 UE Combining District Rezoning Ordinance: The UE Combining
District Rezoning Ordinance would apply the Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District
to single-family residential (R-) districts, single-family residential areas in planned unit (P-1) districts,




and two-family residential (D-1) districts in the communities of Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery
Bay, and Knightsen. Rezoning maps showing the UE Combining District are included in rezoning
Ordinance No. 2018-12 (attached). The UE Combining District is an overlay that applies zoning
regulations in addition to those imposed by the underlying zoning designation. In the Urban Farm
Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District, uses otherwise permitted under the Urban Farm Animals
Ordinance are prohibited.

County Planning Commission Hearing

The County Planning Commission held a public hearing on the revised draft Urban Farm Animals
Ordinance, the draft Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District, and Rezoning
RZ18-3241 on March 14, 2018. The Commission received oral testimony from one person, who
commented on the proliferation of hobbyist beekeeping in the Bay Area and the problems created by bee
excrement in areas with large numbers of honeybees. As explained in the staff report considered by the
Planning Commission, the proposed Urban Farm Animals Ordinance addresses the impact of bees in
urban neighborhoods in Contra Costa County and potential problems that may be created by bee
excrement, by requiring a minimum lot area to keep honeybees, apiary registration and identification
pursuant to the California Food and Agricultural Code, and a fresh water source at all times, along with
setting a maximum height for beehive structures, minimum distances from property lines, and requiring
flyway barriers for distances of less than 25 feet from any property line. At the conclusion of testimony
on March 14, 2018, the County Planning Commission voted to recommend that the Board approve the
proposed ordinances and rezoning.

Consistency with General Plan

A. The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance implements General Plan goals and policies such as the
following:

« Land Use Goal 3-A: To coordinate land use with circulation, development of other infrastructure
facilities, and protection of agriculture and open space, and to allow growth and the maintenance of the
County's quality of life. In such an environment, all residential, commercial, industrial, recreational and
agricultural activities may take place in safety, harmony, and to mutual advantage.

« Land Use Goal 3-C: To encourage aesthetically and functionally compatible development which
reinforces the physical character and desired images of the County.

The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would not adversely affect the physical character and quality of life
in single-family and two-family residential districts. The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would assist in
the implementation of land use goals and policies for single-family and two-family residential areas by
providing for the raising and keeping of urban farm animals on single-family and two-family residential
lots, but would not otherwise affect the single-family and two-family residential areas.

The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would facilitate the maintenance of the physical character and
quality of life in agricultural districts. The limitation on the number of roosters on lots in agricultural
districts and regulations for rooster keeping on such lots would allow Animal Services staff to control
rooster fighting in the County, but would not affect agricultural activities.

B. County Code Section 26-2.1806(1): The change proposed will substantially comply

with the General Plan. The Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance and
the UE Combining District Rezoning Ordinance would exclude specific areas of District III from the




application of the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance. Under the rezoning, keeping or maintaining an
apiary would not be allowed in any residential area of Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and
Knightsen, and farm animal raising and keeping would not be allowed in the R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, and
R-15 single-family residential districts, or in a P-1 planned unit district for which single-family
residential uses are approved, or in a D-1 two-family residential district in these residential areas.
However, the areas to be rezoned would remain subject to and consistent with existing General Plan
goals and policies, and thereby, would substantially comply with the General Plan.

C. Growth Management Performance Standards. The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance, Urban
Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance, and UE Combining District Rezoning
Ordinance would also be consistent with the Growth Management Performance Standards. The Urban
Farm Animals Ordinance would allow for the raising and keeping of farm animals on residential parcels
and restrict the number of roosters on agricultural parcels, but it would not alter the underlying use of the
parcels, or substantially increase the intensity of use of the parcels, or increase the number of persons on
the parcels. Thus, the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would not create any significant impact on traffic,
water, sewage, fire protection, public protection, parks and recreation or flood control and drainage. The
Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance and the UE Combining District
Rezoning Ordinance would exclude specified properties from the application of the Urban Farm
Animals Ordinance, and therefore, no change would occur on the subject properties and there would be
no effect on traffic, water, sewage, fire protection, public protection, parks and recreation, or flood
control and drainage.

Consistency with Zoning

A. The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would expand allowable uses on lots in single-family residential
districts (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100 Districts), on single-family
residential lots in a planned unit (P-1) district, and on lots in a two-family residential (D-1) district. The
Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would also establish standards for animal structures and livestock
enclosures. The proposed Ordinance would not conflict in any manner with applicable zoning
regulations.

The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance would reduce the number of code enforcement actions for
unpermitted uses by making the raising and keeping of urban farm animals a permitted use. The zoning
aspects of these uses (e.g., number of animals, animal structure setbacks) would be regulated by the
provisions of the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance and Title 8 of the County Code. Animal noise and
animal odors would continue to be addressed by existing regulations in Title 4 of the County Code.

With respect to rooster keeping, the limitation on the number of roosters that can be kept on a lot in an
agricultural district would allow for the control of rooster fighting, but would not otherwise affect
agricultural activities.

B. County Code Section 26-2.1806(2): The uses authorized or proposed in the land use

district is compatible within the district and with uses authorized in adjacent districts. The
Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance and UE Combining District
Rezoning Ordinance would exclude specific areas of District III from the application of the Urban Farm
Animals Ordinance. The rezoned areas would remain subject to the existing regulations of the
underlying zoning district, and therefore, would remain consistent with existing zoning regulations.
Further, the residential areas of Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen are adjacent
to large areas in agricultural zoning districts. Application of the UE Combining District to these
residential areas would maintain the current relationship of the residential areas to the adjacent




agricultural areas. Thus, the authorized uses in areas to be rezoned and the regulation of these uses
would remain compatible with the uses and regulations of the underlying zoning district and the uses and
regulations of adjacent zoning districts.

C. County Code Section 26-2.1806(3): Community need has been demonstrated for the

use proposed, but this does not require demonstration of future financial success. A
distinguishing characteristic of District III is that the unincorporated residential communities in the
District, including Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen, are relatively small
communities adjacent to large areas of agricultural land, where farm animal raising and keeping is a
prevalent land use activity. Accordingly, the residential communities are distinctly urban locations in a
predominantly agricultural setting. Application of the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance in the residential
areas of Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen would weaken existing distinctions
between urban and rural areas by allowing farm animal raising and keeping in the urban areas in a
manner similar to the adjacent rural areas. Thus, there is a community need for the rezoning, because the
proposed rezoning of these residential areas to the UE Combining District would maintain the existing
separation of urban and rural activities and the distinct urban character of the communities.

California Environmental Quality Act

Adoption of the Urban Farm Animals Ordinance, Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining
District Ordinance, and UE Combining District Rezoning Ordinance is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3). The Urban
Farm Animals Ordinance would authorize only minor alterations to land and new construction or
conversion of small structures. The Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance
and UE Combining District Rezoning Ordinance would not result in any change to existing land use
regulations and would result in no physical change. Therefore, it can be seen with certainty that there is
no possibility that the project could have a significant effect on the environment.

Conclusion and Recommendation

The Urban Farm Animals Ordinance allows for the raising and keeping of urban farm animals on
single-family and two-family residential lots and regulates the keeping of roosters on agricultural lots, in
a manner consistent with the overall physical character and quality of life in the County. The Urban
Farm Animals Ordinance would provide clear parameters for the raising and keeping of urban farm
animals and for rooster keeping, to ensure the health, safety, and general welfare of the community. The
Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District Ordinance and the UE Combining District
Rezoning Ordinance would exclude certain areas of District III, including residential areas of Bethel
Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen, from the application of the Urban Farm Animals
Ordinance, and would maintain the existing separation of urban and rural activities and the distinct urban
character of these communities. Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt Ordinance No.
2018-06, Ordinance No. 2018-11, and Ordinance No. 2018-12.

CONSEQUENCE OF NEGATIVE ACTION:

The County will continue to allow the keeping of urban farm animals, but not including honeybees, on
lots in the R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100 Single-Family Residential Districts. Property owners in the R-6,
R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, D-1, and P-1 districts will not be allowed to keep urban farm animals. The
keeping of honeybees would not be permitted on any residentially-zoned lot. The number of roosters
allowed on an agriculturally-zoned property would not be restricted.

CLERK'S ADDENDUM



Mike Vigo, Mt. Diablo Beekeepers Association; Paula McCauley, 4-H; Norman Lott, Mt. Diablo
Beekeepers Association; Jan pinkerton Spieth, Mt. Diablo Beekeepers Association.

CLOSED the public hearing; DETERMINED that adoption of Ordinance No. 2018-06, Ordinance
No. 2018-11, and Ordinance No. 2018-12 is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA); ADOPTED Ordinance No. 2018-06, regulating the raising and keeping of farm animals in
residential zoning districts and the keeping of roosters in agricultural zoning districts; ADOPTED
Ordinance No. 2018-11, establishing an Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District to
exclude the raising and keeping of farm animals in specified residential district; ADOPTED
Ordinance No. 2018-12, applying the Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District to
specified residential districts in Bethel Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen; and
DIRECTED the Department of Conservation and Development to file a CEQA Notice of Exemption
with the County Clerk.

AGENDA ATTACHMENTS
Ordinance No. 2018-06
Ordinance No. 2018-11
Ordinance No. 2018-12
MINUTES ATTACHMENTS
Signed Ordinance No. 2018-06
Signed Ordinance No. 2018-11
Signed Ordinance 2018-12
Correspondence Received




ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
URBAN FARM ANIMALS

The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors ordains as follows (omitting the parenthetical
footnotes from the official text of the enacted or amended provisions of the County Ordinance
Code):

SECTION I. SUMMARY. This ordinance adds Chapter 82-50 to the County Ordinance Code
to regulate the raising and keeping of farm animals in residential zoning districts. This ordinance
also amends the County Ordinance Code to regulate the keeping of roosters in agricultural zoning
districts.

SECTION II. Chapter 82-50 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Chapter 82-50
URBAN FARM ANIMALS

Article 82-50.2
General

82-50.202 Purpose. The primary purpose of this chapter is to establish regulations for the
raising and keeping of farm animals in residential zoning districts. The provisions of this chapter
do not apply in any agricultural zoning district. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.204 Definitions. For the purposes of this chapter, the following words and phrases have
the following meanings:

(a) “Apiary” has the meaning set forth in Food and Agricultural Code section 29002.
(b) “Bird enclosure” means one or more coops, cotes, pens, cages, or other similar

enclosures, used to house one or more birds, including pigeons, but not including poultry,
fowl, roosters, peacocks, or guinea fowl.

() “Farm animals” means one or more fowl, rabbits, grain-fed rodents, bees, or livestock.

(d) “Fowl” means one or more domesticated chickens, ducks, geese, turkeys, or similar birds
customarily kept for eggs or meat. “Fowl” does not include roosters, peacocks, or guinea
fowl.

(e) “Nucleus hive” means a small beehive of a few thousand bees with a queen, created from

a larger hive, and typically kept in a small box or container.
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63) “Urban farm animal raising and keeping” means the raising or keeping of farm animals in
residential zoning districts for non-commercial purposes. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

Article 82-50.4

Urban Farm Animal Raising and Keeping

82-50.402 Location requirements. Urban farm animal raising and keeping is allowed on any lot
in a single-family residential district (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100),
a planned unit (P-1) district for which single-family residential uses are approved, or a two-

family residential (D-1) district. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.404 Standards - Small animals.

(a) The minimum area of a lot on which fowl (except for hens), rabbits, or grain-fed rodents
may be raised or kept is 20,000 square feet.

(b)

one hen per 1,000 square feet of lot area.

The maximum number of domesticated female chickens (hens) allowed on a single lot is

(©) No more than an aggregate total of 20 fowl (including hens), rabbits, and grain-fed
rodents may be kept on a single lot.

(d)

the housing of small animals is 12 feet.

The maximum height of a chicken coop, rabbit hutch, or similar accessory structure for

(e) Chicken coops, rabbit hutches, and similar accessory structures for the housing of small
animals must be set back from property lines by the following distances:

Minimum Distance From
Average Lot Width
Front Property Line | Side Property Line | Rear Property Line
Less than 80 feet 50 feet 10 feet 10 feet
80 feet or more, but | 50 feet 25 feet 25 feet
less than 120 feet
120 feet or more 60 feet 40 feet 40 feet

® Bird enclosures are governed by Article 82-50.6. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.406 Standards - Apiaries.

(a) The minimum area of a lot on which an apiary may be kept is 6,000 square feet.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
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(b) The maximum number of beehives allowed on a single lot, excluding nucleus hives, is
determined by lot area, as follows:

Lot Area Maximum Number of
Beehives

6,000 square feet or more, but less than 20,000 square feet 4

20,000 square feet or more, but less than 40,000 square feet 6

40,000 square feet or more 8

(©) For each beehive kept on a lot in accordance with subsection (b) of this section, one
nucleus hive may also be kept on the lot.

(d) An apiary must be registered and identified in accordance with Article 4 of Chapter 1 of
Division 13 of the Food and Agricultural Code.

(e) A fresh water source for bees must be provided at all times on a lot on which an apiary is
located.

® The maximum height of an accessory structure for the housing of beehives is 12 feet.

(2) Accessory structures for the housing of beehives must be set back from property lines by
the following distances:

Minimum Distance From

Average Lot Width
Front Property Line | Side Property Line | Rear Property Line
Less than 80 feet 50 feet 15 feet 15 feet
80 feet or more, but | 50 feet 25 feet 25 feet
less than 120 feet
120 feet or more 60 feet 40 feet 40 feet

(h) If an accessory structure for the housing of beehives is located less than 25 feet from any
property line, the structure must be enclosed by a six-foot tall solid barrier located 10 feet
or less from the structure in all directions. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.408 Standards - Livestock.

(a) The minimum area of a lot on which livestock may be raised or kept is 40,000 square
feet. The lot must be contiguous.
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(b) The maximum number of livestock on a single lot is two head of livestock per 40,000
square feet of lot area.

(c) Barns, stables, and other buildings or structures used to shelter livestock must be set back
at least 100 feet from the front property line and all streets, and must be set back at least
50 feet from all side and rear property lines. Fenced pasture, paddocks, or other enclosed
livestock areas must be located at least 10 feet from all property lines. (Ord. 2018-06 §
2).

Article 82-50.6
Bird Enclosures

82-50.602 Location requirements. A bird enclosure is allowed on any lot in a single-family
residential district (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100), a planned unit (P-
1) district for which single-family residential uses are approved, or a two-family residential (D-1)
district. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.604 Standards.

(a) The maximum size of a bird enclosure is one square foot per 50 square feet of lot area. A
bird enclosure may not exceed 1,600 square feet.

(b) The maximum height of a bird enclosure is 12 feet.

(c) A bird enclosure must be set back at least 25 feet from the front property line and all
streets, and must be set back at least 10 feet from all side and rear property lines.

(d) A bird enclosure must be maintained in a sanitary manner as determined by the county
health department. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

Article 82-50.8
Variance Permits

82-50.802 Variance permit - Granting. Variance permits to modify the height or setback
provisions in Article 82-50.4 and Article 82-50.6 may be granted in accordance with Chapter 26-
2. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

SECTION III. Section 82-4.238 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION IV. Section 84-4.402 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-4.402 Uses—Permitted. The following uses are allowed in an R-6 district:
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(1

)
3)
4

)

(6)
(7
®)

A detached single-family dwelling on each lot and the accessory structures and
uses normally auxiliary to it;

Crop and tree farming;

Publicly owned parks and playgrounds;

A residential care facility for the elderly, operated by a person with all required
state and local agency approvals or licenses, where no more than six persons
reside or receive care, not including the licensee or members of the licensee's
family or persons employed as facility staff;

A family day care home where care, protection and supervision of twelve or fewer
children in the provider's own home are provided for periods of less than twenty-
four hours per day, while the parents or guardians are away;

Bird enclosures in compliance with the provisions of Chapter 82-50.

Accessory dwelling units complying with the provisions of Chapter 82-24.
Urban farm animal raising and keeping in compliance with the provisions of

Chapter 82-50. (Ords. 2018-06 § 4, 2003-17 § 4, 86-43 § 2, 78-83 § 1, 77-51 § 2,
68-25 § 2: prior code § 8142(a): Ords. 1269 § 1, 1179 § 3, 1039, 1028, 382 § 4A).

SECTION V. Section 84-14.402 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-14.402 Uses—Allowed. The following uses are allowed in the R-20 district:

(1

)

3)

4

)
(6)

A detached single-family dwelling on each lot and the accessory structures and
uses normally auxiliary to it;

Crop and tree farming, and horticulture;
A temporary stand for the sale of agricultural products grown on the premises,
with two and one-half acres per stand, set back at least thirty-five feet from the

front property line, and operated not more than three months in any calendar year;

Urban farm animal raising and keeping in compliance with the provisions of
Chapter 82-50;

Publicly owned parks and playgrounds;

A residential care facility for the elderly, operated by a person with all required
state and local agency approvals or licenses, where not more than six persons
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reside or receive care, not including the licensee or members of the licensee's
family or persons employed as facility staff;

(7) A family day care home where care, protection, and supervision of twelve or
fewer children in the provider's own home are provided for periods of less than
twenty-four hours per day, while the parents or guardians are away;

(8) Bird enclosures in compliance with the provisions of Chapter 82-50;

(9)  Accessory dwelling units complying with the provisions of Chapter 82-24. (Ords.
2018-06 § 5,2017-11 § 4, 86-43 § 4, 78-83 § 2, 77-51 § 8, 68-25 § 2, 2033, 2032,
1768 § 2: prior code § 8146(a): Ords. 1269, 1179 § 8, 382 § 4V).

SECTION VI. Section 84-14.404 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-14.404 Uses—Requiring land use permit. In the R-20 district the following uses are
permitted on the issuance of a land use permit:

(1) Same as in the R-6 district (Section 84-4.404) except for the deletion of
“Greenhouses, over three hundred square feet”;

(2) Horse riding academies and horse riding instruction, provided that the standards in
Section 82-50.408 are complied with. (Ords. 2018-06 § 6, 86-43 § 5, 1768, 1569:
prior code § 8146(b): Ord. 1269: Ord. 1179).

SECTION VII. Article 84-14.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION VIII. Section 84-14.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-14.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-14.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-14.602 through 84-14.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 8, 77-51 § 9, 1768 § 4: prior code § 8146(1): Ords. 1179 § 8 [382 §
4V)).

SECTION IX. Article 84-16.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION X. Section 84-16.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-16.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-16.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-16.602 through 84-16.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 10, 77-51 § 10, 1768 § 4: prior code § 8148(1): Ords. 1179 § 9, 420 §
6 [382 § 46]).
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SECTION XI. Section 84-18.404 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-18.404 Uses—Requiring land use permit. In the R-65 district the following uses are
permitted after the issuance of a land use permit:

(1) All the uses designated for the R-6 district in Section 84-4.404 except for the
deletion of:

(A)  Greenhouses, over three hundred square feet;

(B)  Hospitals, eleemosynary and philanthropic institutions and convalescent
homes;

(2) Horse riding academies and horse riding instruction, provided that the standards in
Section 82-50.408 are complied with. (Ords. 2018-06 § 11, 1768, 1569: prior
code § 8148.5(b): Ord. 1405).
SECTION XII. Article 84-18.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION XIII. Section 84-18.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:
84-18.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-18.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-18.602 through 84-18.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 13, 77-51 § 11, 1768 § 4: prior code § 8148.5(1): Ord. 1405).
SECTION XIV. Article 84-20.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION XYV. Section 84-20.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:
84-20.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-20.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-20.602 through 84-20.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 15, 77-51 § 12, 1768 § 4, 1549: prior code § 8148.7(1)).
SECTION XVI. Section 82-4.320 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

82-4.320 Poultry. “Poultry” means one or more domesticated birds or roosters customarily kept
for the production of eggs or meat for commercial use. (Ord. 2018-06 § 16).

SECTION XVII. Section 82-4.322 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

82-4.322 Rooster. “Rooster” means any male chicken that: (1) is six months or older, (2) has
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full adult plumage, or (3) is capable of crowing. (Ord. 2018-06 § 17).
SECTION XVIII. Article 84-38.14 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-38.14
Rooster Keeping

84-38.1402 Standards.
(a) The minimum lot size on which to keep a rooster is five acres.

(b) No person may keep, maintain, or harbor more than two roosters on a lot except as part
of, or in connection with, any of the following:

(1) Commercial poultry ranches registered with the California Department of Food
and Agriculture and which primarily produce eggs or meat for commercial sale.

(2) Public or private schools registered with the California Department of Education.

3) Projects sponsored by Future Farmers of America or other similar programs
focused on youth agricultural education.

4) Legitimate poultry hobbyists as approved in writing by the animal services
director.

(c) In addition to any other remedy allowed by this code or applicable law, the animal
services director may issue an administrative penalty under Article 416-4.8 to any
responsible person for a violation of this article. (Ord. 2018-06 § 18).

SECTION XIX. Article 84-40.14 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-40.14
Rooster Keeping

84-40.1402 Standards. Rooster keeping standards for the A-3 district shall be the same as those
for the A-2 district (Section 84-38.1402). (Ord. 2018-06 § 19).

SECTION XX. Article 84-42.16 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-42.16
Rooster Keeping

84-42.1602 Standards. Rooster keeping standards for the A-4 district shall be the same as those
for the A-2 district (Section 84-38.1402). (Ord. 2018-06 § 20).

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
8



SECTION XXI. Article 84-80.14 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-80.14
Rooster Keeping

84-80.1402 Standards. Rooster keeping standards for the A-20 district shall be the same as
those for the A-2 district (Section 84-38.1402). (Ord. 2018-06 § 21).

SECTION XXII. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after
passage, and within 15 days after passage shall be published once with the names of supervisors

voting for or against it in the Contra Costa Times, a newspaper published in this County.

PASSED on , by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST: DAVID J. TWA,

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Board Chair
and County Administrator

By: [SEAL]
Deputy

KCK:

H:\Client Matters\2018\DCD\Ordinance No. 2018-06 Urban Farm Animals.wpd
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-11

URBAN FARM ANIMAL EXCLUSION COMBINING DISTRICT
The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors ordains as follows (omitting the parenthetical
footnotes from the official text of the enacted or amended provisions of the County Ordinance
Code):
SECTION I. SUMMARY. This ordinance adds Chapter 84-79 to the County Ordinance Code
to establish the Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District. The ordinance
prohibits urban farm animal raising and keeping in specified residential zoning districts in Bethel
Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen.
SECTION II. Chapter 84-79 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Chapter 84-79
URBAN FARM ANIMAL EXCLUSION (-UE) COMBINING DISTRICT

Article 84-79.2
General

84-79.202 Urban farm animal exclusion (-UE) combining district. All land within a land use
district combined with an urban farm animal exclusion (-UE) combining district is subject to the

additional regulations set forth in this chapter. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.204 Applicability. The -UE district applies to all property in any of the following zoning
districts located in the following communities:

(a) Zoning districts.

(1) Single-family residential districts (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65,
and R-100).

(2) Planned unit (P-1) districts for which single-family residential uses are approved.
3) Two-family residential (D-1) districts.

(b) Communities.
(1) Bethel Island.

(2) Byron.
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3) Diablo.
(4) Discovery Bay.
(%) Knightsen. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.206 Priority. If there is any conflict between the regulations of this chapter and those of
the underlying zoning district, the requirements of this chapter govern. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.208 Definitions. For the purposes of this chapter, the following words and phrases have
the following meanings:

(a) “Apiary” has the meaning set forth in Section 82-50.204.

(b) “Urban farm animal raising and keeping” has the meaning set forth in Section 82-50.204.
(Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

Article 84-79.4
Uses

84-79.402 Permitted uses.

(a) Except as otherwise provided in Section 84-79.404, all uses authorized in the underlying
zoning district are permitted in a -UE district.

(b) Urban farm animal raising and keeping is permitted in a -UE district where the underlying
zoning district is a single-family residential district with an R-20, R-40, R-65, or R-100
designation. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.404 Prohibited uses.
(a) Keeping or maintaining an apiary is prohibited in a -UE district.

(b) Urban farm animal raising and keeping is prohibited in a -UE district where the
underlying zoning district is a listed single-family residential district (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-
12, R-15), a planned unit (P-1) district for which single-family residential uses are
approved, or a two-family residential (D-1) district. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

SECTION III. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after passage,
and within 15 days after passage shall be published once with the names of supervisors voting for
or against it in the Contra Costa Times, a newspaper published in this County.
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PASSED on , by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST: DAVID J. TWA,

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Board Chair
and County Administrator

By: [SEAL]
Deputy

KCK:

H:\Client Matters\2018\DCD\Ordinance No. 2018-11 Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District.wpd
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New Zoning

ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12
(Re-Zoning Land in the

East County Area)

The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors ordains as follows:

SECTION I: Pages E-26, F-27, F-28, G-28, H-28, J-26, M-28m, M-28, M-29, N-28, N-29, P-27,
P-28, P-29, Q-27, Q-28m, R-17, S-17 _ of the County's 2005 Zoning Map (Ord. No. 2005-03) is amended

by re-zoning the land in the above area shown shaded on the map(s) attached hereto and incorporated herein
(see also Department of Conservation and Development File No. R -3241 )

FROM: Land Use District

D-1

R-6, R-10, R-20, R-40

R-6 -FH, R-40 -FH

P-1
P-1 -FH

(Two Family Residential)

(Single Family Residential)

(Single Family Residential -Flood Hazard Combining District)
(Planned Unit)

(Planned Unit -Flood Hazard Combining District)

TO: Land Use District

D-1 -UE

R-6 -UE, R-10 -UE,

R-20 -UE, R-40 -UE

R-6 -FH -UE,
R-40 -FH -UE

P-1 -UE
P-1 -FH -UE

(Two Family Residential -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion
Combining District)

(Single Family Residential -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion
Combining District)

(Single Family Residential -Flood Hazard Combining District
-Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District)

(Planned Unit -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District)

(Planned Unit -Flood Hazard Combining District
-Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District)

and the Department of Conservation and Development Director shall change the Zoning Map
accordingly, pursuant to Ordinance Code Sec. 84.2.002.

SECTION Il. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after passage, and within

15 days of passage shall be published once with the names of supervisors voting for and against it in

the

, @ newspaper published in this County.

PASSED on

by the following vote:

Supervisor

1. J. Gioia

2. C. Andersen
3. D. Burgis

4. K. Mitchoff
5. F.D. Glover

Aye
()
()
()
()
()

No Absent Abstain

—_— o~ o~~~
—_ — ~— ~ o
_ — ~— ~ o
—_~ o~~~ ~
~ — ~— ~ o

ATTEST: David Twa, County Administrator

and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

By

Chairman of the Board
, Dep. (SEAL)

ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Page 1 of 13



ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 -12

Town of
Danville

e = taniii

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district

Pages R-17 and S-17 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map

Page 2 of 13



ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

:
|

\

|
:
|

|
|
r%
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|
%
|
%
|

Hwy-

Byron

Solara Ct

444{
.
|
|

- -4JL

01[_
a I:Jﬂo‘Rd

N |
+ 1 i RA0 |

CaminoDiablo., @t e s s ssssss===

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages Q-27 and Q-28m of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 3 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

i
1
1
1
New
1 P
[ 2
' 5
1
A-40 '
1
1
i
' |
L}
T
: Bolinas Pl
s 1
. o 1
Elllsa-Ln—'g 1
= 1
i 1 eq\
! H I.igh“\°“s
BeaconPl
*Mqrsh_Creek_RdJ S Pier.Pt
a
£
A-2 S
H
o
z o
Q\ oOd 2
Valley Oak Dr 155 prifY
T P-1 & Driftuy 5085 Q.
o2 X
:
& 8 2]
v‘} g \0?\ Y x O
& o onere o
‘f (¢} : N\ é?
=z Galfe RegattalDr, % 3
Cataling /5 1 2¥Cy, g 2 °
72 et & e =
£oghorn Way, ) 2 2
ot % Cove.lLn 2
CchPP o Q
-— -0 < 2 O
O Sailboat,Dr ] o a =
= (@) = 2_ 2! =
2 o4 3 3 Q) 3
S 9Mmaran Ct o acht® o N T LT
) 9 S — L = - ===

I L L LT P ey

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages N-28, P-27 and P-28 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 4 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

Channel Dr

iscovery.

(=)

I

U
50 L

4 - _ /™ Wayfarer'Ct
-------------------- Siafe=Highwe|\,' 4 mEEEsaa

A-3 B

-
-
-
-
"

Page 5 of 13

Pages N-28, N-29, P-28 and P-29 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

A 77 = =
SN S =
Yy s

T

L g 9 y— [
S DS ES I
LMz S
£ W
S

o
Y

s NivalN -
SIERFS S 'F-A,
; ‘5 #g LN .-11 """" ‘l‘ll\g
Riverlaka‘p l\\\ 5 s ‘\\‘\ \\\“‘ 5
Tt il S g
ASSSPSIG
EellE -

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district

Pages M-28, M-29, N-28 and N-29 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map

Page 6 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

=== rakeTHoR O

’{ A-3

TJ

A-40

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district

Pages M-28 and N-28 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map

Page 7 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

Freeport/Ct:

Bixler Rd

Balfour Rd

A-40

, A-3 D OA2 -

[ | o -

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages M-28m and M-28 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 8 of 13



ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

Vine Rd

R

Curlew Connex

rmmm-—-

Ghigliazza-Way

I

- -

T T

_DeftaRd

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Page J-26 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 9 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

\ [~ Sonnett Ct "
S 1
& M TR d :
o\ > 1
DQHVers C Eqs\po | o 1
 Ct X . /@
LTS et City of £ :
it Summer VOS5 Oakle 3 1

] y 1
§ H°fb'°rOCt [lllalﬁgoguge“d - !
rage | ¢ 2 .
i W 3 :
= :
]
1
1
]

. A-2
1
1
1
1
1
]
1
- 1
]
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
-

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Page H-28 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 10 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

A-3 -FH

L4
L d
L d
-~ A3
-
L 4
L4

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages F-27, F-28 and G-28 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 11 of 13




ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Page E-26 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map Page 12 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018 -12

c-16 C19m C25m C28m
D-16 D-17 D-18 F19m
Bethel
Island
E-16 E-17 E-18 E-26 E-27 Fem
E-28
F-16 F-17 F-18 Pittsburg F-21 F-24 F25m F-27 F-28
G-26 G-27
G-17 G-18 G-19 G-21 G-22 G-25 G-28
H-17 H-18 H-19 H-20 H-21 Antioch Oakley H-28 J28m
H-26 | H-27
J17 J-18 J19m J-26 J-27 J-28
J-25
Concord s K-25 Knighfsen
Clayton K-26 K-27 M-28m
Discover
L-16 L17 L-18 M19m M22m L-23 L-24 |Brentwood 26 L-27 y
Bay
M-16 M-17 M-18 M-19 M-23 M-24 M-25 M-26 M-27 M-28 M-29
N-16 N-20 Q19m Q22m N-23 N-24 N-25 N-26 N-27 N-28 N-29
Q16m
Q19m P-20 P-21 P-22 P-23 P-24 P-25 P-26 P-27 P-28 |P-29
Q17
Q-16 Q-20 Q19m Q22m Q-24 Q-25 aze | Q27 Q-28m
R-16 R-17 Byron
T16m
. T19m
S-16 Diablo T22 T25 T28
. m
S-17 s-18 " "
. . T-19 T-20
Danville s
u-18 u-19 U-20 W19m W22m W25m W28m

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district

Index of the County's 2005 Zoning Map

[ Map PagesAmended [l Communites excluded from Farm Animal Ordinance

Page 13 of 13



ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
URBAN FARM ANIMALS

The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors ordains as follows (omitting the parenthetical
footnotes from the official text of the enacted or amended provisions of the County Ordinance
Code):

SECTION I. SUMMARY. This ordinance adds Chapter 82-50 to the County Ordinance Code
to regulate the raising and keeping of farm animals in residential zoning districts. This ordinance
also amends the County Ordinance Code to regulate the keeping of roosters in agricultural zoning
districts.

SECTION II. Chapter 82-50 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Chapter 82-50
URBAN FARM ANIMALS

Article 82-50.2
General

82-50.202 Purpose. The primary purpose of this chapter is to establish regulations for the
raising and keeping of farm animals in residential zoning districts. The provisions of this chapter
do not apply in any agricuitural zoning district. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.204 Definitions. For the purposes of this chapter, the following words and phrases have
the following meanings:

(a) “Apiary” has the meaning set forth in Food and Agricultural Code section 29002.
(b) “Bird enclosure” means one or more coops, cotes, pens, cages, or other similar

enclosures, used to house one or more birds, including pigeons, but not including poultry,
fowl, roosters, peacocks, or guinea fowl.

©) “Farm animals” means one or more fowl, rabbits, grain-fed rodents, bees, or livestock.

(d) “Fowl” means one or more domesticated chickens, ducks, geese, turkeys, or similar birds
customarily kept for eggs or meat. “Fowl” does not include roosters, peacocks, or guinea
fowl.

(e) “Nucleus hive” means a small bechive of a few thousand bees with a queen, created from

a larger hive, and typically kept in a small box or container.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
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® “Urban farm animal raising and keeping” means the raising or keeping of farm animals in
residential zoning districts for non-commercial purposes. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

Article 82-50.4

Urban Farm Animal Raising and Keeping

82-50.402 Location requirements. Urban farm animal raising and keeping is allowed on any lot
in a single-family residential district (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100),
a planned unit (P-1) district for which single-family residential uses are approved, or a two-

family residential (D-1) district. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.404 Standards - Small animals.

(a) The minimum area of a lot on which fowl (except for hens), rabbits, or grain-fed rodents
may be raised or kept is 20,000 square feet.

(b) The maximum number of domesticated female chickens (hens) allowed on a single lot is

one hen per 1,000 square feet of lot area.

(©) No more than an aggregate total of 20 fowl (including hens), rabbits, and grain-fed
rodents may be kept on a single lot.

(d) The maximum height of a chicken coop, rabbit hutch, or similar accessory structure for
the housing of small animais is 12 feet.

(e) Chicken coops, rabbit hutches, and similar accessory structures for the housing of small
animals must be set back from property lines by the following distances:

Minimum Distance From

Average Lot Width
Front Property Line | Side Property Line | Rear Property Line
Less than 80 feet 50 feet 10 feet 10 feet
80 feet or more, but | 50 feet 25 feet 25 feet
less than 120 feet
120 feet or more 60 feet 40 feet 40 feet

® Bird enclosures are governed by Article 82-50.6. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.406 Standards - Apiaries.

(a) The minimum area of a lot on which an apiary may be kept is 6,000 square feet.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
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(b) The maximum number of bechives allowed on a single lot, excluding nucleus hives, is
determined by lot area, as follows:

Lot Area Maximum Number of
Beehives

6,000 square feet or more, but less than 20,000 square feet 4

20,000 square feet or more, but less than 40,000 square feet 6

40,000 square feet or more 8

(c) For each beehive kept on a lot in accordance with subsection (b) of this section, one
nucleus hive may also be kept on the lot.

(d An apiary must be registered and identified in accordance with Article 4 of Chapter 1 of
Division 13 of the Food and Agricultural Code.

(e) A fresh water source for bees must be provided at all times on a lot on which an apiary is
located.

® The maximum height of an accessory structure for the housing of beehives is 12 feet.

(2) Accessory structures for the housing of bechives must be set back from property lines by
the following distances:

Minimum Distance From

Average Lot Width
Front Property Line | Side Property Line | Rear Property Line
Less than 80 feet 50 feet 15 feet 15 feet
80 feet or more, but | 50 feet 25 feet 25 feet
less than 120 feet
120 feet or more 60 feet 40 feet 40 feet

(h) If an accessory structure for the housing of beehives is located less than 25 feet from any
property line, the structure must be enclosed by a six-foot tall solid barrier located 10 feet
or less from the structure in all directions. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.408 Standards - Livestock.

(@ The minimum area of a lot on which livestock may be raised or kept is 40,000 square
feet. The lot must be contiguous.

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
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(b) The maximum number of livestock on a single lot is two head of livestock per 40,000
square feet of lot area.

(c) Barns, stables, and other buildings or structures used to shelter livestock must be set back
at least 100 feet from the front property line and all streets, and must be set back at least
50 feet from all side and rear property lines. Fenced pasture, paddocks, or other enclosed
livestock areas must be located at least 10 feet from all property lines. (Ord. 2018-06 §
2).

Article 82-50.6
Bird Enclosures

82-50.602 Location requirements. A bird enclosure is allowed on any lot in a single-family
residential district (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65, and R-100), a planned unit (P-
1) district for which single-family residential uses are approved, or a two-family residential (D-1)
district. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

82-50.604 Standards.

(a) The maximum size of a bird enclosure is one square foot per 50 square feet of lot area. A
bird enclosure may not exceed 1,600 square feet.

b) The maximum height of a bird enclosure is 12 feet.

(©) A bird enclosure must be set back at least 25 feet from the front property line and all
streets, and must be set back at least 10 feet from all side and rear property lines.

(d) A bird enclosure must be maintained in a sanitary manner as determined by the county
health department. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

Article 82-50.8
Variance Permits

82-50.802 Variance permit - Granting. Variance permits to modify the height or setback
provisions in Article $2-50.4 and Atticle 82-50.6 may be granted in accordance with Chapter 26-
2. (Ord. 2018-06 § 2).

SECTION III. Section 82-4.238 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION 1V. Section 84-4.402 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-4.402 Uses—Permitted. The following uses are allowed in an R-6 district:

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
4



(M

@
©)
(4)

©)

(6)
)
®)

A detached single-family dwelling on each lot and the accessory structures and
uses normally auxiliary to it;

Crop and tree farming;

Publicly owned parks and playgrounds;

A residential care facility for the elderly, operated by a person with all required
state and local agency approvals or licenses, where no more than six persons
reside or receive care, not including the licensee or members of the licensee's
family or persons employed as facility staff;

A family day care home where care, protection and supervision of twelve or fewer
children in the provider's own home are provided for periods of less than twenty-
four hours per day, while the parents or guardians are away;

Bird enclosures in compliance with the provisions of Chapter 82-50.

Accessory dwelling units complying with the provisions of Chapter 82-24.
Urban farm animal raising and keeping in compliance with the provisions of

Chapter 82-50. (Ords. 2018-06 § 4, 2003-17 § 4, 86-43 § 2, 78-83 § 1, 77-51 § 2,
68-25 § 2: prior code § 8142(a): Ords. 1269 § 1, 1179 § 3, 1039, 1028, 382 § 4A).

SECTION V. Section 84-14.402 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-14.402 Uses—Allowed. The following uses are allowed in the R-20 district:

1)

@)

€)

(4)

)
(©6)

A detached single-family dwelling on each lot and the accessory structures and
uses normally auxiliary to it;

Crop and tree farming, and horticulture;
A temporary stand for the sale of agricultural products grown on the premises,
with two and one-half acres per stand, set back at least thirty-five feet from the

front property line, and operated not more than three months in any caiendar year;

Urban farm animal raising and keeping in compliance with the provisions of
Chapter 82-50;

Publicly owned parks and playgrounds;

A residential care facility for the elderly, operated by a person with all required
state and local agency approvals or licenses, where not more than six persons

ORDINANCE NO. 2018-06
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reside or receive care, not including the licensee or members of the licensee's
family or persons employed as facility staff;

(7) A family day care home where care, protection, and supervision of twelve or
fewer children in the provider's own home are provided for periods of less than
twenty-four hours per day, while the parents or guardians are away;

(8)  Bird enclosures in compliance with the provisions of Chapter 82-50;

(9)  Accessory dwelling units complying with the provisions of Chapter 82-24. (Ords.
2018-06 § 5,2017-11 § 4, 86-43 § 4, 78-83 § 2, 77-51 § 8, 68-25 § 2, 2033, 2032,
1768 § 2: prior code § 8146(a): Ords. 1269, 1179 § 8, 382 § 4V).

SECTION VI. Section 84-14.404 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-14.404 Uses—Requiring land use permit. In the R-20 district the following uses are
permitted on the issuance of a land use permit:

(1) Same as in the R-6 district (Section 84-4.404) except for the deletion of
“Greenhouses, over three hundred square feet”;

2) Horse riding academies and horse riding instruction, provided that the standards in
Section 82-50.408 are complied with. (Ords. 2018-06 § 6, 86-43 §5,1768, 1569:
prior code § 8146(b): Ord. 1269: Ord. 1179).

SECTION VII. Article 84-14.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION VIII. Section 84-14.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-14.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-14.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-14.602 through 84-14.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 8, 77-51 § 9, 1768 § 4: prior code § 8146(1): Ords. 1179 § 8 [382 §
4V)). '

SECTION iX. Article 84-16.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION X. Section 84-16.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-16.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-16.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-16.602 through 84-16.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 10, 77-51 § 10, 1768 § 4: prior code § 8148(1): Ords. 1179 § 9, 420 §
6 [382 § 46]).
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SECTION XI. Section 84-18.404 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:

84-18.404 Uses—Requiring land use permit. In the R-65 district the following uses are
permitted after the issuance of a land use permit:

@) All the uses designated for the R-6 district in Section 84-4.404 except for the
deletion of:

(A)  Greenhouses, over three hundred square feet;

(B)  Hospitals, eleemosynary and philanthropic institutions and convalescent
homes;

2) Horse riding academies and horse riding instruction, provided that the standards in
Section 82-50.408 are complied with. (Ords. 2018-06 § 11, 1768, 1569: prior
code § 8148.5(b): Ord. 1405).
SECTION XII. Article 84-18.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION XIII. Section 84-18.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:
84-18.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-18.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-18.602 through 84-18.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 13, 77-51 § 11, 1768 § 4: prior code § 8148.5(1): Ord. 1405).
SECTION XIV. Article 84-20.14 of the County Ordinance Code is deleted in its entirety.
SECTION XV. Section 84-20.1602 of the County Ordinance Code is amended to read:
84-20.1602 Land use and variance permit - Granting. Land use permits for the special uses
enumerated in Section 84-20.404, and variance permits to modify the provisions in Sections 84-
14.402(7) and 84-20.602 through 84-20.1202, may be granted in accordance with Chapters 26-2
and 82-6. (Ords. 2018-06 § 15, 77-51 § 12, 1768 § 4, 1549: prior code § 8148.7(1)).

SECTION XVi. Section 82-4.320 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

82-4.320 Poultry. “Poultry” means one or more domesticated birds or roosters customarily kept
for the production of eggs or meat for commercial use. (Ord. 2018-06 § 16).

SECTION XVII. Section 82-4.322 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

82-4.322 Rooster. “Rooster” means any male chicken that: (1) is six months or older, (2) has
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full adult plumage, or (3) is capable of crowing. (Ord. 2018-06 § 17).
SECTION XVIII. Article 84-38.14 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-38.14
Rooster Keeping

84-38.1402 Standards.
(a) The minimum lot size on which to keep a rooster is five acres.

(b) No person may keep, maintain, or harbor more than two roosters on a lot except as part
of, or in connection with, any of the following:

@) Commercial poultry ranches registered with the California Department of Food
and Agriculture and which primarily produce eggs or meat for commercial sale.

2) Public or private schools registered with the California Department of Education.

3) Projects sponsored by Future Farmers of America or other similar programs
focused on youth agricultural education.

4 Legitimate poultry hobbyists as approved in writing by the animal services
director.

(c) In addition to any other remedy allowed by this code or applicable law, the animal

services director may issue an administrative penalty under Article 416-4.8 to any
responsible person for a violation of this article. (Ord. 2018-06 § 18).

SECTION XIX. Article 84-40.14 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-40.14
Rooster Keeping

84-40.1402 Standards. Rooster keeping standards for the A-3 district shall be the same as those
for the A-2 district (Section 84-38.1402). (Ord. 2018-06 § 19).

SECTION XX. Article 84-42.16 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-42.16
Rooster Keeping

84-42.1602 Standards. Rooster keeping standards for the A-4 district shall be the same as those
for the A-2 district (Section 84-38.1402). (Ord. 2018-06 § 20).
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SECTION XXI. Article 84-80.14 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Article 84-80.14
Rooster Keeping

84-80.1402 Standards. Rooster keeping standards for the A-20 district shall be the same as
those for the A-2 district (Section 84-38.1402). (Ord. 2018-06 § 21).

SECTION XXII. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after
passage, and within 15 days after passage shall be published once with the names of supervisors

voting for or against it in the Contra Costa Times, a newspaper published in this County.

PASSED on  May 12018 , by the following vote:

AYES: Gioia, Andersen, Burgis, Mitchoff, Glover
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

ATTEST:  DAVID J. TWA, ) :?‘{?QW:M,)/ LJU/\&M

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Board Chair Karen Mitchoff ©
and County Administrator il

7,
By: //M%
‘%/ﬁfuty Clerk, June McHuen
KCK:

H:\Client Matters\2018\DCD\Ordinance No. 2018-06 Urban Farm Animals.wpd
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-11
URBAN FARM ANIMAL EXCLUSION COMBINING DISTRICT

The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors ordains as follows (omitting the parenthetical
footnotes from the official text of the enacted or amended provisions of the County Ordinance
Code):

SECTION 1. SUMMARY. This ordinance adds Chapter 84-79 to the County Ordinance Code
to establish the Urban Farm Animal Exclusion (-UE) Combining District. The ordinance
prohibits urban farm animal raising and keeping in specified residential zoning districts in Bethel
Island, Byron, Diablo, Discovery Bay, and Knightsen.

SECTION II. Chapter 84-79 is added to the County Ordinance Code, to read:

Chapter 84-79
URBAN FARM ANIMAL EXCLUSION (-UE) COMBINING DISTRICT

Article 84-79.2
General

84-79.202 Urban farm animal exclusion (-UE) combining district. All land within a land use
district combined with an urban farm animal exclusion (-UE) combining district is subject to the

additional regulations set forth in this chapter. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.204 Applicability. The -UE district applies to all property in any of the following zoning
districts located in the following communities:

(@ Zoning districts.

€)) Single-family residential districts (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-12, R-15, R-20, R-40, R-65,
and R-100).

(2)  Planned unit (P-1) districts for which single-family residential uses are approved.
3) Two-family residential (D-1) districts.

(b) Communities.
(D) Bethel Island.

2) Byron.
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(3)  Diablo.
4) Discovery Bay.
&) Knightsen. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.206 Priority. If there is any conflict between the regulations of this chapter and those of
the underlying zoning district, the requirements of this chapter govern. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.208 Definitions. For the purposes of this chapter, the following words and phrases have
the following meanings:

(a) “Apiary” has the meaning set forth in Section 82-50.204.

(b) “Urban farm animal raising and keeping” has the meaning set forth in Section 82-50.204.
(Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

Article 84-79.4
Uses

84-79.402 Permitted uses.

(a) Except as otherwise provided in Section 84-79.404, all uses authorized in the underlying
zoning district are permitted in a -UE district.

(b)  Urban farm animal raising and keeping is permitted in a -UE district where the underlying
zoning district is a single-family residential district with an R-20, R-40, R-65, or R-100
designation. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

84-79.404 Prohibited uses.
(a) Keeping or maintaining an apiary is prohibited in a -UE district.

(b)  Urban farm animal raising and keeping is prohibited in a -UE district where the
underlying zoning district is a listed single-family residential district (R-6, R-7, R-10, R-
i2, R-15), a pianned unit (P-1) district for which singie-family residential uses are
approved, or a two-family residential (D-1) district. (Ord. 2018-11 § 2).

SECTION II. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after passage,
and within 15 days after passage shall be published once with the names of supervisors voting for
or against it in the Contra Costa Times, a newspaper published in this County.
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PASSED on May 12018 , by the following vote:

AYES: Gioia, Andersen, Burgis, Mitchoff, Glover
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

ATTEST: DAVID J. TWA,
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
and County Administrator

Board Chair Karen'Mitchoff

H:\Client Matters\2018\DCD\Ordinance No. 2018-11 Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combiis
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ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

(Re-Zoning Land in the
D.4

East County Area)

New Zoning
The Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors ordains as follows:

SECTION I: Pages E-26, F-27, F-28, G-28, H-28, J-26, M-28m, M-28, M-29, N-28, N-29, P-27,

P-28, P-29, Q-27, Q-28m, R-17, S-17 _ of the County's 2005 Zoning Map (Ord. No. 2005-03) is amended
by re-zoning the land in the above area shown shaded on the map(s) attached hereto and incorporated herein
(see also Department of Conservation and Development File No. RZ18-3241 J)

FROM: Land Use District

D-1 (Two Family Residential)

R-6, R-10, R-20, R-40  (Single Family Residential)

R-6 -FH, R-40 -FH (Single Family Residential -Flood Hazard Combining District)
P-1 (Planned Unit)

P-1 -FH (Planned Unit -Flood Hazard Combining District)

TO: Land Use District

D-1 -UE (Two Family Residential -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion
T _ Combining District)

R-6 -UE, R-10 -UE, (Single Family Residential -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion

R-20 -UE, R-40 -UE Combining District)

R-6 -FH -UE, (Single Family Residential -Flood Hazard Combining District
R-40 -FH -UE -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District)

P-1 -UE (Planned Unit -Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District)
P-1 -FH -UE (Planned Unit -Flood Hazard Combining District

-Urban Farm Animal Exclusion Combining District)

and the Department of Conservation and Development Director shall change the Zoning Map
accordingly, pursuant to Ordinance Code Sec. 84.2.002.

SECTION Il. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance becomes effective 30 days after passage, and within
15 days of passage shall be published once with the names of supervisors voting for and against it in
the East Bay Times , @ newspaper published in this County.

PASSED on _May 12018 by the following vote:

Supervisor Aye No Absent Abstain
1. J. Gioia (X () () ()
2. C. Andersen (X () () ()
3. D. Burgis 0] () () ()
4. K. Mitchoff (X () () ()
() () ()

5. F.D. Glover X

ATTEST: David Twa, County Administrator oY ) -

nd Cy the Board of Supervisors %mb('b/x&#{j
Board Chair, Karen Mitchoff

Vi WM , Dep.
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Page 2 of 13




ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

A4 N\ Ad0 | - 4 m ; % A-40 , A-2

Byer Rd N
Hannum Dr W. \
T-1 T
c
e
FY—
| A-3
A-40 3 A-2
G |
Solara Ct T’ “||
:
T
o '
S o ]
5 8 1
= a v
38 2 '
3 G '
5] _n 1
- O S ]
e == g
£ e = 5 e I
N - lﬂu :h).n.u. RS III Camino_Diablo. 5 llllllllll l.luh__-m“
.m. ‘ HE .”,_..m _ .m ._,w....“.,c”.
§ BIRRE i
Y ;E.zl_
A-2 A-2
.
y b
/ .
Y
/¢
Y
Page 3 of 13

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages Q-27 and Q-28m of the County's 2005 Zoning Map



ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

[ m" K E
A-40 :
m__mmn._.:l..lnm_ "m
LIIENL:I OMM_AJxm_G ; ﬂ

— Bixler-Rd

......

-e-...State Highways T

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages N-28, P-27 and P-28 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map

Page 4 of 13



ORDINANCE NO._ 2018 - 12

Channel Dr

State-Highway-

A-3 -BS

Page 5 of 13

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district Pages N-28, N-29, P-28 and P-29 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map



ORDINANCE NO._2018 - 12

S A

A-3

L 4
bl I .

River py
piscovery Pt

amii%
C ]
NN
=0
)
)
o%a,olz m ”‘w
H SH
S
3y 7 13
% & HS
AN
2 . ab

RZ18-3241 - Urban Farm Animal Exclusion combining district

Pages M-28, M-29, N-28 and N-29 of the County's 2005 Zoning Map
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From: andrea@urbanbeeimpact.com [mailto:andrea@urbanbeeimpact.com]
Sent: Friday, April 27, 2018 7:09 AM

To: Clerk of the Board <ClerkOfTheBoard @cob.cccounty.us>

Subject: To BOS Re:The Urban Farm Animal Ordinance

Re: The Urban Farm Animal Ordinance and beekeeping.

To The Contra Costa Board of Supervisors,

On May 15t 2018 you will be deciding on the adoption of the Urban Farm Animals
Ordinance. | wrote you a letter in March asking you to please consider the impact of
allowing hobbyist beehives in residential neighborhoods. :

I know that you did not receive many letters from concerned citizens, but | truly believe
that not many residents are aware of the negative impact of allowing 4 hives next to
their property as small as 6000 sqft. It seems like 2 hives would have been enough, but
all it took was for the hobbyist beekeeper group to ask you for 4. You seemed easily
influenced and did not consider that 2 hives is usually enough for any hobbyist to collect
honey.

There is a proliferation of hobbyist beekeepers in the Bay Area. Many residents who
live near hobbyist beehives are experiencing a large amount of honey bees coming into
their property and also the bee droppings of several thousand bees flying over homes
making it impossible to enjoy outdoor living. Also, take into consideration people with life
threatening allergies to stings.

| ask all of the Board to answer this question: If a beekeeper decides to bring 4 hives
next door to your home and it ends up impacting your quality of life, by what enforceable
means will you resolve your complaint?

I'will leave you with this thought. | spoke with a professional beekeeper who has a large
bee farm in an agricultural area far away from residential areas. She said, “People do
not move into residential neighborhoods to have to deal with large amounts of
hobbyist's bees or to be woken up every day by roosters or smell farm animals.”

We count on our public officials to make good informed decision to protect the quality of
life of all citizens.

Sincerely,

Andrea DiNapoli
UrbanBeelmpact.com
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CAF D SUPERVISO
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April 25, 2018

County Administration Building
651 Pine St., Room 106
Marrtinez, CA 94553

Dear Board of Supervisors,

| am writing in regards to the Alamo Summit project. | am hoping that this home
can be reduced in width. | appreciate the general character, lower profile and variations
in roof height. Lower profile generally means less impact on ridge lines. However, it
really is ridiculously wide. | would think an important qualification for development of
this site would be planting of native oaks in front of this home to further break up
visibility and make it look more at home in the landscape.

| see preserving the character and rugged natural beauty of these massive hills
of great importance to everyone. No one wants to see massive homes dominating the
landscape. | really believe that these hills belong to everyone and are part of what
makes this area of the bay special.

Sincerely,

Jody S. Culver
6633 Crow Canyon Rd.
Castro Valley, CA 94552



From: KENNETH HOFFMAN [mailto:hoffmankenneth@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 5:25 PM

To: Jami Napier <Jami.Napier@cob.cccounty.us>

Subject: Alamo Summit Project Appeal to Board of Supervisors, File # DP 15-3039

Jami, Please provide to the Board of Supervisors regarding the Alamo Summit

Project appeal to be heard in May 1. Please put this first, on top of the accompanying more detailed
memo being provided separately. Thank you.

Outline: The Request to CHANGE- not just defer- the Conditions of Approval

Endangers the Residents of Ridgewood Road
Existing Conditions
1) Ridgewood Road is not safe for construction traffic

Private road, not built to County standards. Only way in and out for residents and emergency
vehicles.

Sections of road are only 16 feet wide, sharp curves, steep drop-offs and steep uphill embankments.
2) County determined construction traffic "significantly” increases safety hazards.
3) County required mitigation measures for safety in Conditions of Approval.
4) NO construction, and NO construction traffic, until road improvements completed ( Condition 26)
5) Improvements include, resurfacing, guard rails, and WIDENING of road to 20 feet and SLOPE
supports of concrete piers. |
6) Construction of PAVED roadway link from Castle Crest Road along ridge to Ridgewood Road to be
built BEFORE road improvements are done. To be used as needed on a temporary basis to provide

access for Ridgewood residents and emergency vehicles while road improvements take place.
(Condition 25)

7) Special conditions for emergency vehicles. Recognizing that for emergency vehicles in Alamo to travel
to edge of Walnut Creek, go up Castle Crest, and travel along ridge to Ridgewood Road adds significant
response time.



In addition to improvements to Ridgewood Road to prevent road failure and blockage of emergency
vehicles and in addition to paved linked road to be used as alternative only as needed during road
improvement construction:

a) Limits on duration of road closure during road improvement construction period ( Condition 25)

b) Even if road closed for improvements, road TO BE MAINTAINED BY DEVELOPER AS PASSABLE
BY

EMERGENCY VEHICLES ( Condition 25)

c) Any closure for emergency vehicles requires PRIOR approval by Public Works and PRIOR notice to
emergency response agencies ( Condition 25)

Developer's Proposed Changes

1) Developer seeks to construct almost 14,000 sq. ft. residence, construct access roads connecting new
residence to Castle Crest, and to install utilities, without FIRST doing road improvements, a clear
CHANGE from Conditions requiring road improvements be done first. ( Such a change in Conditions
should require new review under the California Environmental Quality Act.)

2) Developer offers to repair Ridgewood Road as damage occurs. But, closures could be of indefinite
duration and could occur multiple times. If slope failure occurs, could be days, weeks, or longer. Not
passable for emergency vehicles. Emergency vehicles blocked indefinitely, with no prior notice or
warning. Violates all Conditions intended to guarantee access for emergency vehicles.

3) Developer declines to build paved link road. Instead, proposes gravel road for construction vehicles.
Thus, no safe and reliable access for emergency vehicles or for residents in an emergency if Ridgewocd
Road blocked.

DANGEROUS violation of Conditions of Approval.

Conclusion: Delays cost lives. If the road is blocked, delay of ambulance can cost lives. If fire, can
become major blaze by time fire engines arrive. If fire, residents can be trapped

Therefore, enforce the EXISTING Conditions of Approval without change. Require road
improvements and paved link road before project construction may commence. To do otherwise puts
residents at risk.

Kenneth D. Hoffman, President,

on behalf of Upper Ridgewood Homeowners Association residents

Note: This is an outiine. information provided is documented in ionger memo provided separateiy.



From: KENNETH HOFFMAN

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 5:33 PM

To: Jami Napier <Jami.Napier@cob.cccounty.us>
Subject: Fw: Alamo Summit Project, File No. DP15-3039

Jami, Here is the second longer memo, to be placed after the outline sent to you earlier today, to be
provided to the Board of Supervisors for the hearing on May 1 regarding the Alamo Summit Project
appeal. Thanks. Ken Hoffman

Sent: Sunday, April 15, 2018 8:35 PM
From: KENNETH HOFFMAN
To: John Oborne <john.oborne@dcd.cccounty.us>

Sent: Monday, February 12, 2018 1:57 PM
Subject: Fw: Alamo Summit Project, File No. 15-3039

John, Please include this e-mail in the materials for the Planning Commission hearing on
February 14. It represents an effort to focus matters raised in prior materials on the specific issue
currently before the Planning Commission. Thanks.

Why deferring improvements to Ridgewood Road is dangerous.

The County staff has correctly analyzed this issue. The County identified construction traffic
for this project as adding " significantly" to existing safety hazards. ( See 1989 FEIR and
Supplemental EIR, IIIA, Transportation, page 50.)

Thus, before any project construction takes place, Ridgewod Road must be improved. (
Condition of Approval 26)

Improvements include "resurfacing; widening to a minimum width of 20 feet; and instaliation
of guard rails and slope reinforcing concrete piers..." Supplemental EIR at page 52.

( Note, the road has existing pavement width with sections as narrow as 16 feet, has several
sharp curves, sections with narrow shoulders, and a number of steep drop-offs and steep uphill
embankments. Supplemental EIR, page 48.)

The Developer proposes deferring the Ridgewood Road improvements, using the road for
construction equipment to build the roughly 14, 000 sq. ft. residence, and repairing the road as
necessary as damage to the road occurs during the residence construction. ( As an aside, defer
improvements until when, the building of a second residence, the building of a third residence,
the building of internal roads? When does safety matter?)

This proposal of the Developer simply misses the point.

To begin with, building such an almost 14,000 sq. ft. residence on three lots is the same as
building approximately
four residences of 3500 sq. ft., much closer to a norm in Alamo. It will require a substantial
amount of trucks to carry the concrete for the pad alone, not tc mention the residence
construction itself. Plus, how much grading equipment? How many trucks to move thousands
of cubic yards of dirt?

It ignores all the construction traffic necessary to build infrastructure for the new residence,
such as roads to the residence. The Developer wants to construct access roads connecting to
Castle Crest for the new residence, Salemo Lane and Valenza Lane, again using the unimproved
Ridgewood Road for construction traffic.



The proposal also ignores the construction traffic for other infrastructure such as utilities,
including water lines and electric and gas lines, and either sewer lines or a cess pool. Again,
construction traffic that uses an unimproved Ridgewood Road.

There will be an extremely high likelihood of road damage to Ridgewood Road from this
heavy volume of construction traffic.

Repairs for road damage take time, during which Ridgewood Road would almost certainly be
blocked or closed.

SLOPE FAILURE is a real possibility. See HSI Engineering Report at p. 1

" Heavy trucks such as concrete trucks and semi-trucks cause the SAME pavement damage as
about 9,000 passenger vehicles." HSI Engineering Report, page 7, emphasis added.

If there is a slope failure or other road blockages, how long would Ridgewood be closed...
days, weeks, months?

In the meantime, the residents are trapped. Emergency vehicles cannot get in or out. The 19
households on Upper Ridgewood Road are all endangered.

The only alternative is the so- called link road between Ridgewood and Castle Crest along the
ridge line.

But how long does it take an emergency vehicle from Alamo to travel to the edge of Walnut
Creek, make its way up the steep Castle Crest, endeavor to cross over the ridge on the link road,
and finally reach Ridgewood.?

An additional 20 minutes, an additional 30 minutes, more? If someone has a heart attack, this
may be the difference between life and death.

If there is a fire, this is the difference between a small kitchen fire and a major conflagration.
How do the residents quickly and safely escape?

Furthermore, this assumes there is even a safe link road on which to travel. The Developer
does not wish tc pave a safe and secure link road as required by Condition of Approval 25, but
just to have compacted gravel for the link road and use it for construction access purposes along
the ridge from Ridgewood to the proposed residence.

* Could emergency vehicles safely navigate this gravel construction road? Could residents of
Ridgewood in passenger vehicles safely navigate this gravel construction road? Is it safe to
travel on during the night? Is it safe during a storm? But it may be needed during the night or
during a storm by residents of Ridgewood and emergency vehicles.

The Developer's proposal ignores the purpose of the Conditions of Approval

The Ridgewood Road improvements are designed to avoid road closures and to keep the road
intact while it is used by project construction traffic.The link road is not intended for routine
use when project construction takes place, but to be used while Ridgewood Road improvements
take place. The link road is not to be used in lieu of road improvements.

Condition 25 sates "To provide a temporary means of alternative access for upper Ridgewood
Road residents during construction of improvements" to Ridgewood Road... "a paved roadway
link through the project site to Castle Crest Road shall be provided for temporary use as needed
by upper Ridgewood Road residents during the lower Ridgewood Road construction period."

Strict notice requirements are placed on closure of Ridgewood Road. (Condition 25) Sudden
emergency closures do not appear to be anticipated.

Further, even if Ridgewood Road is closed after the required notice, Ridgewood is still to be
maintained by the Developer as "passable" for emergency vehicles.( Condition 25) Any
exception to emergency vehicles being able to use Ridgewood Road requires prior approval by
Public Works and notice to emergency response agencies. (Condition 25)



From: Paul Kimelman ]
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 6:09 PM

To: Stacey Boyd <Stacey.Boyd@cob.cccounty.us>
Subject: Castle Crest project on agenda for May 1

Hello Ms Boyd. | would like to register my (and my wife’s) opposition to the appeal for Alamo
Summit - item D3 | believe. The safeguards in place are very important to me and my neighbors,

and we strongly oppose weakening them.
I'live on Castle Crest Rd in Alamo - 110 Castle Crest - so, | have a specific interest and would be
impacted by the Alamo Summit project.

Thanks and Regards, Paul

Paul Kimelman



Thus, it is absolutely clear that use of the link road is not intended to be a substitute for the
required improvements to Ridgewood Road. Rather, the link road is to be used, as necessary,
while Ridgewood Road is improved, which improvements are meant to avoid damage to the
road and avoid having to close the road during project construction itself, ( except for short
periods of a 3 to 4 minutes, after Ridgewood has been improved, as construction trucks with
wide loads use the road. Supplemental EIR, page 52.)

The request by the Developer to defer the improvements to Ridgewood and to defer
establishing a safe paved link road simply ignores all of the foregoing, putting the residents of
Upper Ridgewood in potential physical harm every time there is a road failure due to project
construction traffic.

Note, as specified in prior memos attached to the Staff Report, the Catch 22 of using
Ridgewood Road for construction traffic to build the link road before Ridgewood Road itself is
improved must be addressed. If construction traffic to pave the link road caused a slope failure or
blockage of Ridgewood Road this could be catastrophic. Again, no safe paved link road in place
for residents of Ridgewood to use and no safe timely access for emergency vehicles.

Public Works must assess Ridgewood Road before the link road construction traffic uses
Ridgewood and determine how best to proceed safely with the link road construction. Only the
paving of the link road, with smaller, lighter vehicles, should be allowed. No work on the project
itself may take place until after Ridgewood Road has been improved. No debris should be
hauled back down Ridgewood Road from the link road paving until after the paved link road is
completed and the improvements to Ridgewood Road are completed.

In addition, the Developer must maintain Ridgewood Road while the link road is

constructed. During link road construction, or if the construction traffic for he link road causes a
road failure on Ridgewood Road, this must be immediately repaired and rectified, and should be
the responsibility of the Developer. ( This is consistent with the Developer's duty to maintain
Ridgewood Road as passable for emergency vehicles as specified in Condition 25)

In short, the County itself has determined that Ridgewood Road is unsafe for use
by construction traffic without first putting in a paved link road and making the required
Ridgewood Road improvements.

For the County to ignore its own findings and conclusions would make the County itself
responsible for any

resulting injuries or damages.

The County should adhere to its original determinations and the recommendations of its own
staff, and require the Developer to follow established and necessary safety requirements before
any project or construction may proceed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Kenneth Hoffman
President, Upper Ridgewood HOA



Contra
To:  Board of Supervisors Costa
From: Karen Mitchoff, District IV Supervisor Cou nty

Date: May 1, 2018

Subject: OPTIONS FOR REPRESENTATION ON THE COUNTYWIDE REDEVELOPMENT SUCCCESSOR AGENCY
OVERSIGHT BOARD

RECOMMENDATION(S):
CONSIDER options for Board of Supervisors representation (Seat 1) on the Countywide Redevelopment
Successor Oversight Board.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The Countywide Oversight Board has no direct impact on the General Fund. Members of the Oversight
Board do not receive compensation.

BACKGROUND:

The California State Legislature enacted Assembly Bill x1 26 to dissolve redevelopment agencies formed
under the Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.); and on
February 1, 2012, the redevelopment agencies in 17 jurisdictions in Contra Costa County were dissolved.
Each of these jurisdictions declared that they would act as successor agency for their dissolved
Redevelopment Agencies. Oversight Boards for each of these 17 Successor Agencies were established in
accordance with the Dissolution Act.

Beginning July 1, 2018, there will be only one oversight board in Contra Costa County. The purpose of this
County Oversight Board is to oversee all redevelopment successor agencies in the County. This new

APPROVE | | oTHER

RECOMMENDATION OF CNTY ADMINISTRATOR |:| RECOMMENDATION OF BOARD COMMITTEE

Action of Board On: 05/01/2018 APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED |:| OTHER

Clerks Notes: See Addendum
VOTE OF SUPERVISORS

AYE: johp Gioia, District I Supervisor

Candace Andersen, District IT

Supervisor I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of an action taken and entered on the minutes of the

. R L Board of Supervisors on the date shown.
Diane Burgis, District 11T

Supervisor ATTESTED: May 1, 2018

]S<are“ Mitchoff, District IV , County Administrator and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
upervisor

Federal D. Glover, District V
Supervisor

By: June McHuen, Deputy

Contact: Maureen Toms (925)
674-7878

cc: CAO, DCD



BACKGR: D: NT'D

oversight board will be staffed by the County Auditor-Controller with assistance from the Contra Costa
County Department of Conservation (DCD). The Countywide oversight board is appointed as follows:

(1) One member may be appointed by the county board of supervisors.

(2) One member may be appointed by the city selection committee established pursuant to Section
50270 of the Government Code. In a city and county, the mayor may appoint one member.

(3) One member may be appointed by the independent special district selection committee established
pursuant to Section 56332 of the Government Code, for the types of special districts that are eligible
to receive property tax revenues pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34188.

(4) One member may be appointed by the county superintendent of education to represent schools if
the superintendent is elected. If the county superintendent of education is appointed, then the
appointment made pursuant to this paragraph shall be made by the county board of education.

(5) One member may be appointed by the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges to
represent community college districts in the county.

(6) One member of the public may be appointed by the county board of supervisors.

(7) One member may be appointed by the recognized employee organization representing the largest
number of successor agency employees in the county.

If any Oversight Board member positions have not been filled by July 15, 2018, the Governor may appoint
people to those positions. Below is the current status of the Oversight Board composition:

Seat To Represent: Primary Alternate (if any)
1 |Board of Supervisors TBD
2 |Mayor's Conference Peter Murray | Laura Hoffmeister
3 |Special Districts TBD
4 |Superintendent of Schools TBD
5 |Community College Districts Vicki Gordon
6 |County Public Member (BOS) Jack Weir William Swenson
7 |Employee Representative TBD

Before July 15, the Board of Supervisors should make the appointment for Seat 1 on the oversight board.
The statute does not define the seat term. The Board's general policy has been to establish seat terms at four
years when no other term has been specified. However, Board of Supervisors member appointments are, in
some cases, considered for reassignment annually. Therefore, a seat term of up to four years, at the Board's
discretion, would be appropriate. To fill Seat 1, the Board may consider appointing:

e A member of the Board of Supervisors

¢ Another county elected official who resides or works in Contra Costa County and is willing to serve
o A County staffperson

o A member of the public who resides in Contra Costa Costa

The duties of the Countywide Redevelopment Successor Oversight Board are summarized briefly below:



e Approve new repayment terms for outstanding loans where the terms have not been specified

e Approve refunding of outstanding bonds or other debt of the former redevelopment agency by successor
agencies in order to provide for savings or to finance debt service spikes

o Approve creation of reserves as required by indentures, trust indentures, or similar documents governing the
issuance of outstanding redevelopment agency bonds

e Approve merger of project areas

o Continuing the acceptance of federal or state grants, or other forms of financial assistance from either public or
private sources, where assistance is conditioned upon the provision of matching funds, by the successor entity
as successor to the former redevelopment agency, in an amount greater than 5 percent

¢ Approve compensation agreements between entities that wish to retain assets for future use, and the other
taxing entities, to provide payments to them in proportion to their shares of the base property tax

o Approve establishment of the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule or "ROPS"

o Oversee successor agencies' actions to wind down their affairs

CLERK'S ADDENDUM
The Board appointed Supervisor Glover to Seat 1 on the Countywide Redevelopment Oversight Board.



To:  Board of Supervisors
From: TRANSPORTATION, WATER & INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
Date: May 1, 2018

Subject: Approval of the Contra Costa Centre [-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

RECOMMENDATION(S):
APPROVE the Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, AUTHORIZE
staff to pursue funding opportunities for implementation.

FISCAL IMPACT:
None to the General Fund. A Contra Costa Transportation Authority — Transportation for Livable
Communities (Measure J) grant and Subregional Transportation Needs (Measure J) funds funded

development of the Plan. Staff time for recommended activities is covered under existing budgets (50%
Road Fund and 50% Measure J Fund).

BACKGROUND:

On 4/9/18, staff provided an update to the Transportation, Water and Infrastructure Committee (TWIC)
with a recommendation that the Committee provide comment and direct staff as appropriate including 1)
bringing the Contra Costa Centre [-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan to the full Board of
Supervisors for approval, and 2) pursue funding opportunities for implementation, as directed by the
Committee.
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BACKGR: D: NT'D

On 12/7/15, staff provided an update to the TWIC indicating additional analysis was required to
complete the I-680/Treat Boulevard Bike/Pedestrian Plan. Estimated cost of additional work was
$20,705, eventually funded by Measure J Subregional Transportation Needs funds.

Project Area

The approximately /2-mile study segment (Exhibit A) encompasses Treat Boulevard from the North
Main Street intersection (City of Walnut Creek), through the I-680 over-crossing and Contra Costa
Centre BART Station Transit Oriented Development (“TOD”), to the Jones Road/Iron Horse Trail
Bridge (County).

Background

The Contra Costa Centre [-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (“Plan” or “Study”) was
undertaken to address challenges and barriers to bicycling and walking within the ’2- mile Study
segment by developing concepts that emphasize a better safety for bicyclists and pedestrians.

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (“CCTA”) Measure J — Transportation for Livable
Communities Grant program (2014) and Measure J Subregional Transportation Needs (2017) funded the
Study.

Study development was in collaboration with the City of Walnut Creek, with participation from
interested agencies like Caltrans, CCTA, TRANSPAC and transit service providers. Alta + Planning &
Design (“consultant”), with assistance from sub-consultant DKS Associates, developed technical work
for the Plan. County staff and the consultant team also gained valuable public input through multiple
meetings and community workshops held between 2014 and 2017.

Overall, six Corridor Concepts (1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4, 4A) and five focused-analysis Off-Ramp Alternatives
(A, B, C, D, E) were considered. The “Preferred Project” is Corridor Concept 4A combined with
Off-Ramp Alternative C (i.e. “Concept 4A/Alternative C”).

Summary: Preferred Project Analysis (Concept 4A/Alternative C)
-Preferred Project design based on agency staff and public input and technical analysis.

-Provides better multi-modal balance while maintaining optimum corridor performance, minimizes
pedestrian discomfort, and avoids Caltrans design exceptions.

-Includes geometric modifications to the Oak Road and [-680 Off-Ramp intersections to improve
pedestrian and bicycle crossings.

Tables 1, 2 and 3 (Exhibit B) show traffic data from key locations along the Study Corridor in “existing”
and “future” year scenarios. These locations would undertake the most dramatic improvements under the
Preferred Project. Though comment was received during the process that removal of lanes could cause
congestion impacts or shift a bottleneck, the analysis shows each key location performs optimally under
the Preferred Project. Currently, Treat Boulevard from Buskirk Avenue to Jones Road is four lanes.
After Jones Road, through-traffic lanes reduce from four to three. This creates congestion with vehicles
needing to merge into the eastbound through lanes. The Preferred Project would create lane uniformity
in the Buskirk Avenue to Jones Road segment, which will smooth traffic throughput and improve overall
corridor performance in terms of delay and level of service.

In the “No Build” scenario, the Study Corridor will inevitably experience higher future traffic volumes



due to typical increases in background traffic. Implementing the Preferred Project has nominal impact to
overall corridor performance (Exhibit B, Table 4), and in fact improves performance at key points in the
Study corridor while providing better multi-modal balance.

Next Steps
Estimated Project Cost — $2.5 million

Staff will provide updates to the Board, through the Transportation, Water, and Infrastructure
Committee, at key milestones during implementation.

Secure Funding: Staff will pursue grants and other eligible sources to fund activities identified below.

Preliminary Design: Preliminary design will include detailed plans, including relatively accurate
locations, dimensions, materials, and features, which will assist in developing a corresponding refined
preliminary cost estimate. The preliminary plans would be the basis for environmental documents for the
project. Following the preliminary design County staff may conduct additional community outreach.

Environmental Studies and Documentation: Environmental studies and findings are required to
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). If using federal funds, additional
documents would be required to address the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). The
environmental studies must review and address a broad range of potential environmental issues.

Permits: The County will obtain the necessary permits and agreements for the project to proceed, such
as an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans.

Construction Documents: The preliminary plans will be refined into final design plans that contain
construction drawings, specifications, and cost estimates.

Right-of-Way Acquisition: 1f necessary, Real Estate Services will work with property owners to
acquire easement or other type of temporary or permanent land rights to allow project implementation.

Bidding and Contracting: Contract bid documents will be prepared and the project will be
advertised for public bid. The County will analyze bids and contract with the most qualified contractor.

Construction: The contactor will construct the project with County oversight.

CONSEQUENCE OF NEGATIVE ACTION:

The pedestrian and bicycle gap along the Treat Boulevard Corridor between North Main Street in the
City of Walnut Creek, through the I-680 over-crossing, to the Iron Horse Trail will continue to exist.
Goals and policies of the General Plan and other policies will not be implemented relative to this project.

CLERK'S ADDENDUM
Speakers: Bruce Ohlson, Delta Pedalers Bicycle Club

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit A — Project Study Area Map

Exhibit B — Traffic Data Tables

Exhibit C - DRAFT FINAL TreatBikePedPlan
Exhibit D - Revised Concept 4 Analysis (3/6/17)




Exhibit E - Alternatives Traffic Analysis Report (7/22/15)
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Summary

The Contra Costa Centre Transit Village is a Transit Oriented Development (“TOD”) in
unincorporated Walnut Creek, clustered around the Pleasant Hill BART station. It is characterized
by mixed commercial, office and residential land uses. Pedestrians and cyclists access the area
principally via the Iron Horse Trail or a narrow (5’) sidewalk along the north side of the 1-680
overcrossing bridge.

Treat Boulevard creates challenges for the users of transit as the wide roadways (up to nine lanes)
and intersections become barriers for pedestrians to cross. Without bicycle infrastructure, the
first/last mile for transit users becomes even more constrained.

The Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (“Plan” or “Study”)
was undertaken to address challenges and barriers to bicycling and walking within the ¥2- mile
Study segment by developing concepts that emphasize a higher level of comfort for bicyclists and
pedestrians.

The Contra Costa Transportation Authority (“CCTA”) Measure J — Transportation for Livable
Communities Grant program (2014) and Subregional Transportation Needs (2017) funded the
Study.

Study development was in collaboration with the City of Walnut Creek, with participation from
interested agencies like Caltrans, CCTA, TRANSPAC and transit service providers. Alta +
Planning & Design, with assistance from sub-consultant DKS Associates, developed technical
work for the plan. County staff and the consultant team also gained valuable public input through
multiple meetings and community workshops held between 2014 and 2017.

Overall, six Corridor Concepts (1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4, 4A) and five focused-analysis Off-Ramp
Alternatives (A, B, C, D, E) were considered. The “Preferred Project” is Corridor Concept 4A
combined with Off-Ramp Alternative C (i.e. “Concept 4A/Alternative C”).

Preferred Project Highlights — Concept 4A/Alternative C
o Preferred Project design based on agency staff and public input and technical analysis.

e Includes geometric modifications to the Oak Road and 1-680 Off-Ramp intersections to
improve pedestrian and bicycle crossings.

e Provides better multi-modal balance while maintaining optimum corridor performance,
minimizes pedestrian discomfort, and avoids Caltrans design exceptions.

In the “No Build” scenario, the Study Corridor will inevitably experience higher future traffic
volumes due to typical increases in background traffic. Implementing the Preferred Project has
nominal impact to overall corridor performance, and in fact improves performance at key points
in the Study corridor while providing better multi-modal balance.
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1. Introduction

The Contra Costa Centre Transit Village is a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) in
unincorporated Walnut Creek, characterized by mixed commercial and office land uses. Bicycle
parking at the BART station is plentiful and heavily utilized. Despite these trip generators, the
I-680 overcrossing has a narrow (5°) sidewalk on the north side only, and no bicycle facilities.
Other than the regional Iron Horse Trail, there are no bicycle facilities along or across the
corridor.

This study intends to assess active transportation improvement options, recommend a phased
approach to implementation, and provide concept plans and cost estimates for funding
programming.

Figure 1-1 shows a vicinity map of the study corridor.
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/

Figure 1-1: Project Locality

This project includes the following intersections:

Treat Boulevard/Geary Road and N. Main Street

Treat Boulevard and Buskirk Avenue/I-680 northbound ramps
Treat Boulevard and Oak Road

Treat Boulevard and Jones Road/Iron Horse Trail

NN NS
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2. Plan Development Process

e gs N\
Plan Initiation +Site Tour and Data Collection

*Base Model

The Plan was funded with a $75,000 grant i «TAC Meeting 1 (Apr 2014)

from Contra Costa Measure J (2004) CEXISING | . Stakeholder Meetings

Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) -

program, administered through the Contra \/ -Develop three concepts ~N

Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA). «TAC Meeting 2 (May 2014)
*Walnut Creek Transportation

In April 2014, the consultant team met with Gonceptenl| Commission (Oct 2014)

e Community Workshop (Dec 2014)/

Contra Costa County at a “kick-off’ meeting to
review the overall scope, data needs, \/

o 7
schedule, vision and goals of the Plan. The «Refine and Model Options
Team collected necessary geographic, design +Evaluate Options
and vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian data for Fegtsl:%':;ty * TAC Meeting 3 (May 2015)
analysis. /
Outreach *Preliminary Engineering for N
Recommended Option
. . . *Cost Estimates to Support
A TeF:hnlcaI Advisory Committee (TAC) Funding Applications
including staff from Contra Costa County, Deveﬁgap”ment +Draft Plan (September 2015)
Walnut Creek, and Caltrans was convened *Revised Plan (May 2017) J

three times (see Appendix A for a list of TAC
members). In addition to the TAC, meetings
were held with the following stakeholders: Figure 2-1: Plan Process

e 7/27/14 Lamorinda Development
e 12/12/14 Contra Costa Centre property management
e 2/20/15 Bike East Bay

Design Alternatives

The summer and fall of 2014 were dedicated to the analysis of existing plans, GIS data, field
research, traffic analysis and the development of three design concepts. The design concepts,
described in further detail below, were evaluated and reviewed by the TAC and the Walnut
Creek Transportation Commission.

Recommended Concept

In May 2015, the TAC met to review the recommended concept. Principal topics included
highway network planning, freeway access constraints, design details, and traffic modeling.
Based on TAC input and a multi-criteria analysis Concept 4 was selected as the recommended
alternative, offering balance between bicycle and pedestrian improvements with motorist level
of service and cost effectiveness.

A Draft Plan was released in September 2015. Based on public comments on the draft
document, a revised version of the Concept 4 design was developed in 2016, and additional
traffic analysis was conducted. This current plan identifies Revised Concept 4 as the
recommended alternative.

Contra Costa County | 4
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3. Planning Context

Previous plans in the area identify proposed pedestrian and bicycle improvements, policies,
and priorities for Treat Boulevard and the nearby area. A brief description of each related plan
is listed below.

3.1. City of Walnut Creek Bicycle Master Plan (2011)

According to this plan, the City of Walnut Creek allows bicyclists to use sidewalks along heavily
travelled arterials, including Treat Boulevard. Various segments of Treat Boulevard within the
city limits are designated as Class lll bicycle routes, although sharing a lane with high volumes
of traffic on a 35 mph roadway is not a condition that will suit most people.

Proposed
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Figure 3-1: Extract of Walnut Creek Bicycle Master Plan showmg Treat Boulevard as a proposed Class
n

3.2. Contra Costa Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2009)

The Contra Costa Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan names “Routes to transit” as one of three types
of pedestrian priority locations. The Pleasant Hill BART station is mentioned as a priority
location along with the other BART stations in Contra Costa County. No specific improvements
are prescribed for the Treat Boulevard study corridor.

The Contra Costa Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies Treat Boulevard as a part of the
Countywide Bicycle Network (CBN) but does not propose a specific treatment.

3.3. Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan (1998)

The Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan states that a circulation system for bicycles
and pedestrians will be provided to support travel between parking areas, transit stops,
buildings, the Iron Horse Trail, and the Bart Station.

The Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan cites the following bicycle and pedestrian
objectives for transportation and circulation:

5| Alta Planning + Design
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e Transportation and Circulation Objective #5 Provide for safe and convenient
pedestrian and bicycle movement between the BART Station, Station Area parking,
local transit boarding areas, and major facilities in the Station Area and between the
Station Area and nearby residential and commercial areas.”

e Urban Design Objective #8 Develop areas intensively used by pedestrians at a human
scale with adjoining uses which will visually and functionally enliven the area.

The Specific Plan design concepts identify Treat Boulevard as the major entranceway to the
Station Area and encourage a pedestrian-friendly environment:

e Emphasize Treat Boulevard as the major entranceway to the Station Area and visually
identify this role by the placement of the pedestrian overpass at Oak Road and the
pedestrian/bicycle overpass at Jones Road, and the provision of elevated public
plazas or pedestrian corridors in the vicinity of the northeast and southeast corners of
the intersection (Subareas 12 and 15). Provide sufficient public outdoor space to
accommodate the pedestrian activities focused at this location as a result of adjoining
office development, BART parking and local transit stop.

e Create a pedestrian-friendly street-level environment by discouraging blank building
walls and encouraging windows, doors, and other building facade features.

The Specific Plan identifies policies for bicycle and pedestrian circulation that relate to Treat
Boulevard. The policies are shown in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1: Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Specific Plan Policies

Policy Description Status

Policy 1 A pedestrian overpass shall be provided at the No longer supported and has
intersection of Treat Boulevard and Oak Road. been removed from Plan

Policy 2 A pedestrian and bicycle overpass should be Complete

provided at Jones Road for the Iron Horse Trail.

Policy 3 If feasible, development on Area 12 should provide for | Complete
a continuous pedestrian-way from the north end of
the pedestrian overpass at Oak Road to the BART
Station.

Policy 7 Undertake a community design program for both Complete
pedestrian and bicycle overcrossings as soon as
feasible given availability of funding and reasonably
defined site geometrics.

Contra Costa County | 6
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4. EXxisting Conditions

A site tour was held with the TAC on May 19, 2014. The consultant team also performed several
additional field reviews through the month of May.

4.1. Design Assumptions

During the site tour meeting, the design assumptions were confirmed as follows:

e Lane widths shall be no less than 11’ or 10.5’ for turn lanes
e Medians can be narrowed
e All proposals are to remain within the public right of way

4.2. General Traffic Conditions

The corridor has a 35 mph speed limit. The roadway has excess capacity during off-peak hours
as it is sized based on level of service and demand during peak hours.

There are nine lanes in some locations (Figure 4-1), presenting a long distance for pedestrians
to cross the street. Reducing this distance, providing longer walk times, or reducing wait times
for pedestrians can improve the pedestrian experience. Lane widths within the study area are
typically 12’ but vary from 17" to 17’

Long cycle lengths provide higher motor vehicle capacity for the main movements, but delays
for other movements and for pedestrians can cause frustration. Long cycle lengths also lead to
risk taking such as red-light running.

Figure 4-1: Existing Conditions Lane Configurations and Signal Phasing
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Yield controlled channelized right turns are present at all westbound intersections and
eastbound at Jones Road. Northbound Buskirk Avenue and southbound Oak Road also have
channelized right turns. Dedicated receiving lanes for continuous free flow are present at
westbound right turn at Main Street, the southbound right turn at Oak Road, and the
northbound right turn at Buskirk Avenue. Although channelized right turns are advantageous
for automobile traffic, they present a less comfortable and safe environment for pedestrians
and cyclists, who must cross faster moving right turning traffic that frequently does not expect
to conflict with pedestrians.

Appendix B presents a more detailed description of existing conditions by location along the
corridor, along with traffic count and base model data.
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4.3. Land Use and Urban Design

The land uses on Treat Boulevard include office, retail, hotel, and mixed-use residential. The
Walgreens shopping center on the northeast corner of Treat Boulevard and North Main Street
is not slated for expansion, although the parking lot may be reconfigured to connect to BevMo,

a beverage retail establishment directly north.

The Pleasant Hill BART Station Area Plan identifies urban design objectives for building height,
form and mass, public spaces, pedestrian circulation, landscaping, signage, building design, and
defensible space. Buildings on Treat Boulevard have a minimum three-story height and setback

of 20 feet from the street.

The most recent mixed-use development on the north side of
Treat Boulevard, between Jones Road and Oak Road, has
continuous sidewalks, pedestrian lighting, benches, and trees.
A Starbucks on the easternmost corner provides outdoor
seating. A parking lane separates pedestrians from the traffic
on Treat Boulevard. The light colored concrete on the parking
strip and extended right-turn lane is a de-facto space for
bicycling.

The south side of the block between Jones Road and Oak
Road is reminiscent of typical suburban design. The office
buildings are set back approximately 50 feet away from the
street. Unlike the north side, which has a continuous building
frontage along the sidewalk, the south building’s V-shape sets
the entrance to the building back even further. The sidewalk
is separated from the traffic by a landscape strip and
occasional trees.

This style is consistent along the majority of the study
corridor, with and without the landscape strip, with sidewalk
widths varying between 4-8 feet. Along the Embassy Suites
frontage on the north side of Treat Boulevard between Oak
Road and Buskirk Avenue, there is an 8 wide sidewalk
separated from traffic by an 8 wide landscape strip. Trees line
both sides of the sidewalk, providing a shade canopy during
the summer.

Contra Costa County | 8

Photo 1 The north side of Treat
Boulevard between Jones Road
and Oak Road has continuous
building frontage and a
pedestrian-friendly public realm.

Photo 2 The south side of Treat
Boulevard has a meandering 6’
wide sidewalk

Photo 3 The north side of Treat
Boulevard has a tree-lined 8’
wide sidewalk
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4.4. User Analysis

A field review of the study corridor was conducted in July 2014 during peak hours to observe
pedestrian, driver, and bicyclist behavior. The fieldwork included interviews with pedestrians.

The majority of pedestrians were observed walking on the north side of the study corridor.
When asked about their experience walking on Treat Boulevard, pedestrians noted that the
walk across the 1-680 overbridge is “unpleasant” and “always seems to take longer than it
should.” Another pedestrian noted that the signals along Treat Boulevard are “really slow,” and
can take “double the time if you have to cross two ways.”

The pedestrian phases were timed during field
observations. Pedestrians waited up to 120 seconds
before receiving a walk indication. At the Treat
Boulevard and Oak Road intersection, pedestrians were
observed crossing the street during the do-not-walk
phase. These pedestrians would cross to the center
median, and then wait for the walk signal, presumably to
get a head start (Figure 4-2). This suggests that the
signal phasing may be too long to accommodate
pedestrian commuters, particularly those traveling to
catch a BART train.

Figure 4-2: Some pedestrians cross to
The pedestrian plaza between the Embassy Suites Hotel the median on a Do Not Walk signal

and Vodafone Building north of Treat Boulevard (Figure
4-3) serves as a common path for pedestrians and
bicyclists traveling to and from the BART Station.

to get a head start on the next ped
phase

-
Figure 4-3: Plaza route
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Few people were observed bicycling on Treat Boulevard, choosing instead to ride on the
sidewalk. On the 1-680 overbridge, the majority of riders used the narrow (5’) north sidewalk.
In some instances, the bicyclist or pedestrian would step into the street to pass a group.

Drivers were observed failing to yield to pedestrians in channelized right turn lane crosswalks,
particularly at the northeast corner of Treat Boulevard and Oak Road. Some drivers blocked

pedestrian movement by pausing in crosswalks while waiting in a traffic queue.

4.5. Collisions

Recent collision data was requested through Contra Costa County and collected from the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). Violation type was recorded for 13 of
the 16 total collisions (Table 4-1). Automobile Right of Way was the most common violation for
a bicycle/vehicle collision, and Pedestrian Right of Way was the most common violation for a

pedestrian/vehicle collision.

The cluster of collisions at Jones  rap/e 4-1: Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions Crash Type

Road shown in Figure .4'4 may Violation Bicycle  Pedestrian
precede the construction of the Automobile Right of Way > 1
Iron Horse Trail overbridge. Improper Turning 2 0
. Other Hazardous Violation 1 0
The next most frequent location —
. . Other Improper Driving 0 1
is around Buskirk Avenue, where Pedestrian Right of Way 0 3
three bicycle collisions have Unsafe Lane Change 7 0
been reported. Unsafe Starting or Backing 2 0
Total 8 5
Sunnyvale Ave i w‘é" PLEASANT HILL § Honey Trail
:
f
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& £
5
4
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Figure 4-4: Reported Collisions Map
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5.Alternative Concepts

5.1.

Three concepts were initially developed for the Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
For Concept 1, a lower cost, lower impact version of 1A was also considered.

Concept Overview

Concept 4 was developed after conducting traffic modeling and outreach.

Following the release of the public draft plan, Concept 4A was developed, along with
alternatives 4B-4E.

Principal elements of each concept are given in Table 5-1; more details and plan view graphics
are provided in Appendix D. An evaluation of the concepts is provided in section O of this
document.

Table 5-1 Concept Comparisons

Concept Location Main Street to Buskirk Avenue to Oak Road to
Buskirk Avenue Oak Road Jones Road

North side / Bike lane Sharrows Sharrows

Concept 1A Westbound

(short term) South side / Bike lane Sharrows Sharrows
Eastbound
North side / Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane
Westbound

Concept 1B
South side / Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane
Eastbound
North side / Two way shared path | Two way shared path Buffered bike lane
Westbound

Concept 2
South side / Bike lane Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane
Eastbound
North side / Two way shared path | Two way shared path Cycle track
Westbound

Concept 3
South side / Sidewalk Sidewalk Sidewalk
Eastbound
North side / Two way shared path | Two way shared path Sharrows
Westbound

Concept 4
South side / Sidewalk No change No change
Eastbound
North side/ Bike lane Two way shared path Bike lane
Westbound and bike lane

Concept 4A
South side/ Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane Buffered bike lane
Eastbound

11 | Alta Planning + Design



Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

5.2. Pedestrian Improvements

All concepts, with the exception of 1A, propose pedestrian enhancements at crosswalks along
the study corridor. These improvements include:

e Enhancing the existing crosswalks at channelized free right turns along the study
corridor with high visibility continental or ladder striping, “sharks-teeth” yield markings
and signs

e Reconstructing the channelization island at Treat Boulevard and Buskirk Avenue to
meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

A sample graphic showing a channelized right turn lane with “shark’s teeth” yield markings,
high visibility ladder style crosswalk, and tactile ground surface indicators on the ADA standard
curb ramps is shown in Figure 5-1. For those concepts where bicycle lanes are provided, this
graphic indicates how a bike lane would be configured where the turn lane is an “add-lane.”
The bike lane is straight and motorists must merge across the path of bicyclists.

Figure 5-1: Conceptual provisions for pedestrians and bicyclists at a channelized right turn lane
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5.3. Concept 1A: Standard Bicycle Lanes

Concept 1A proposes bike lanes on Treat Boulevard between Main Street and Buskirk Avenue
by narrowing travel lanes to the County specified minimum 11" width. East of Buskirk Avenue,
bike lanes could only be accommodated if travel lanes were reduced to 10’ width (below the
County specified minimum). Accordingly, sharrows could be employed. While sharrows are
permitted on roadways with 35 mph speed limits, they are not an ideal solution as few people
will “take the lane” with motorists traveling at that speed. Green paint would be provided at
the bike lane entrances and at conflict points to make the bike lanes more visible to motorists.

Altogether, the Concept 1A enhancements would be easy to implement and less costly than
the other alternatives; however, they would offer limited improvement to the bicycle and
pedestrian experience on Treat Boulevard. Concept 1A does not remove any travel lanes and
would have minimal impact on the driving experience or traffic movements. Concept 1A could
be considered as an option for short-term improvements.

5.4. Concept 1B: Buffered Bike Lanes

Concept 1B proposes buffered bike lanes along the full extent of the study corridor. The buffer
between the bike lane and adjacent motor vehicle lane offers bicyclists an increased sense of
safety. Green paint at the bike lane entrances and the conflict zones make the bike lanes more
visible to motorists. These enhancements can be done by converting the outside travel lanes
into the buffered bike lanes.

Figure 5-2: Concept 1B buffered bike lanes at I-680

Concept 1B would remove the outside eastbound and westbound travel lanes, remove the
eastbound channelized right-turn lane at Treat Boulevard and Jones Road, and narrow the curb
radius at the eastbound I-680 on-ramp between Main Street and Buskirk Avenue. Although
removing the southbound channelized right turn at Oak Road reduces capacity, it also
eliminates the weaving operation between Oak Road and the I-680 ramps, which improves
traffic operation and safety along Treat Boulevard.

5.5. Concept 2: Shared Use Path and Buffered Bike Lanes

Concept 2 proposes converting the existing north side sidewalk into a shared use path between
Main Street and Oak Road, adding buffered westbound bike lanes between Oak Road and
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Jones Road, and adding eastbound buffered bike lanes for the full extent of the study area. The
vertical curb provides an enhanced sense of safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

———Tr "

Figure 5-3: Concept 2 shared use path (north side) and buffered bike lane (south side) at I-680

At Treat Boulevard and Oak Road, bicyclists would be partially separated from motor vehicles
with curbs and islands to reduce the risk of collisions between bicyclists and right-turning
vehicles. Channelized right turns at Oak Road and Jones Road would be removed.
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Concept 2 can be implemented by narrowing lanes, and converting the outside eastbound lane
between Buskirk Avenue and Jones Road into a buffered bike lane. Although capacity is
reduced by removing the southbound channelized right turn at Oak Road, this also eliminates
the weaving operation between Oak Road and the 1-680 ramps, which improves traffic
operation and safety along Treat Boulevard. The expansion of the north sidewalk into a two-
way shared-use path, the construction of the protected intersection, and the removal of the
channelized right turns would result in higher costs than Concept 1A and 1B.

5.6. Concept 3: Shared Use Path, Cycle Track and Sidewalk

Concept 3 proposes converting the existing north sidewalk into a shared use path between
Main Street and Oak Road, and adding a westbound cycle track between Oak Road and Jones
Road. The shared use path is used by both pedestrians and bicyclists. It provides bicyclists with
a grade separation from motor vehicles and therefore a greater sense of safety. The cycle track
would be a bike lane separated from the travel lanes by a row of parked cars. This physical
separation from the travel lanes provides bicyclists with a greater sense of safety. The
eastbound outside lane would have sharrows, which are a marginal but low cost solution on
roadways with speed limits up to 35 mph (as with Treat Boulevard).

Concept 3 proposes removing channelized right turns at Oak Road and Jones Road,
designating the sidewalk between Main Street and Buskirk Avenue as a 10-foot wide two-way
shared-use path, adding a sidewalk to the south side between Main Street and Buskirk Avenue,
and expanding the existing south sidewalk with a landscape strip between Buskirk Avenue and
Oak Road. The south sidewalk would offer pedestrians an alternative walking option to the new
shared-use path, where pedestrians would share the same space with bicyclists.

Figure 5-5: Concept 3 shared use path (north side) and sidewalk (south side) at I-680

Concept 3 can be done by narrowing lanes, removing channelized right turns, and converting
the right-turn lane between Oak Road and Jones Road into the cycle track. Although capacity
is reduced by removing the southbound channelized right turn at Oak Road, this also removes
the weaving operation between Oak Road and the 1-680 ramps, which improves traffic
operation and safety along Treat Boulevard. This design results in some impact to the
intersection level of service (LOS) and results in more overall network delay and higher travel
times due to the removal of one eastbound and one westbound travel lane. Concept 3 has a
small delay impact at Oak Road during the morning peak hour and Main Street during the

15 | Alta Planning + Design



Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

afternoon peak hour. The expansion of the north sidewalk into a two-way shared-use path, the
removal of the channelized right turns, and the construction of the south side sidewalk would
result in higher costs than Concept 1A and 1B.

5.7. Concept 4: Shared Use Path and Sidewalk

This study originally was to include development of up to three concepts. Through an iterative
development process and with stakeholder input, selected elements of the original three
concepts were combined into Concept 4. While this concept does not provide as substantial
an improvement for bicyclists and pedestrians as might be achieved with some elements not
carried forward from the other concepts, it is a compromise predicated on the assumption that
all travel lanes must be retained and must be at least 17" wide. Plans are provided for this
concept in Appendix D.

5.7.1. Main Street to Buskirk Avenue

The concepts that included traffic lane removals are not supported by the traffic modeling, but
lane width reductions enable the installation of paths on both sides of the bridge:

¢ On the north side, the existing sidewalk would be replaced with a 12’ wide shared use
path. Minor improvements would be made to reduce potential conflicts at the
Walgreens driveways.

e On the south side, Treat Boulevard has enough space for either an on-street eastbound
bike lane or a new southern sidewalk facility without removing travel lanes. Concept 4
includes a south side sidewalk to improve pedestrian connectivity, because eastbound
bicyclists will be able to use the north side shared-use path or the curbside traffic lanes.

Figure 5-6: Concept 4 shared use path (north side) and sidewalk (south side) at I-680 (as per Concept
3)

5.7.2. Buskirk Avenue to Oak Road

All travel lanes remain in Concept 4 due to the heavy traffic volume at Buskirk Avenue turning
right towards northbound [-680. As such, the cycle track element was not included.
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5.7.3. Oak Road to Jones Road

Neither bike lanes, sharrows nor cycle tracks were chosen for this section of Treat Boulevard
for the following reasons:

e Eastbound bike lanes cannot be accommodated without removal of a traffic lane or
reduction of lane widths below the County’s minimum to 10’. Modeling indicates an
unacceptable impact on motorist level of service. Furthermore, Treat Blvd is currently
not a hospitable route for bicycling east of Jones Road and there is low demand relative
to the rest of the corridor; therefore, this portion of the route is likely to attract only
more confident “vehicular” bicyclists.

e Eastbound sharrows were not chosen for this section because the volume and speed of
traffic would not provide a comfortable environment for bicyclists. Instead, bicyclists
should be encouraged to use the shared-use path on the north side of the road.

¢ Westbound sharrows were chosen for this section to accommodate and direct bicyclists
either westbound onto the shared-use path or northbound toward the BART station
once they reach the Oak Street and Treat Boulevard intersection. The sharrows will be
located on the dedicated westbound right-turn lane, which will have lower traffic
volumes and provide a more comfortable environment for people on bikes.

e The landing points for the Iron Horse Trail overcrossing are approximately 500 feet
north and south of the intersection.

Implementation of a separate bikeway along Treat Boulevard in this block may be possible in
the long-term, depending on the motor traffic volume and wider network changes that may
occur.

5.8. Concept 4A: Enhanced Bike Lanes and Shared Use Path

Concept 4A was developed based on public comments, and balances bicycle and pedestrian
improvements with motorist level of service and cost effectiveness. Improvements along the
corridor include:

¢ From Main Street to Buskirk Avenue, buffered bicycle lanes with green markings at
conflict points are provided by narrowing existing lanes

e From Buskirk Avenue to Oak Road, buffered green bicycle lanes are provided in addition
to a new shared use path on the north side

¢ From Oak Road to Jones Road, a bicycle lane is provided on the north side while a
buffered bicycle lane is provided on the south side; both directions have green markings
at conflict points

Because of right-turn conflicts and traffic delays caused by Concept 4A, four alternative
concepts were evaluated for the 1-680 offramp intersection at Treat Boulevard and Buskirk
Road.

Alternative 4B

Alternative concept 4B closes the free right turn lane from the 1-680 onramp onto Treat
Boulevard by creating a curb extension. This eliminates a conflict point with motor vehicles
merging across the bike lane. The 1-680 approach is reconfigured to accommodate one left-
turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane within the existing travelway.
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The elimination of the free right-turn lane created substantial traffic delay, and as a result
Alternative 4B was excluded from some analyses as a nonviable option. Subsequent
alternatives 4C, 4D, and 4E were developed in an attempt to reduce this traffic delay.

Alternative 4C

In addition to the modifications described in Alternative 4B, Alternative 4C changes the right-
hand through lane to a through/right-turn lane. The resulting approach includes one left-turn
lane, one through lane, one through/right-turn lane, and one right-turn lane.

This improves traffic conditions slightly, but reduces pedestrian comfort by adding a lane of
cars that will be turning across the crosswalk.

Alternative 4D

In addition to the modifications described in Alternative 4B, Alternative 4D adds a second right-
turn lane by removing shoulders and narrowing all lanes to 11 feet. The resulting approach
includes one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and two right-turn lanes.

This improves traffic conditions, but reduces pedestrian comfort with two lanes of traffic
turning across the crosswalk. It would also create a longer crosswalk across the [-680 ramp,
increasing pedestrian exposure, and require either a Caltrans design exception or a ramp
widening.

Alternative 4E

In addition to the modifications described in Alternative 4C, Alternative 4E adds a second right-
turn lane by removing shoulders and narrowing all lanes to 11 feet. The resulting approach
includes one left-turn lane, one through lane, one through/right-turn lane, and two right-turn
lanes.

This improves traffic conditions, but reduces pedestrian comfort with three lanes of traffic
turning across the crosswalk. It would also create a longer crosswalk across the 1-680 ramp,
increasing pedestrian exposure, and require either a Caltrans design exception or a ramp
widening.
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6. Concept Evaluation

6.1. Traffic Analysis for All Concepts

This section includes a summary of the separate detailed traffic report. When looking at the
average intersection LOS, the design concepts result in little impact for the current year (2014)
traffic volumes (Table 6-1) or for the future year (2040) traffic volumes (Table 6-2). Concept
1A was not analyzed because it does not involve any changes to the number of lanes or
intersection layouts. Alternatives to Concept 4A are shown in Table 6-3 (current year) and
Table 6-4 (future year).

Table 6-1: All Concepts - Intersection LOS Comparison for Current Year (2014)

Peak Existing Concept1B Concept2 Concept3 Concept4 Concept 4A

Intersection
Hour Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

AM.| 557 | E |600| E |601| E |601| E |601| E |531]| D
Main Street*

PM.|429| D | 411 | D |422| D |422| D |422| D |429| D
1680 NBand |AM.[303| C |329| C |303| C |303| C |303| C |347| C
Buskirk Ave |1 py 1175 | B | 177 | B |174| B | 174 | B |174| B |195]| B

AM.| 468 | D |555| E |536| D |536| D |493| D |492| D
Oak Road

PM.| 193 | B |394| D |401| D |401| D |341| c |368| D

AM.| 376 | D |288| c |2908| c |208| c |299]| c |328]| C
Jones Road*

PM.|498| D |377| D |382| D |382| D |379| D |483| D

Table 6-2: All Concepts - Intersection LOS Comparison for Future Year

Peak No Build ‘Concept 1B Concept2 Concept3  Concept 4 Concept 4A

Intersection
Hour Delay LOS ‘Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

AM.| 831 F 86.0 F 83.3 F 83.3 F 83.3 F 60.1 E
P.M.| 67.9 67.4 75.9 75.9 75.9 60.0

E E E E E E
1-680 NB and AM.| 314 C 36.4 D 30.5 C 30.5 C 30.5 C 36.5 D
Buskirk Ave PM. | 199 B C 5 B B c

Main Street*

24.9 13.7 13.7 13.8

67.5
AM.| 63.8 E 63.3 E 67.3 E 67.3 E |(67.6)| E 53.8 D
[61.9]
Oak Road 36.7

(29.3)
[30.5]
1

26.1

P.M.| 46.3 D 48.9 D 45.5 D 45.5 D D 42.7 D

AM.| 619 E 61.9 E 49.6 D 49.6 D 49.6 D 59.7 E

P.M.| 21.9 F 212.4 F 212.1 F 212.1 F 212.1 F 143.9 F
TFree right turn removal at Oak Road Mitigation 1, (Mitigation 2), and [Mitigation 3]

Jones Road*
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Table 6-3: Concept Alternatives 4A-4E - Intersection LOS Comparison for Current Year (2014)
Peak Existing ‘Concept 4A Concept 4B Concept 4C Concept 4D Concept 4E

Intersection

Hour Delay LOS ‘Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
1-680 NB and AM. | 30.3 D 34.7 C 1n2.9 F1 44.4 D2 431 D - -
Buskirk Ave

PM.| 175 C 19.5 B 62.1 E 41.6 D2 41.3 D - -

'This alternative failed, and was therefore not included in future year analyses
2HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.

Table 6-4: Concept Alternatives 4A-4E - Intersection LOS Comparison for Future Year

Peak No Build ‘Concept 4A Concept 4B Concept 4C Concept 4D Concept 4E

Intersection

Hour Delay LOS ‘Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
1-680 NB and AM.| 314 C 36.5 D - - 61.2 E 88.3 F 46.9 D*
Buskirk Ave 1 pM | 199 | B | 261 | C - - |402| D |526| D | 37| c

THCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 20170 limitations.
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6.2. Multi-Criteria Analysis

All concepts were evaluated for future conditions based on a list of criteria described below.
For each concept, the reallocation of the eastbound curbside lane to a bike lane has been
omitted as the traffic impact was estimated to be unacceptable. The evaluation criteria are
described below; the scores can be seen in Table 6-5 on the next page.

e Bicycle Experience: the perceived safety and convenience of traveling the corridor by
bike.

e Pedestrian Experience: the perceived safety and convenience of traveling the corridor
by foot.

e Driving Experience: the comfort and convenience of traveling the corridor by
automobile.

e Ease of Implementation: the amount of planning, design and construction required to
implement the concept.

e Cost: the amount of funding required to implement the concept.

e Traffic Impacts (level of service): defined in the separate Traffic Report and relates to
the amount of delay in travel speeds along the corridor and at intersections.

Concept 4 scores highest - a balance between bicycle and pedestrian improvements with
motorist level of service and cost effectiveness.
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Table 6-5: Concept Evaluation

. Concept Concept Concept | Concept Concept
Criterion
2 3 4  4A
Shared
Buffered Use Path Use Path, Use Path Ephanced
No . and Cycle Bike Lanes
Bike and South
change Track and - and Shared
Lanes . side
South side . Use Path
. Sidewalk
Sidewalk
] 0 1 2 3 2 2 2
Bicycle
Experience
) 0 0 1 2 3 3 1
Pedestrian
Experience
0 2 2 2
Driving
Experience
3
Ease of

Implementation

-1 2 -3 -3 -3 -2
Cost
Traffic Impacts -1 0] 2 -2 -1 0 0
(level of
service)

00e
0oecoo®
- QOO0
@000 e
Oe00er
0e00eo
Olocldolo

Total Score

Table 6-6 Scoring Levels

. V_e_ry Significant Minor Minor Significant . V_e_ry
Significant . . Neutral . - Significant
; Negative Negative Positive Positive -
Negative Positive
-3 -2 -1 0] 1 3

®@ o O 0Ol e | ®
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Table 6-7: Concept Alternatives Evaluation

Concept Concept Concept Concept Concept

Criterion No Build

Adds
second

Ephanced Eliminates Adds right- — right-turn

bike lanes . . second

No change free right- turn option . lane and
and shared right-turn -
turn lane to #3 lane right-turn

use path lane .
option to
#3 lane

[-680 Approach
Configuration

ity

%ﬂ
=1
%ﬂ
=1
=1
=1
—>
—>
=1
=1
-
=1
=1

it

=1
=l

(@]
W
W
W

Bicycle
Experience

N

Pedestrian
Experience

N

Driving
Experience

Ease of
Implementation

iee elee
SenEhED
e@c0ee
loe0o0e
00000
08000

-1 -2 -3 -3 -3 -3
Cost
Traffic Impacts -1 0] -3 -2 -2 -1
(level of
service)
Total Score 0] (0]
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Appendix B: Existing Conditions by Location

North Main Street

Both the westbound left turn/U-turn and westbound right turn movements are heavy at this
intersection. Due to the high turning volumes and high left lane utilization, the queue from
westbound traffic turning into N. Main Street backs to the 1-680 ramps during the A.M. peak
hour. The westbound left turn bays are not adequate for the forming left turn queues and
vehicles sometimes queue in the through lanes, creating potential for rear-end collisions and
congestion.

The southbound left turn volumes are high at N. Main Street during both the morning and
afternoon peak periods. Queues spill back beyond the turn bays during both time periods.

Currently N. Main Street operates in coordination with Ygnacio Valley Road (coordinated north-
south), rather than in coordination with the Treat Boulevard corridor, which may contribute to
the formation of westbound queues. East-west coordination could be considered as a potential
alternative for this location. Ygnacio Valley Road is about 3 miles south of the Treat
Boulevard/N. Main Street intersection. There are four traffic signals on N. Main Street between
Ygnacio Valley Road and Treat Boulevard. Additionally, Ygnacio Valley Road, N. Main Street
and Treat Boulevard have interchanges with the 1-680 freeway.

Photo 4 View of westbound Treat Boulevard Photo 5 View of Treat Boulevard and N. Main
approaching N. Main Street. Existing bicyclist use ~ Street. Right-turn slip lane creates two points of
of sidewalk in conflict with Walgreens driveway  potential conflict between motorists and
turning movements. pedestrians.

The City of Walnut Creek will be paving North Main Street from Treat Boulevard northward in
2015 and from Treat Boulevard southward in 2016. Minor configuration and/or striping changes
may be accommodated at that time.
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I-680 Overcrossing

The bridge that crosses over I-680 between N. Main Street and I-680 Northbound off-ramp has
no sidewalk on the south side and a narrow (5’ to 8’) sidewalk on the north side. Despite the
fact the sidewalk is not wide enough to comfortably accommodate two pedestrians walking
side-by-side, it is also shared by cyclists due to the roadway traffic conditions and lack of
separate bicycle facilities. The 1-680 overcrossing has three westbound through lanes and two
eastbound through lanes and two eastbound left-turn lanes. The bridge carries over 20,000

vehicles per day in each direction, for a total average daily traffic of about 40,000 motor
vehicles.

The bridge has wide shoulders in both directions, but particularly in the westbound direction,
which presents an opportunity to increase the pedestrian and bicycle space. This could be
accomplished through one or a combination of the following: lane adjustment, addition of a
sidewalk on the south side of the bridge, widening of the existing sidewalk, and/or addition of
bicycle lanes or a cycle track. The construction of a shared path on one side would provide
service to both pedestrians and bi-directional travel for cyclists on one side of the road. The
path provides excellent service to non-automobile modes, but requires 15’ of space including
path, shoulder, and traffic buffer.

Photo 6 View east along the existing 5’ wide Photo 7 View west along the sidewalk on the
sidewalk on the I-680 overcrossing. Pedestrians overcrossing. A pedestrian commented that the
are observed walking in the traffic lane to walk on the overcrossing “is unpleasant and
overtake one another. always seems to take longer than it should.”
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-680 Ramps/Buskirk Avenue

The 1-680 northbound ramps at Buskirk Avenue present a challenge to pedestrians wishing to
cross the intersection. The northbound right turn traffic onto Treat Boulevard is heavy and due
to channelization does not always yield to pedestrians and bicycles.

During the morning peak period, the northbound left turn queues occasionally exceed the left
turn lane storage capacity. During the evening peak period, the eastbound Treat Boulevard
traffic turning left onto the I-680 ramp was observed to exceed the left turn storage.

Photo 8 View west of the I-680 overcrossing Photo 9 View west of the 1-680 overcrossing,
sidewalk from Buskirk Avenue. Current 5’ wide south side from Buskirk Avenue. No sidewalk or
sidewalk is insufficient for two-way pedestrian bike lane exists along this side of the

use. Bicyclists were observed using this facility to overcrossing.

travel east and west instead of using the

roadway.

Photo 10 North crosswalk of Buskirk Avenue
typifies some of the existing curb ramps with Photo 11 The northbound I-680 offramp has
uneven surfaces difficult to traverse for those heavy right turn volumes at peak times
with mobility impairments.
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Treat Boulevard between Oak Road and the 1-680 Ramps/Buskirk Avenue

Westbound

The southbound right turn lane at Oak Road has its own receiving lane westbound, which
immediately becomes a right turn only onto Buskirk Avenue and the I-680 NB on ramp. This
layout causes weaving conflicts on westbound Treat Boulevard due to the high demand for
northbound 1-680. Further exacerbating this issue, the BART support columns separate the
lanes of travel and limit visibility for traffic merging from the right lane.

These conditions contribute to the formation of a westbound queue during the afternoon peak
hour. Weaving conflicts demand driver attention, often taking away driver awareness of
pedestrians and bike riders. Due to this lack of attention, bike riders are currently safest riding
in the middle of the lane rather than at the edge of the lane, which is ideally where a bicycle
lane would be located. As indicated by low bicycle volumes on this segment (three westbound
during the P.M. peak hour), few cyclists brave this environment. Weaving traffic and high right
lane utilization through this segment cause traffic to spill back to Oak Road, reducing the
number of vehicles that can travel westbound through the Oak Road and Jones Road
intersections during a green light, effectively “wasting” green time at these intersections.

Photo 12 View of westbound Treat Boulevard

Photo 13 View looking east on the north side of

from Oak Road. Traffic from Oak Road merges Treat Boulevard. The 8’ wide treelined sidewalk
into the right lane for I-680 northbound. is also used by bicyclists traveling both
directions.
Eastbound

The eastbound segment on Treat Boulevard
between the I-680 ramps and Oak Road is also
characterized by high weaving volumes during
the morning and afternoon peak periods.
Heavy traffic from the 1-680 northbound ramp
merge into the eastbound lanes where weaving
conflicts arise between motorists turning at
Oak Road or Jones Road. The BART support
columns separate the lanes and limit visibility,

exacerbating this issue. Photo 14 View east towards Oak Road on the
south side of Treat Boulevard.
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Oak Road

Oak Road is commonly used for pedestrian access to the BART station. About 90 pedestrians
cross Treat Boulevard at Oak Road during the morning peak hour. Because the cycle length is
long (160 seconds in the morning), some pedestrians cross illegally against the light by finding
gaps in queued traffic or between platoons of cars. During the morning peak period, the
westbound left turn and northbound left turn queues occasionally exceed the left turn lane
storage capacity.

Photo 15 View north along Oak Road. Cyclists Photo 16 View west on the east side of Oak
accessing BART use the shared path on the west Road, showing northbound free right turn lane
side of Oak Road, cross at Coggins Drive to the and splitter island: cars speed around the corner,
east side of Oak Road to continue north to BART or block the crosswalk while waiting to merge.

or cross Oak Road and continue up the path on
the east side of Oak Road.
v g

Photo 17 At the intersection of Oak Road and Photo 18 Pedestrians can wait in the middle of
Treat Boulevard, pedestrians have up to a two- the roadway if they started crossing late in the
minute wait time to cross the street. One phase and did not make it across before the end
pedestrian commented on the length of the of the phase. While the pushbutton is in reach of
crosswalk and time required to cross. Several wheelchair users, the relatively narrow median
pedestrians were observed walking down the and lack of protection from turning vehicles
Treat Boulevard median. makes it an intimidating place to wait.
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Treat Boulevard between Jones Road and Oak Road

Westbound

During the P.M. peak period, about 70 vehicles
complete the westbound right turn movement
from Treat Boulevard to Oak Road. There is an
existing free right turn for this movement. This
volume could be accommodated without the
existing free right turn.

The pace speed during periods ranges
between 21 - 35 mph in both directions.

Eastbound

East of Jones Road the number of eastbound
through lanes drops from four to three, and

based on field observations it appears most

through venhicles avoid the rightmost lane for
this reason. With fewer destinations and the
limited bicycling facilities east of Jones Road,
this segment is a lower priority for bikeway
improvements.

Jones Road

Photo 19 Bicyclists are likely to be currently
utilizing the lighter colored concrete strip to the
right of the dashed lane line

Photo 20 Treat Boulevard looking east toward
Jones Road. A non-compliant MUTCD sign tells
drivers to “observe pedestrian right of way.”

Few pedestrians and bicyclists are observed using the Treat Boulevard crosswalk at Jones
Road, perhaps electing to use the Iron Horse Trail overcrossing. Westbound Treat Boulevard
traffic making a left turn into Jones Road occasionally exceeds the left turn storage capacity

during the morning and evening peak period.
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Appendix C: Concept 4A and 4B Traffic Study
and Alternative Concepts 4C, 4D, and 4E
Memorandum

The following traffic study and analysis memo was prepared for this plan by DKS, and is
reproduced here in its entirety.
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DATE: October 9, 2017*

1970 Broadway, Suite 740

TO: Brett Hondorp, AICP, Alta Oakland, CA 94612
510.763.2061

FROM: David Mahama, PE, DKS www.dksassociates.com

CC: Erin Vaca, DKS

SUBIJECT: Contra Costa County |-680 / Treat Blvd Bicycle and Pedestrian #14070-001

Plan — Feasibility Study and Evaluation Traffic Analysis of
Concepts 4a and 4b

Introduction

With the goal of providing more livable communities, Contra Costa County Department of
Conservation and Development has decided to complete the 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan. To finish the bicycle and pedestrian transportation network, Contra
Costa County has targeted Treat Boulevard between Main Street and Jones Road to provide
safe and convenient access from the Iron Horse Trail to businesses and restaurants on Main
Street, focusing especially on the [-680 interchange. The Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) program is the funding source for this project, which is managed by the
Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA).

This project includes the following intersections:
e Treat Boulevard/Geary Road and Main Street
e Treat Boulevard and Buskirk Avenue/I-680 northbound ramps
e Treat Boulevard and Oak Road
e Treat Boulevard and Jones Road/Iron Horse Trail

The field observations on this corridor indicate that there are high vehicle turning volumes
that conflict with pedestrians, high weaving volumes that create a challenging environment
for cyclists, and that the current infrastructure could be improved to better serve pedestrians
and cyclists.

The performance of the four study intersections was evaluated for AM and PM peak periods
for the current year (2014) traffic conditions and future year (2040) traffic conditions. Four
initial study concepts (Concept 1B, Concept 2, Concept 3, and Concept 4), geometric
improvements as well as traffic signal timing improvements were evaluated to determine the
performance of the network. Once the initial alternatives were evaluated by the
stakeholders, a final concept (Concept 4a) was developed.

! This document has been revised from the version dated March 6, 2017 to reflect standardized naming conventions
for the design alternatives.
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This report presents a traffic impact evaluation for the Concept 4a pedestrian and bicycle
related improvements to the transportation environment along Treat Boulevard. This final
design is a modified version of Concept 4 and can be found in Appendix A. This revision
includes the elimination of the free southbound right turn lane at the Treat Boulevard/Oak
Road intersection, which is expected to eliminate traffic weaving along the segment of Treat
Boulevard between Oak Road and Buskirk Avenue in the westbound direction.

Current Year Analysis (2014)

For the current year (2014 volumes), overall network performance is not largely impacted as
compared to the existing condition for the revised concept. Individual intersection level of
service (LOS) was analyzed to assess the potential impacts of the revised concept. A queuing
analysis was also included for traffic movements of concern and Table 1 presents the results
of the analysis. As shown in Table 1, intersection delay is high in general under existing
conditions. LOS generally remains the same, except at Oak Road, which deteriorates. The
biggest impact occurs at the Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection in the P.M. This is due to
the reconfiguration of the southbound movement - the free right is removed as well as one of
the through lanes.

The queuing analysis shows little to no impact at the Treat Boulevard/Main Street
intersection. At the Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection, southbound through queues are
expected to increase in the A.M. and in the P.M. This is due to the reconfiguration of the
southbound approach. It should be noted that the southbound right turning vehicles are
expected to experience shorter queue lengths. This is due to the additional right turn lane.
Furthermore, queuing is expected to increase for the westbound right turn at the Treat
Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection during the P.M. peak hour.

For the proposed alternatives the signal timing parameters were optimized to benefit the
overall performance of the Treat Boulevard corridor in the westbound and eastbound
directions. Optimization of the corridor is expected to result in improved performance of the
Treat Boulevard/Jones Road intersection but decreased efficiency of the Treat
Boulevard/Oak Road intersection.

Lastly, a variation of the Concept 4a was assessed. The variation includes the removal of one
eastbound lane between the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue and Treat
Boulevard/Oak Road intersections and modifying the two intersections described as follows:
1) Eliminate the northbound free right-turn at the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk
Avenue intersection. 2) Remove the eastbound right turn lane at the Treat Boulevard/Oak
Road intersection, which will result in converting the curbside through lane to a shared
through-right lane. The traffic analysis results of this Alternative 4b are shown in Table 1.
Because the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection is expected to
operate unacceptably in the A.M., the alternative was excluded from future considerations.
Furthermore, the expected queues for the northbound right turning vehicles was shown to
extend back on the ramp all the way to NB [-680 in the A.M. and extend almost all the way to
the freeway in the P.M.

Contra Costa County 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle 2 October 9, 2017
and Pedestrian Plan —Feasibility Study and
Evaluation Traffic Analysis of Concepts 4a and 4b
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Future Year Analysis (2040)

Individual intersection delay and LOS were analyzed to assess the potential impacts of the
revised concept for the future year (2040). A queuing analysis was also completed for
movements of concern. Table 2 presents the findings for this analysis. As shown, intersection
delay is high in general for the future year.

In general, the removal of the free right turn (Concept 4a) has a negative impact on delay and
queuing at Oak Road during the morning and evening peak periods. Since the improvement
involves the removal of the SB free right turn as well as a removal of one of the through
lanes, SB through movements are subject to much queueing, especially in the A.M.

For the future year alternatives, the signal timings were optimized to benefit the overall
performance of the Treat Boulevard corridor in the westbound and eastbound directions.
This optimization results in higher delays for side street and left turn movements, as
indicated by the high delay at Treat Boulevard/Jones Road during the p.m. peak hour.
Although performance degrades slightly with the free right turn removal at Oak Road, the
high weaving volumes observed between Oak Road and the [-680 ramps are mitigated.
Removing the inefficient and unsafe weaving behavior on this segment reduces the potential
negative impact of the improvements at the corridor level.

Conclusion

Implementation of Concept 4a is expected to result in some increased delay and queuing for
motorists at specific intersections on Treat Boulevard. The alternative Concept 4b has been
shown to be ineffective as it leads to unacceptable LOS levels even with 2014 volume levels.
Therefore, this alternative was not considered in future analysis. The reconfiguration of the
southbound approach at the Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection is expected to result in
increased delay and queuing. This is to be expected as one of the southbound through lanes
is removed, the free southbound right turn is removed and replaced with two southbound
right turn lanes. As a result, the southbound through queue is expected to increase and
vehicles in this movement experience higher delays. It should be noted that the removal of
free right-turn is expected to achieve the goal of eliminating the potentially dangerous
weaving along Treat Boulevard between Oak Road and Buskirk. Furthermore, the queues for
the southbound right turning vehicles are expected to decrease. When compared to the
benefits for other transportation modes, the increased delay for motorists is relatively small.

Contra Costa County 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle 3 October 9, 2017
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Table 1: Intersection LOS Comparison for Current Year (2014)

Existing Concept 4a Concept 4b
Peak
Intersection Queue |Control Queue Queue
Hour | cray (9108 nterest. |bength Delay | 1os | " engen | 0 s hos B vengen
| (5) (v ()
WBLT 356 WBLT 378
AM.| 557 E 53.1 D
Treat Boulevard and WBRT 0 WBRT 0 .
. « Not Applicable
Main Street WBLT 174 WBLT 160
PM.| 429 D 429 D
WBRT 890 WBRT 0
WBRT 126 WBRT 130 WBRT 640
Treat Boulevard and I- | AM-| 30.3 C NERT 0 34.7 C NERT 0 1129 | F NERT 1146
680 Northbound
Ramps/Buskirk Avenue e | 175 B WBRT 169 105 B WBRT 638 621 . WBRT 638
NBRT 0 NBRT 0 NBRT 1308
SBRT 140 SBRT 68 SBRT 69
AM.| 468 D 49.2 D 49.7 D
Road SBRT 382 SBRT 161 SBRT 163
PM.| 193 B 36.8 D 41.6 D
SBTH 127 SBTH 323 SBTH 323
Treat Boulevardand | AM.| 376 D | Nomovement of 328 . .
N : No movement of interest Not Applicable
Jones Road P.M. 498 D interest 48.3 D

Notes:

HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.

*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95th Percentile Queue Length
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Table 2: Intersection LOS Comparison for Future Year (2040)

Concept 4a
Intersection Peak Hour Control 4 Movmt. of Queue
Delay (s) 2 Interest | Length (ft)
WBLT 410
AM. 60.1 E
WBRT 0
Treat Boulevard and Main Street*
WBLT 410
P.M. 60.0 E
WBRT 0
WBRT 131
AM. 36.5 D
Treat Boulevard and 1-680 NBRT 0
Northbound Ramps/Buskirk Avenue WBRT 193
P.M. 26.1 C
NBRT 0
SBRT 82
AM. 53.8 D
SBTH 706
Treat Boulevard and Oak Road
SBRT 189
P.M. 42.7 D
SBTH 557
AM. 59.7
Treat Boulevard and Jones Road* No movement of interest
P.M. 143.9

Notes:

HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.

*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95th Percentile Queue Length
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1970 Broadway, Suite 740
Oakland, CA 94612-2219
510.763.2061
www.dksassociates.com

MEMORANDUM

DATE: October 9, 2017*

TO: Laurentiu Dusciuc, PE, Alta

FROM: David Mahama, PE, DKS
Erin Vaca, TE, DKS

SUBJECT: Contra Costa County 1-680 / Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Feasibility: Traffic Analysis of Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 of Revised
Concept 4

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND ON CONCEPTS 4A AND 4B

Previous analysis of Concepts 4a and 4b for this project was documented in a memorandum
dated March 6, 2017 (revised October 9, 2017). This previously completed analysis assessed
the Concept 4a which involved the removal of one eastbound lane between the Treat
Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue and Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersections and
modifications of the two intersections. Under this alternative, the Treat Boulevard/I-680
ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection was modified to eliminate the northbound free right turn
lane.

Under existing (2014) traffic conditions, Concept 4b was shown to result in excessively long
gueues and unacceptable delay during the AM peak hour as shown below in Table 1. Because
the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection would be expected to operate
unacceptably in the A.M., this alternative was excluded from future consideration. Furthermore,
the expected queues for the northbound right turning vehicles were expected to extend back on
the ramp all the way to NB I-680 in the A.M. and extend almost all the way to the freeway in the
P.M.

CONCEPTS 4C AND 4D

Despite the results described above, interest remained in Concept 4a because of the potential
safety benefits to bicyclists of eliminating the free right turn lane at the Treat Boulevard/I-680
ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection. Two additional variations were developed which retained
the removal of the free right turn lane but supplemented the capacity of the northbound right
turn movement. Under Concept 4c, the northbound approach of the intersection consists of one
left turn lane, one through lane, one shared through-right lane, and a right turn lane. Under

! This document has been revised from the version dated September 12, 2017 to reflect standardized
naming conventions for the design alternatives.
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Table 1. Concepts 4a and 4b under Current Year (2014) Traffic for Treat Boulevard and 1-680
Northbound Ramps/Buskirk Avenue Intersection

Existing Alternative 4a Alternative 4b
Ziil:Control Movmt.| Queue |Control Movmt.| Queue |Control Movmt. Queue
Delay LOS| of |Length|Delay |LOS| of Length | Delay [LOS| of Length (ft)
(s) Interest]  (ft) (s) Interest]  (ft) (s) Interest 9
WBRT| 126 WBRT| 130 WBRT 640
AM.| 303 | C 347 | C 1129 | F
NBRT 0 NBRT 0 NBRT 1446
WBRT| 169 WBRT| 638 WBRT 638
P.M.| 175 | B 195 | B 62.1 | E
NBRT 0 NBRT 0 NBRT 1308

Notes: HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.
*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95" Percentile Queue Length

Concept 4d, the cross section includes one left turn lane, two through lanes, and two right turn
lanes. Diagrams of these designs can be found in Appendix A.

This memorandum documents the analysis of these two alternatives with respect to overall
performance, delay, and queuing at the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue
intersection. A modified version of Concept 4d, Concept 4e, is presented as the best option for
this intersection.

ANALYSIS OF CONCEPTS 4C AND 4D UNDER FUTURE YEAR
(2040) TRAFFIC

While Concepts 4c and 4d perform adequately under existing traffic conditions (see Table 2),
neither would operate acceptably under future traffic conditions (see Table 3). As shown in
Table 3, both alternatives show a high level of delay and a 95th percentile northbound right turn
gueue in excess of 1000 feet during the AM peak hour. As stated previously, this length queue
will reach back to the 1-680 freeway.

A modification to the proposed alternatives was tested whereby the second through lane in
Concept 4d was changed to a shared through-right lane. This modification is termed Concept
4e. The triple right turn lanes can be accommodated by three receiving lanes on Treat
Boulevard. With this modification, the intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS with the
northbound right turn queue under 600 feet, a length contained within the ramp north of the split
to the weigh station.
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Table 1: Concepts 4c¢ and 4d under Current Year (2014) Traffic for Treat Boulevard and I-
680 Northbound Ramps/Buskirk Avenue Intersection

Concept 4c Concept 4d
Peak
Hour Control LOS Movmt. of Queue Control LOS Movmt. of Queue
Delay (s) Interest Length (ft) | Delay (s) Interest Length (ft)
WBRT 633 WBRT 698
A.M. 44.4 D* 43.1 D
NBRT 687 NBRT 611
WBRT 218 WBRT 495
P.M. 41.6 D* 41.3 D
NBRT 510 NBRT 484
Notes: HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.

*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95" Percentile Queue Length

Table 3: Concepts 4c - 4e under Future Year (2040) Traffic for Treat Boulevard and 1-680

Northbound Ramps/Buskirk Avenue Intersection

Concept 4c Concept 4d Concept 4e
Peak
Hour | Control Movmt. | Queue | Control Movmt. |Queue | Control Movmt. |Queue
Delay |LOS| of |Length| Delay [LOS| of [Length| Delay |[LOS| of |Length
(s) Interest| (ft) (s) Interest| (ft) (s) Interest| (ft)
WBRT | 735 WBRT | 332 WBRT | 332
AM.| 612 | E* 883 | F 46.9 | D*
NBRT | 1036 NBRT | 1002 NBRT | 536
WBRT | 853 WBRT | 459 WBRT | 401
P.M.| 40.2 | D* 526 | D 317 | C*
NBRT | 604 NBRT | 534 NBRT | 323
Notes: HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.

*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95" Percentile Queue Length
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Conclusion

By 2040, Conecepts 4c and 4d are expected to result in unacceptable operating conditions at
the intersection of Treat Boulevard and 1-680 off ramp/Buskirk Avenue during the AM peak hour.
Instead, Concept 4e with two dedicated right turn lanes and one shared through-right lane
presents a reasonable tradeoff between vehicle delay and improved conditions for bicyclists and
is the recommended option for this intersection. Implementing this alternative will likely require
some modifications to the median and shifts in striping on Treat Boulevard in order to create
comfortable dimensions for motorists using the three receiving lanes. If desired, the shared
through-right lane can operate on an as-needed basis during the AM peak hour with
implementation of a variable lane assignment control sign installed at the intersection.
Alternatively, the shared through-right movement may be allowed at all times with appropriate
lane legends and striping.
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Appendix D: Additional Traffic Data

The following traffic data and motor traffic level of service modeling is summarized from the
separate Traffic Technical Memorandum.

Traffic Data

Data was collected as follows:

e Turning movement counts for all users collected with a 24-hour video count during a
sunny, dry day on Tuesday May 13, 2014 along Treat Boulevard at North Main Street,
Buskirk Avenue, Oak Road and Jones Road

¢ Weekday and weekend motor traffic counts collected with pneumatic tube counters
placed on Treat Boulevard between the Jones Road and Oak Road intersections over
the seven-day period between May 31 to June 5, 2014

Based on the tube counts, approximately 48,000 vehicles per average weekday use Treat

Boulevard (both directions). Figure C-1 presents the peak period turning movement counts for
the four study intersections. Full datasets are available in the separate traffic analysis report.
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Figure C-1: AM (PM) peak period turning movement counts
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Table C-6-8 and Table C-6-9 summarize the morning and afternoon peak period pedestrian

and bicycle counts for the study intersections.

Table C-6-8: Existing Pedestrian Count Summary

Peak
D e Period South North East West Total
(1-hour | Crosswalk | Crosswalk | Crosswalk | Crosswalk
counts)
Main St P.M. 7 36 4 17 64
. Treat Blvd/ A.M. - 51 2 = 53
Buskirk Ave P.M. y 44 0 ] 46
Treat Blvd/ A.M. 6 29 84 6 125
3 .................................
Oak Rd P.M. 26 23 46 27 122
A Treat Blvd/ A.M. 18 10 13 20 61
Jones Rd P.M. 23 13 17 19 72
Notes:
-- Crosswalk does not exist
1-- Crosswalk does not exist but one pedestrian crossed illegally
n/a — Data not available
Table C-6-9: Existing Bicycle Count Summary
Peak
: Period
ID Intersection {1-hour Southbound | Northbound | Eastbound | Westbound Total
counts)
1 Treat Blvd/ AM. 1 0 2 2 5
Main St P.M. 1 1 3 0 5
5 Treat Blvd/ AM. R B 0 0 1 1
Buskirk Ave P.M. - 0 0 3 3
3 Treat Blvd/ A.M. 0 2 0 1 3
Oak Rd P.M. 0 2 1 0 3
Treat Blvd/ AM. A 0 0 2 2
4
Jones Rd P.M. 2 1 0 13 16
Notes:

-- Direction does not exist at intersection
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Motorist Traffic Level of Service Model

This data was used to build an existing conditions traffic model that evaluates motorist level of
service (LOS), which will be one of the metrics used to evaluate potential improvements. The
corridor measures of effectiveness are presented in Table C-6-10. The intersection average
control delay and corresponding LOS grade values are presented in Table C-6-11. For context,
the length of the study segment is 0.43 miles. Under 35 mph free flow conditions with no stops
for traffic signals, it would take about 45 seconds to traverse the segment.

Table C-6-10: Measures of Effectiveness from Existing Conditions Synchro Model

Total 1
Total A co NO.
Delay/ Stops/ o e R : x Arterial
Roadway | Approach |Peak Hour 4 Travel Speed | Emissions | Emissions
Vehicle Vehicle Time (hr) ) (ka) (ka) LOS
(sec/veh) = ! 2
AM. 22 0.43 103 15 9.27 1.80 D
Westbound
Trgat P.M. 23 0.43 91 13 8.07 1.57 b
Boulevard AM. 36 0.53 99 9 8.16 1.59 F
Eastbound
P.M. 32 0.55 95 10 8.18 1.59 E

Notes:  Total Delay/Vehicle (sec/veh) = The control delay plus the queue delay experienced per vehicle.
Travel Time (hr) = The total time taken for all vehicles to travel through the corridor.
CO Emissions (kg) = The amount of Carbon Monoxide emissions by all vehicles traveling along the corridor in a
period of one hour.
NOx Emissions (kg) = The amount of Nitrogen Monoxide emissions by all vehicles traveling along the corridor in a
period of one hour.
1Jnﬁwerage speed accounts for traffic signal delay at the study intersections and queuing delay.

Table C-6-11: Intersection Average Level of Service from Existing Conditions Synchro Model

Control
Intersection Peak Hour ontro LOS
Delay (s)
A.M. 55.7 E
Treat Boulevard and Main Street*
P.M. 42.9 D
Treat Boulevard and I-680 Northbound AM. 30.3 C
Ramps/Buskirk Avenue P.M. 17.5 B
AM. 46.8 D
Treat Boulevard and Oak Road
P.M. 19.3 B
AM. 37.6 D
Treat Boulevard and Jones Road*
P.M. 49.8 D

Notes: HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.
*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.

LOS “D” is defined in the HCM as “approaching unstable/tolerable delay: drivers may have to
wait through more than one red signal. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly”. With all
intersections modeled to be operating at LOS “D” or better (with the exception of Main Street,
which is “E” in the morning peak), there is some excess capacity before excessive delay
conditions would be expected to develop. However, the County has advised that with predicted
future volumes in mind, no reduction in the number of lanes will be considered in this corridor.
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Multi-Modal Level of Service Model

Multi-modal level of service (MMLOS) for Treat Boulevard in the current condition has been
calculated for motorized and non-motorized modes of traffic using ARTPLAN 2012, the arterial
street component of the LOSPLAN software suite. The underlying analysis methods are based
on HCM 2010 procedures, which are the first attempt to quantify the inter-relationship of
modes. These procedures are currently being revised to better account for a wider range of
user types and environments.

The HCM MMLOS methods are based on user perceptions of various conditions as assessed
through video labs. The model omits consideration of the variety in bicyclist types and impacts
of various crossing facilities. Bicycle LOS is gauged based on the average effective width of the
outside through lane, motorized vehicle volumes, motorized vehicle speeds, heavy vehicle
(truck) volumes, and pavement condition. Pedestrian LOS is gauged based on the existence of
a sidewalk, lateral separation of pedestrians from motorized vehicles, motorized vehicle
volumes, and motorized vehicle speeds. For all modes, a letter grade of “A” indicates superior
LOS. LOS results for autos are not comparable to LOS as calculated by other traffic analysis /
simulation methods.

A summary of the results is provided in Table C-6-12. It should be noted that it is not necessary
to have a dedicated bicycle facility for a roadway to be assigned a LOS grade, because a
bicyclist may ride anywhere except where explicitly prohibited. These grades do not
necessarily reflect what all people may consider acceptable, rather they are a relative grade
based on the method’s video lab participant perceptions of conditions. While a grade of “D”
may be acceptable to some confident bicyclists, it is not likely that most members of the
general public would consider sharing a traffic lane with motorists along Treat Boulevard.

In comparing the bicycle and pedestrian grades for various segments and peak periods, the
values are intuitive in that the segment between Main Street and Buskirk Avenue has fewer
provisions for these modes. The better bicycle grades for the eastbound direction during the
afternoon peak are due to the lower eastbound traffic volumes at that time of day.

Table C-6-12: Multi-Modal Level of Service - Base Condition

Segment Direction @ Peak Hour  Auto Bike Ped
Main Street to Buskirk Avenue EB PM D D D
WB AM D D
Buskirk Avenue to Oak Road EB PM D C C
WB AM D D C
Oak Road to Jones Road EB PM D C C
WB AM D D C
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Appendix E: Concept Plans and Features

The following pages of this appendix contain:

Table describing the principal features of each concept

Concept 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 sketch plans, visual simulations and cross sections
Concept 4 Preliminary CAD plans

Concept 4A and 1-680 Off-Ramp Alternatives 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E

Concept 4A/Alternative 4C (Preferred Project)

Design Renderings (Preferred Project)
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Table B-6-13 Treat Boulevard Detailed Concept Descriptions

Concept 1A: Bike Lanes

Concept 1B: Buffered Bike
Lanes

Concept 2: Shared Use Path and
Buffered Bike Lanes

Concept 3: Shared Use Path,
Cycle Track and Southside

Concept 4: Shared Use Path and
Southside Sidewalk

Concept 4A: Enhanced Bike
Lanes and Shared Use Path

Main Street to Buskirk Avenue

Sidewalk

two-way shared-use path

foot two-way shared-use path
o0 Add 7-foot sidewalk on south side

two-way shared-use path
o0 Add 7-foot sidewalk on south side

Bicycle o Add 5-foot WB bike lane o Add WB buffered bike lane o Expand north side sidewalk to 12-foot | 0 Expand north side sidewalk to 12- | 0 Expand north side sidewalk to 12-foot | o0 Add 5 foot WB bike lane
o0 Add 7-foot EB bike lane o0 Add EB buffered bike lane two-way shared-use path foot two-way shared-use path two-way shared-use path 0 Add 5 foot EB buffered bike lane
o Add sharrows to EB outer lane with 2 foot striped buffer
Pedestrian o No change o No change o Expand north side sidewalk to 12-foot | 0o Expand north side sidewalk to 12- | o Expand north side sidewalk to 12-foot | o No changes

Automobile

o Narrow WB lanes (keep all
lanes)

o Narrow outer eastbound
lane (keep all lanes)
o Convert Walgreens

driveways into two 15-foot
one-way driveways

o Remove outside WB lane (two
WB lanes)

o Narrow outer EB lane (keep all
lanes)

o Convert Walgreens driveways
into two 15-foot one-way
driveways

o Narrow WB lanes (keep all lanes)
o Narrow outer EB lane (keep all lanes)

o Convert Walgreens driveways into
two 15-foot one-way driveways

o Narrow WB lanes (keep all lanes)

o Narrow outer EB lane (keep all
lanes)

o Convert Walgreens driveways into
two 15-foot one-way driveways

o Narrow WB lanes (keep all lanes)
o Narrow outer EB lane (keep all lanes)

o Convert Walgreens driveways into
two 15-foot one-way driveways

o Narrow all lanes

Buskirk Avenue to Oak Road

foot two-way shared-use path

10-foot two-way shared-use path

foot two-way shared-use path

Bicycle o Update pedestrian islands to | o Add WB buffered bike lane o0 Expand north side sidewalk to 8-10- 0 Expand north side sidewalk to 8- 0 Expand north side sidewalk to 8-10- o Add WB bike lane
meet ADA standards 0 Add EB buffered bike lane foot two-way shared-use path 10-foot two-way shared-use path foot two-way shared-use path o Add EB bike lane (buffered
o0 Add EB buffered bike lane 0 Add sharrows to EB outer lane beginning near BART overcrossing)
o Create protected intersection
separating bikes from turning
vehicles at Oak Road
Pedestrian o No change o No change o0 Expand north side sidewalk to 8-10- o0 Expand north side sidewalk to 8- 0 Expand north side sidewalk to 8-10- o Designate existing north side

sidewalk as shared path

o Update pedestrian islands to meet
ADA standards

Automobile

o No change

o Remove SB right channelized
right turn lane and convert to
buffered bike lane (Treat Blvd /
Oak Rd)

o Convert curbside travel lanes to
buffered bike lanes

o Remove SB right channelized right
turn lane convert WB outer lane to
two-way shared-use path from Oak
Road to BART overpass

o Remove EB outer travel lane and
convert to buffered bike lane

o Convert third WB travel lane to right-
turn pocket

o Remove SB channelized right turn

o Convert WB outer lane to two-
way shared-use path from Oak
Road to BART overpass

o Narrow EB outer lane to
accommodate expanded sidewalk

o Convert third WB travel lane to
right-turn pocket

o Remove northwest corner channelized
right turn lane

o Convert WB outer lane to two-way
shared-use path from Oak Road to
BART overpass

o Remove northeast corner channelized
right turn lane

o Remove SB right channelized right
turn lane convert WB outer lane to
two-way shared-use path from Oak
Road to BART overpass
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Concept 4A: Enhanced Bike
Lanes and Shared Use Path

Concept 1A: Bike Lanes

Concept 1B: Buffered Bike Concept 2: Shared Use Path and
Lanes Buffered Bike Lanes

Concept 3: Shared Use Path,
Cycle Track and Southside
Sidewalk

Concept 4: Shared Use Path and
Southside Sidewalk

Oak Road to Jones Road

Bicycle o No change o Add WB buffered bike lane o Add WB buffered bike lane o0 Add WB cycle track (protected o Add WB sharrows o0 Add WB bike lane
0 Add EB buffered bike lane 0 Add EB buffered bike lane bike lane) 0 Add EB buffered bike lane
0 Add EB sharrows
Pedestrian o No change o No change o No change o No change o No change o No change

Automobile

o No change

o Convert WB right turn lane into
buffered bike lane

o Convert outer EB lane into
buffered bike lane

o Remove WB channelized right
turn at Treat Blvd / Jones Rd
intersection

o Convert WB right turn lane into
buffered bike lane

o Convert outer EB lane into buffered
bike lane

o Remove WB channelized right turn at
Treat Blvd / Jones Rd intersection

o Convert WB right turn lane into
cycle track

o Move parking to create “floating”

parking lane

o Remove WB channelized right
turn at Treat Blvd / Jones Rd
intersection

o No change

o Convert outer EB lane into buffered
bike lane

o Remove WB channelized right turn
at Treat Blvd / Jones Rd
intersection
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Concept 1A
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Concept 1B



View west along Treat Blvd near Buskirk Ave

View west along Treat Blvd near Jones Rd

View west along Treat Blvd near the BART overpass
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Concept 2



View west along Treat Blvd near Jones Rd

View west along Treat Blvd near the BART overpass

View west along Treat Blvd near Buskirk Ave
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View west along Treat Blvd near Jones Rd

View west along Treat Blvd near the BART overpass

View west along Treat Blvd near Buskirk Ave
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POTENTIAL VARIATIONS (REFER TO SECTION 7 OF THE PLAN):

MITIGATION 1:
e SIGNAL TIMING ADJUSTMENTS ONLY (NO GEOMETRIC CHANGES)
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¢ REMOVAL OF WEST CROSSWALK
e NO BIKE LANE POCKET

R CROSSWALK

MITIGATION 3:
e 1 SOUTHBOUND LEFT TURN LANE
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o RETAIN WEST CROSSWALK
¢ NO BIKE LANE POCKET
e SOUTHBOUND RIGHT / EASTBOUND LEFT OVERLAP

A CROSSWALK

DESIGNATE EXISTING 10" SIDEWALK
FOR TWO-WAY SHARED USE.

(PRIVATE PROPERTY)

EXISTING SIDEWALK
TO REMAIN

ADD "BIKES YIELD TO
PEDESTRIANS" SIGNS

PATH EDGE STRIPE

" LANE ACCESS B
~ TREATBLVD

PLANTER TO CLOSE SLIP -

O

CROSSWALK TO

BART STATION ~ /

O

BART SUPPO
COLUMNS

EXISTING DRIVEWAY

/

¥
O y y .
EXISTING 8' PATH/TO
BART STATION
(PRIVATE PROPERTY) '
. 1
CONVERT FREE RIGHT TURN ¥/ :
LANE TO BIKE LANE 10/y}: :
CONVERT SLIP LANE TO [ I
TWO-WAY BIKE LANE 7 1
1181010 o 1
R60' X '
O < |
VS S I
e 4 I
~% _ - 16— — — & !
¥ = S RS Rty (< JNN - SR, 2 T
O 14' A D T 14,14
— — A R20' /| FPTR
BIKERAMP i B R
W.Q/S . RELOCATE MAST I
© RECONFIGURE ISLAN 771%' 12'
Q' ~~ RECONFIGURE ISLAND~” ARM SIGNAL e
- i 7{11 7zl|—
7 RELOCATE MAST || €11 F'w
ARM SIGNAL —— Eﬂ. ‘ni.EI“’
L g 11
REMOVE )
ISLANDS I

alta
=

PLANNING +
www.altaplanning.com

OF

— ~| TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN
evewes . PROJECT NUMBER (49472
Concept 4 - FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS

SCALE: AS SHOWN I DATE: AUGUST 14, 2015 I




Contra Costa Center 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Concept 4A



L J—"

> i
=z 1
53 |
2' STRIPED BIKE eh 2 ' 2
HIGH VISIBILITY CROSSWALK (TYPICAL) LANE BUFFER CI 5 W ¢
) & 2
- —i ==
FLEXIBLE zlo T
RECONFIGURE ISLAND i B X
| < %)
B S DELINEATORS (TYP.) §,'E = & %
(TYP.) EXISTING Z =n O
SIDEWALK TO O .
REMAIN ! PROPOSED LANE - I8
WIDTH (TYP.) / ' E_
1 F
9 5 B 1. I > ———= -
i'IZ' _l ) : ; e, i &= (—'2_ - - - o e ,'_ = - _11'_ e F— _:_
A ——— === ———  — N o
L R CE i e e —— R . |~ o= e e T T
———————— P T = TREAT BLVD L sl
' == = = i
- = i
10' 11' | I
11' | |
= =1

y e Z Z Z Z Z Z Z — B | | B | | | | A o T
5! L L | [
2' STRIPED BIKE . ﬂ% 1
SHORTEN NOSE OF MEDIAN BIKE CROSSING LANE BUFFER - I
SKIP MARKINGS S I |
o© ocg !
2' STRIPED BIKE = © ' I
LANE BUFFER 5 g ' |
ADA CURB RAMPS 8 3 !
O
CONFORM TO EXISTING SIDEWALK ,:’j m I
3 3 !
BICYCLE CROSSING TREATMENT (TYP.) A g I |
Z |
e ey —
0 15' 30' 60’ 90’
= —| TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN | 1
REVIEWED: aH PROJECT NUMBER C49472
PROJECT NO.: 2016-355 Concept 4A
v sltaplanning com -




| G

MATCHLINE

BUSKIRK AVE

|
- 1|

_—

|| || | || || || || - || -yl h || || | || ||

q

>

EEEEEEEEEEENEN
>

RECONFIGURE ISLAND DESIGNATE EXISTING 10' SIDEWALK

FOR TWO-WAY SHARED USE.

—
—

—
—

NB |

-680 OFF.

-RAMP ~

(CALTRANS)

CONVERT FREE RIGHT TURN LANE TO BIKE LANE
= | EXISTING 8 PATH TO

4

INSTALL ADDITIONAL RIGHT O
TURNING LANE

SHORTEN NOSE OF MEDIAN
SIGNAL POLE TO BE RELOCATED

RECONFIGURE ISLAND
3' STREET WIDENING

BART STATION

CONVERT SLIP LANE TO (PRIVATE PROPERTY)

TWO-WAY BIKE LANE

ADD "BIKES YIELD TO
PEDESTRIANS" SIGNS

PLANNING + DESIGN

HIGH VISIBILITY L1
CROSSWALK (TYP.) (PRIVATE PROPERTY) SATH EDGE STRIPE 2' STRIPED BIKE Z,5
2' STRIPED BIKE LANE BUFFER T,4
BIKE RAMP LANE BUFFER 40
PLANTER TO CLOSE SLIP o / <
YIELD LINE LANE ACCESS // o
(TYP.) MR U e 7 :
" PO K R e e R e L i L VoA NG SN e 7 B Dy & '
‘ \\ . L S T T —— e
=\l . ===t | W . " " _ " - = [
4*‘\ 12! % L an - <= : : - = - Z_I_ i 1 - 1]_'_ S~ = = ¥ __11-'—| N
e """'5"""'4_4’”8‘""< == M A AR o O el - 41
___1_1_:_________//’_’_,_&“-;————“_—117‘_ o= 10'
P— e T = — [ RS e Al SRR yV = < 10" 1
[ SHORTEN NOSE OF MEDIAN. 17 : 0 T S e
"3 ' ' 1
K: 12! e S— R S 1, o —
T N O i R SN A L Pl b T
= TREATBLVBD._ — JMGrlll, 4P 7/ /G == = — i 11 Ty 12 .
= _— _— ___ > : gl 1_' : 8”,_; T ‘% e o = —— : - : : ______ A —— '/ ~ 4/
NSBEERSEREE —— 4 / L e e e T
)(_" — — 6 — * e . [ > I
dfie /
\ // ¢ CVFTSTF’S?TEY%L)ANE/ BICYCLE CROSSING
DASHED BIKE LANE - TREATMENT (TYP.
FOR MERGING AREA o> IREET WIDERING IS :
TYP) o FLEXIBLE | :
' APPROXIMATE DELINEATORS (TYP.) ,
RECONFIGURE PROPERTY LINE .
REMOVE EXISTING
A 2' STRIPED BIKE CROSSWALK /DQ: :
ADA CURB RAMP LANE BUFEER / . |
(TYP.) APPROXIMATE < :
PROPERTY LINE O !
|
| .
|
’ I
|
|
|
e e —
/ 0 15" 30 60' a0
SHEET
DESIGNED: LD
—— ~ TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN | 2
REVIEWED: BH PROJECT NUMBER C49472
PROJECT NO.: 2016-355
Concept 4A /

www.altaplanning.com

SCALE: AS SHOWN DATE: JULY, 2017



- DASHED BIKE LANE ! 74

-FOR MERGING ~ PROPOSED LANE T 11 o AN
" AREA (TYP) | TMWIDTH (TYP.) g & e e T
AR P e LN REALIGN CROSSWAL S( YP_

= Ny 1& _—fa, _ e

“’rr""\ﬂ r' JER

1 -A¢Eﬂjj,’ | N 2 © CONVERT TO
5' STRIPED BIKE- = 5,. ' THROUGH-RIGHT
LANE BUFFER (TYP.). : TURN LANE
AD CURB RAMP (TYP.)/
5 REMOVE ISLAND
i / N
REMOVE FREE RlGl—@URN LANE

a |'|;a = | TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN | 3
o~ evieweD o PROJECT NUMBER C49472

~*xsﬁ;ﬁ PROJECT NO.: 2016-355 Concept 4A / 3
www.altaplanning.com SCALE: AS SHOWN DATE: JULY, 2017



Contra Costa Center 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

1-680 Off-Ramp Alternatives



Contra Costa Center 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Contra Costa Centre I-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
|-680 Off-Ramp Alternatives

RECONFIGURE ISLAND

+/RECONFIGURE

Alternative E

WOULD CONVERT 2ND THROUGH LANE

L HIGH VISIBILITY HIGH VISIBILITY
Z CROSSWALK (TYP w CROSSWALK (TYP.)
g x >
: BIKE RAMP »; BIKE RAMP (TYP.)
P = o v
s @ YIELD LINE = YIELD LINE
§ 8 (TYP.) f% (TYPICAL)
’ =S ﬂ'— e £
D A
r__....._-.# NN a‘(
f - .\\\
- S e -
ai Se

RECONFIGURE ISLAND

EENRTORENE i = ST

BUSKIRK AVE

\/*

A REMOVE SLIP LANE A

/70 A SHARED THROUGH-RIGHT TURN LANE.
/

Alternative E
RECEIVING LANES ON TREAT BLVD MAY NEED T|
WIDER TO RECEIVE TRIPLE RIGH-TURN MOVEME
(TO BE DETERMINED DURING FINAL DESIGN)

BUSKIRK AVE

_— e e e
e Al A e e e T e, e |

4 S _pFALIGN CROSSWALK

: I AND ADJUST NOSE OF
\ MEDIAN ACCORDINGLY
\_REMOVE SLIP LANE AND

" CONSTRUCT CURB
EXTENSION
INSTALL ADDITIONAL

]
[
! Y ISLAND CONSTRUCT CURB RICHT TURN LENG
] ) \ ALTERNATIVE CONCEF EXTENSION APPROXIMATE
. | /' ADA CURB RAMP REMOVE SLIP LANE AR PROPERTY LINE
a £ (TYP) CONSTRUCT CURB
' s : EXTENSION
! | <C [
i o | -CONVERT TO OPTIONAL C EXISTING ROADWAY WIDTH 56'=.
’ Il ‘ THROUGH-RIGHT TURN REMOVE SHOULDERS, NARROW LANES
LCL) g LANE AND RESTRIPE WITH ADDITIONAL RIGHT
: Ic g TURN LANE
|5
[ __U_, i
| | X
-,
‘ Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C ‘ Alternative D and Alternative E

| 1L,1T,1T/R,1R

1L,2T,1R

1L,1T,1T/R,1R

1L, 1T/R, 2R (Con. E)

| 1L,2T, 2R (Con.D)

Lane Configurations: L = Left, T = Through, R = Right




Contra Costa Center 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Concept 4A/Alternative 4C (Preferred Project)



L J—"

> :
g .
|2 LLI
| O i
' STRIPED BIKE ol 3 ' <>f
<C I
HIGH VISIBILITY CROSSWALK (TYPICAL) | ANE BUFFER g'g E'E é
- —i —
FLEXIBLE zlo T'W
RECONFIGURE ISLAND i o X
<< 7
B S DELINEATORS (TYP.) §,',CE G %
(TYP.) EXISTING Z =n O
SIDEWALK TO O :
REMAIN ,' PROPOSED LANE ! ig
I WIDTH (TYP.) / ' E_
1 F
7 T DD O=me e B
i 12' _l —= <= - i o 3 _ — oy —_— :—— = = _11|_ el o _:_
____________ . _m___ === 5 g A | i T A g S e
———————————— el i e i 1 < il e | TREAT BLVD - _v
11" — —m— - !
10" = 11' i —7
10' 11 | |
11' | |
S |

4 .. U ™SI e — _ -
ya LST Z B B B B R B B B L | :__
\ 2' STRIPED BIKE . ﬂ% 1
SHORTEN NOSE OF MEDIAN BIKE CROSSING LANE BUFFER - I
SKIP MARKINGS S I |
© - !
Q w
2' STRIPED BIKE > © . I
LANE BUFFER 5 g ' |
ADA CURB RAMPS 8 S !
O
CONFORM TO EXISTING SIDEWALK E m I
S = Al
BICYCLE CROSSING TREATMENT (TYP.) D g I |
Z |
e e —
0 15' 30' 60’ 90’
= —| TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN | 1
REVIEWED: aH PROJECT NUMBER C49472
PROJECT NO.: 2016-355 Concept 4A
v sltaplanning com -



jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon


BUSKIRK AVE

|
&

( : -— B
f y— —
- - - =t
~ —— 10" |
: —— 10" 1
——10' |
: |
e
AP S
12" :
3 N 7 7 7 7 7 7
- [ T8 = .
111111712 :
| APPROXIMATE O !
\ PROPERTY LINE .
| BUFFERED BIKE LANE TO 1 :
LANE |
| | REMOVE SLIP LANE AND REPLACE OUTER = .
CONSTRUCT CURB / > |
o EXTENSION | 6': :
=
I<C / / |
) -
’H__ %’ | :
1O é , “—CONVERT TO OPTIONAL .
= THROUGH-RIGHT TURN !
IS0 / LANE .
’— | .
2 / Concept 4A/Alternative 4C
I
’ |
e S—
! / 0 15' 30" 60" 90"
= —| TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN
REVIEWED: BH PROJ ECT NUMBER C49472 ZB
PLANNING + DESIGN —— ' Concept 4A/Alternative 4C
www.altaplanning.com SCALE. AS SO ——



jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygonal Line

jstamps
Polygonal Line

jstamps
Polygonal Line

jstamps
Polygonal Line

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon


- DASHED BIKE LANE ! 74

-FOR MERGING ~ PROPOSED LANE T 11 o AN
" AREA (TYP) | TMWIDTH (TYP.) g & e e T
AR P e LN REALIGN CROSSWAL S( YP_

= Ny 1& _—fa, _ e

et —

L {'W\-\ f' . I

-A¢Eﬂgj,’ ' N 2 © CONVERT TO
5 STRIPED BIKE = k | THROUGH-RIGHT
LANE BUFFER (TYP.). TURN LANE
AD CURB RAMP (TYP.)/
5 REMOVE ISLAND
& / ~wamn.
REMOVE FREE RIGHT TURN LANE

a |'|;a = | TREAT BOULEVARD BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN | 3
o~ evieweo o PROJECT NUMBER C49472

~*xsﬁ;ﬁ PROJECT NO.: 2016-355 Concept 4A / 3
www.altaplanning.com SCALE: AS SHOWN DATE: JULY, 2017


jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon


Contra Costa Center 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Design Renderings (Preferred Project)

P ==IT = > < 2 3 ¢
.Walgree &A‘l; -_:__" e ‘ T ' - ' = ﬁi tp ; e T
g Il =%l (g XN

e FETEE i [Enrolite Marketld | 4 [Starbtcks

e " < Y | F n x FEY ety

4-". = - ——ga ot

—

Treat Bivd I

- Treat!Blvd! s
Treat Bivd
=iy v U.%_..I_‘E;ank Branch

&

Contra/Cosiag
Centrefdssociation

1. Treat Boulevard/North Main Street Intersection (view looking east)
2. Treat Boulevard/Buskirk Ave Intersection (view looking north)

3. Treat Boulevard/Buskirk Avenue Intersection (view looking west)
4. Treat Boulevard (view looking east toward Oak Road Intersection)
5. Treat Boulevard/Oak Road Intersection (view looking west)

6. Treat Boulevard/Jones Road Intersection (view looking east)



% "-;'"" L J‘!\\
e

e

Treat Boulevard/North Main Street Intersection
(view looking east)

Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



jstamps
Text Box
1


"-;'"" L J‘!\\
e

e

Treat Boulevard/North Main Street Intersection
(view looking east)

S

Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Oval

jstamps
Oval

jstamps
Oval

jstamps
Oval

jstamps
Stamp

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Line

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Polygon

jstamps
Text Box
1


Treat Boulevard/Buskirk Ave Intersection Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard

(view looking north) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



jstamps
Text Box
2


Treat Boulevard/Buskirk Ave Intersection Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard
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(view looking east toward Oak Road Intersection)

Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard
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Treat Boulevard/Oak Road Intersection Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard

(view looking west) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



jstamps
Text Box
5


Treat Boulevard/Oak Road Intersection Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard

(view looking west) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
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Treat Boulevard/Jones Road Intersection
(view looking east)

Contra Costa Centre 1-680/Treat Boulevard
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Treat Boulevard/Jones Road Intersection
(view looking east)
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Appendix F: Concept 4A/Alternative C Cost Estimate

NO. Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Cost
1 Mobilization & Demobilization 1 LS $143,000 $143,000
2 Traffic Control 1 LS $85,000 $85,000
3 Water Pollution Control 1 LS $21,000 $21,000
4 Remove Concrete 11900 SF $10 $119,000
5 Remove Curb 1600 LF S20 $32,000
6 Remove Asphalt Concrete 23200 SF S6 $139,200
7  Remove Striping 1 LS $28,000 $28,000
8 Miscellaneous Demo 1 LS $15,000 $15,000
9  Adjust Utilities to Grade 45 LS $800 $36,000
10 Steel Railing Fence 900 LF $S90 $81,000
11 Drainage Inlet and Pipe Connection 8 EA $8,000 $64,000
12 Asphalt Concrete Pavement 5750 SF $12 $69,000
13 Concrete (Sidewalk, Median, Curb Ramp) 22400 SF S15 $336,000
14 Concrete Curb 1000 LF $25 $25,000
15 Curb and Gutter 1870 LF $55 $102,850
16 Retaining Wall 330 SF $S90 $29,700
17 Landscape and Irrigation 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
18 Green Pavement Marking 10760 SF $15 $161,400
19 Signage and Striping 1 LS $90,000 $90,000
20 Signal Improvements 1 LS $170,000 $170,000
Sub Total $1,757,150
Contingency (25%) $439,288
Design & Env. (15%) $263,573
TOTAL (In 2017 S) $2,460,010
ABBR. Unit

LF Linear Foot

LS Lump Sum

SF Square Foot



DATE: March 6, 2017

1970 Broadway, Suite 740

TO: Brett Hondorp, AICP, Alta Oakland, CA 94612
510.763.2061

FROM: David Mahama, PE, DKS www.dksassociates.com

CC: Tal Stainer, DKS

SUBJECT: Contra Costa County |-680 / Treat Blvd Bicycle and Pedestrian #14070-001

Plan — Feasibility Study and Evaluation Traffic Analysis of Revised
Concept 4

Introduction

With the goal of providing more livable communities, Contra Costa County Department of
Conservation and Development has decided to complete the 1-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan. To finish the bicycle and pedestrian transportation network, Contra
Costa County has targeted Treat Boulevard between Main Street and Jones Road to provide
safe and convenient access from the Iron Horse Trail to businesses and restaurants on Main
Street, focusing especially on the [-680 interchange. The Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) program is the funding source for this project, which is managed by the
Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA).

This project includes the following intersections:
e Treat Boulevard/Geary Road and Main Street
e Treat Boulevard and Buskirk Avenue/I-680 northbound ramps
e Treat Boulevard and Oak Road
e Treat Boulevard and Jones Road/Iron Horse Trail

The field observations on this corridor indicate that there are high vehicle turning volumes
that conflict with pedestrians, high weaving volumes that create a challenging environment
for cyclists, and that the current infrastructure could be improved to better serve pedestrians
and cyclists.

The performance of the four study intersections was evaluated for AM and PM peak periods
for the current year (2014) traffic conditions and future year (2040) traffic conditions. Four
initial study concept (Concept 1B, Concept 2, Concept 3, and Concept 4) geometric
improvements as well as traffic signal timing improvements were evaluated to determine the
performance of the network. Once the initial alternatives were evaluated by the
stakeholders, a final concept (Revised Concept 4) was developed.

This report presents a traffic impact evaluation for the Revised Concept 4 pedestrian and
bicycle related improvements to the transportation environment along Treat Boulevard.
This final design is a modified version of Concept 4 and can be found in Appendix A. This
revision includes the elimination of the free southbound right turn lane at the Treat
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Boulevard/Oak Road intersection, which is expected to eliminate traffic weaving along the
segment of Treat Boulevard between Oak Road and Buskirk Avenue in the westbound
direction.

Current Year Analysis (2014)

For the current year (2014 volumes), overall network performance is not largely impacted as
compared to the existing condition for the revised concept. Individual intersection level of
service (LOS) was analyzed to assess the potential impacts of the revised concept. A queuing
analysis was also included for traffic movements of concern and Table 1 presents the results
of the analysis. As shown in Table 1, intersection delay is high in general under existing
conditions. LOS generally remains the same, except at Oak Road, which deteriorates. The
biggest impact occurs at the Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection in the P.M. This is due to
the reconfiguration of the southbound movement - the free right is removed as well as one of
the through lanes.

The queuing analysis shows little to no impact at the Treat Boulevard/Main Street
intersection. At the Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection, southbound through queues are
expected to increase in the A.M. and in the P.M. This is due to the reconfiguration of the
southbound approach. It should be noted that the southbound right turning vehicles are
expected to experience shorter queue lengths. This is due to the additional right turn lane.
Furthermore, queuing is expected to increase for the westbound right turn at the Treat
Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection during the P.M. peak hour.

For the proposed alternatives the signal timing parameters were optimized to benefit the
overall performance of the Treat Boulevard corridor in the westbound and eastbound
directions. Optimization of the corridor is expected to result in improved performance of the
Treat Boulevard/Jones Road intersection but decreased efficiency of the Treat
Boulevard/Oak Road intersection.

Lastly, an alternate variation of the Revised Concept 4 was assessed. The variation includes
the removal of one eastbound lane between the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk
Avenue and Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersections and modifying the two intersections
described as follows: 1) Eliminate the northbound free right-turn at the Treat Boulevard/I-
680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection. 2) Remove the eastbound right turn lane at the
Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection, which will result in converting the curbside through
lane to a shared through-right lane. The traffic analysis results of this alternative are
shown in Table 1. Because the Treat Boulevard/I-680 ramps/Buskirk Avenue intersection is
expected to operate unacceptably in the A.M., the alternative was excluded from future
considerations. Furthermore, the expected queues for the northbound right turning vehicles
was shown to extend back on the ramp all the way to NB [-680 in the A.M. and extend almost
all the way to the freeway in the P.M.

Contra Costa County I-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle 2 February 10, 2017
and Pedestrian Plan —Feasibility Study and Evaluation
Traffic Analysis of Revised Concept 4



Table 1: Intersection LOS Comparison for Current Year (2014)

Existing Revised Concept 4 Revised Concept 4 - Alternative
Peak
Intersection Queue |Control Queue Queue
Hour | ctay (195 interest. |Length| Delay | 1os | TIRRCE wengun | p oS os BCR | sengen
| (5) (o (v
WBLT 356 WBLT 378
AM.| 557 E 53.1 D
Treat Boulevard and WBRT 0 WBRT 0 .
. « Not Applicable
Main Street WBLT 174 WBLT 160
PM.| 429 D 429 D
WBRT 890 WBRT 0
WBRT 126 WBRT 130 WBRT 640
Treat Boulevard and I- | AM-| 30.3 C NERT 0 34.7 C NERT 0 1129 | F NERT 146
680 Northbound
Ramps/Buskirk Avenue e | 175 B WBRT 169 105 B WBRT 638 621 . WBRT 638
NBRT 0 NBRT 0 NBRT 1308
SBRT 140 SBRT 68 SBRT 69
AM.| 468 D 49.2 D 49.7 D
Road SBRT 382 SBRT 161 SBRT 163
PM.| 193 B 36.8 D 41.6 D
SBTH 127 SBTH 323 SBTH 323
Treat Boulevardand |AM-| 376 | D | Nomovement of 32.8 . .
* : No movement of interest Not Applicable
Jones Road P.M. 498 D interest 48.3 D

Notes:

HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.

*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95th Percentile Queue Length
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Future Year Analysis (2040)

Individual intersection delay and LOS were analyzed to assess the potential impacts of the
revised concept for the future year (2040). A queuing analysis was also completed for
movements of concern. Table 2, on the next page, presents the findings for this analysis. As
shown, intersection delay is high in general for the future year.

In general, the removal of the free right turn (revised concept 4) has a negative impact on
delay and queuing at Oak Road during the morning and evening peak periods. Since the
improvement involves the removal of the SB free right turn as well as a removal of one of the
through lanes, SB through movements are subject to much queueing, especially in the A.M.

For the future year alternatives, the signal timings were optimized to benefit the overall
performance of the Treat Boulevard corridor in the westbound and eastbound directions.
This optimization results in higher delays for side street and left turn movements, as
indicated by the high delay at Treat Boulevard/Jones Road during the p.m. peak hour.
Although performance degrades slightly with the free right turn removal at Oak Road, the
high weaving volumes observed between Oak Road and the [-680 ramps are mitigated.
Removing the inefficient and unsafe weaving behavior on this segment reduces the potential
negative impact of the improvements at the corridor level.

Contra Costa County I-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle 1 February 10, 2017
and Pedestrian Plan —Feasibility Study and Evaluation
Traffic Analysis of Revised Concept 4
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Table 2: Intersection LOS Comparison for Future Year (2040)

Revised Concept 4
Intersection Peak Hour Control - Movmt. of Queue
Delay (s) Interest | Length (ft)
WBLT 410
AM. 60.1 E
WBRT 0
Treat Boulevard and Main Street*
WBLT 410
P.M. 60.0 E
WBRT 0
WBRT 131
AM. 36.5 D
Treat Boulevard and I-680 NBRT 0
Northbound Ramps/Buskirk Avenue WBRT 193
P.M. 26.1 C
NBRT 0
SBRT 82
AM. 53.8 D
SBTH 706
Treat Boulevard and Oak Road
SBRT 189
P.M. 42.7 D
SBTH 557
AM. 59.7
Treat Boulevard and Jones Road* No movement of interest
P.M. 143.9
Notes: HCM 2010 analysis unless specified by *.
*HCM 2000 analysis due to HCM 2010 limitations.
Queue Length = 95th Percentile Queue Length
Conclusion

Implementation of Revised Concept 4 is expected to result in some increased delay and
queuing for motorists at specific intersections on Treat Boulevard. The alternative concept
has been shown to be ineffective as it leads to unacceptable LOS levels even with 2014
volume levels. Therefore, these were not considered in future analysis. The reconfiguration
of the southbound approach at the Treat Boulevard/Oak Road intersection is expected to
result in increased delay and queuing. This is to be expected as one of the southbound
through lanes is removed, the free southbound right turn is removed and replaced with two
southbound right turn lanes. As a result, the southbound through queue is expected to
increase and vehicles in this movement experience higher delays. It should be noted that the
removal of free right-turn is expected to achieve the goal of eliminating the potentially
dangerous weaving along Treat Boulevard between Oak Road and Buskirk. Furthermore, the
queues for the southbound right turning vehicles are expected to decrease. When compared
to the benefits for other transportation modes, the increased delay for motorists is relatively
small.

Contra Costa County I-680/Treat Boulevard Bicycle 2
and Pedestrian Plan —Feasibility Study and Evaluation
Traffic Analysis of Revised Concept 4

February 10, 2017
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: N. Main St. & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I T » i N M ol b T » i
Volume (vph) 27 646 149 514 290 792 56 103 328 532 885 129
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 10 12 16 12 12 16 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 095 097 09 100 100 09 100 097 09 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 098 100 100 098 100 100 0098
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 097 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 100 100 09 100 100 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1678 3332 3236 3505 1776 1736 3539 1729 3286 3421 1494
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 100 100 09 100 100 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1678 3332 3236 3505 1776 1736 3539 1729 3286 3421 1494
Peak-hour factor, PHF 079 079 079 09 09 09 09 09 09 091 091 091
Adj. Flow (vph) 34 818 189 535 302 825 59 108 345 585 973 142
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 243 0 0 71
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 993 0 535 302 825 59 108 102 585 973 71
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 27 5 5 27 8 4 4 8
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 1% 3% 1% 3% 1% 4% 2% 4% 3% 2% 2%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 19 6
Permitted Phases Free 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 53 417 249 613 1400 64 276 276 238 490 49.0
Effective Green, g (s) 53 417 249 613 1400 64 276 276 238 490 490
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.04 030 018 044 100 005 020 020 017 035 035
Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 63 992 575 1534 1776 79 697 340 558 1197 522
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 ¢0.30 c0.17  0.09 003 003 c0.18 c0.28
v/s Ratio Perm 0.46 0.06 0.05
v/c Ratio 054  1.00 093 020 046 075 015 030 105 081 014
Uniform Delay, d1 66.2 491 56.7  24.2 00 660 465 479 581 413 311
Progression Factor 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 44 288 22.1 0.2 09 314 0.5 22 514 6.1 0.5
Delay (s) 705 780 788 244 09 974 470 502 1095 474 316
Level of Service E E E C A F D D F D C
Approach Delay (s) 71.7 30.2 55.0 67.5
Approach LOS E C D E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 55.7 HCM 2000 Level of Service E
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (S) 22.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

2: NB 1-680 Off Ramp/Buskirk Ave & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LL I 44 ul LI ul

Volume (veh/h) 389 975 0 0 1402 516 143 474 913 0 0 0

Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1918 0 0 1881 1918 1759 1881 1937

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 452 1134 0 0 1508 0 164 545 0

Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 0 3 1 1 2 1

Peak Hour Factor 086 086 08 093 093 093 087 087 0.87

Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 3 0 0 1 3 8 1 2

Cap, veh/h 503 2798 0 0 3049 968 287 613 282

Arrive On Green 015 077 000 000 059 000 017 017 0.0

Sat Flow, veh/h 3408 3741 0 0 5305 1631 1675 3574 1647

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 452 1134 0 0 1508 0 164 545 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1704 1823 0 0 1712 1631 1675 1787 1647

Q Serve(g_s), s 197 159 0.0 00 255 00 136 225 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 197 159 0.0 00 255 00 136 225 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.00  0.00 100 1.00 1.00

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 503 2798 0 0 3049 968 287 613 282

VIC Ratio(X) 090 041 000 000 049 000 057 089 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 654 2798 0 0 3049 968 386 823 379

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 0.00 000 064 000 1.00 100 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 63.3 5.9 0.0 00 177 00 575 612 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 11.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.7 7.7 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 10.1 8.0 0.0 00 121 0.0 6.3 118 0.0

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 74.4 6.4 0.0 00 180 00 582 689 0.0

LnGrp LOS E A B E E

Approach Vol, veh/h 1586 1508 709

Approach Delay, s/veh 25.7 18.0 66.4

Approach LOS C B E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 121.0 263 947 30.1

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.2

Max Green Setting (Gmax), 116.0 290 830 34.8

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 17.9 217 215 245

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 91.6 06 533 1.0

Intersection Summary

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 30.3

HCM 2010 LOS C

Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

3: Oak Rd/Oak Rd. & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 1] " M4 ol T » i"r N M ol
Volume (veh/h) 173 1446 269 430 1500 46 211 251 31 108 433 207
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 098  1.00 100 1.00 0.88  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1866 1900 1900 1881 1900 1881 1881 1792 1827 1863 1918
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 197 1643 306 489 1705 0 245 292 36 127 509 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 4 0 2 3 1 2 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 088 088 08 08 088 08 08 08 08 08 08 085
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 0 1 4 1 1 6 4 2 3
Cap, veh/h 244 2133 397 542 2437 766 294 867 327 148 861 397
Arrive On Green 007 039 039 015 047 000 008 024 024 009 024 0.0
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 5456 1016 3510 5136 1615 3476 3574 1348 1740 3539 1631
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 197 1449 500 489 1705 0 245 292 36 127 509 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1721 1604 1659 1755 1712 1615 1738 1787 1348 1740 1770 1631
Q Serve(g_s), s 84 393 393 205 391 00 104 101 31 108 190 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 84 393 393 205 391 00 104 101 31 108 190 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 061  1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 244 1882 649 542 2437 766 294 867 327 148 861 397
VIC Ratio(X) 081 077 077 09 070 000 083 034 011 08 059 0.0
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 299 1882 649 680 2437 766 441 955 360 198 899 414
HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 084 084 084 056 056 000 100 100 100 1.00 100 0.0
Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 685 397 397 622 309 00 675 468 441 675 50.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 10.9 2.6 7.3 7.1 1.0 0.0 5.2 0.1 01 190 2.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 44 179 194 105 187 0.0 5.2 5.0 12 6.0 9.6 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 794 424 470 693 319 00 727 468 442 865 525 0.0
LnGrp LOS E D D E € E D D F D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2146 2194 573 636
Approach Delay, s/veh 46.8 40.2 57.7 59.3
Approach LOS D D E E
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 2711 749 166 414 146 874 168 413
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 29.0 550 190 380 130 71.0 17.0 400
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 225 413 124 210 104 411 128 121
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 06 137 0.3 7.5 02 298 0.1 9.7
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 46.8
HCM 2010 LOS D
Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

4: Jones Rd. & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i b I e 3 i " bk " 4 ol
Volume (vph) 64 1380 141 240 1985 593 44 43 106 234 78 38
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 11 12 12 11 11 10
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 0.86 100 091 1.00 100 1.00 095 095 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 100 100 097 100 098 100 100 0.96
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 099 100 100 0.8 100 0.89 100 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 098 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3224 6278 1745 5136 1544 1745 1638 1641 1693 1450
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 098 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3224 6278 1745 5136 1544 1745 1638 1641 1693 1450
Peak-hour factor, PHF 083 083 083 08 084 084 083 083 08 084 084 084
Adj. Flow (vph) 77 1663 170 286 2363 706 53 52 128 279 93 45
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 0 0 135 0 64 0 0 0 39
Lane Group Flow (vph) 77 1825 0 286 2363 571 53 116 0 184 188 6
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 10 18 18 10 20 13 13 20
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2
Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 5% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA  Perm  Split NA Split NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4
Permitted Phases 6 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 83 671 348 936 936 156 156 225 225 225
Effective Green, g () 83 671 348 936 936 156 156 225 225 225
Actuated g/C Ratio 005 042 022 058 058 010 0.0 014 014 014
Clearance Time () 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 167 2632 379 3004 903 170 159 230 238 203
v/s Ratio Prot 002 0.29 c0.16 c0.46 0.03 ¢0.07 c0.11 011
v/s Ratio Perm 0.37 0.00
vic Ratio 046  0.69 075 079 063 031 073 080 0.79 0.03
Uniform Delay, d1 737 380 586 255 219 672 701 66.6 665  59.3
Progression Factor 0.89 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 1.0 7.4 2.2 34 04 132 169 148 0.0
Delay (s) 66.1 345 66.0 277 252 676 833 834 812 594
Level of Service E C E C C E F F F E
Approach Delay (s) 35.8 304 79.8 79.8
Approach LOS D C E E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 37.6 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 160.0 Sum of lost time (S) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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Queues

AM Base 2014

1: N. Main St. & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
S T2 S N B S

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 1007 535 302 825 59 108 345 585 973 142
vic Ratio 039 1.04 093 020 046 062 014 057 109 077 023
Control Delay 760 870 804 257 09 917 452 119 1004 450 101
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 760 870 804 257 09 917 452 119 1004 450 101
Queue Length 50th (ft) 31 ~514 250 92 0 53 42 31 ~208 422 20
Queue Length 95th (ft) 59 #512  #356 131 0 #116 70 127 #295 510 69
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1359 306 1086 1080
Turn Bay Length (ft) 68 243 225 102 196 90
Base Capacity (vph) 179 968 577 1535 1776 99 758 608 539 1256 617
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 019 104 093 020 046 060 014 057 109 077 023
Intersection Summary
~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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Queues

AM Base 2014

2: NB 1-680 Off Ramp/Buskirk Ave & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
O S S N N

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR

Lane Group Flow (vph) 452 1134 1508 555 164 545 1049

v/c Ratio 0.85 0.40 0.51 0.61 0.56 0.84 0.65

Control Delay 81.0 7.4 10.4 115 66.6 75.3 2.0

Queue Delay 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 81.0 7.9 10.5 11.8 66.6 75.3 2.0

Queue Length 50th (ft) 239 195 111 95 158 292 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 281 246 130 126 222 334 0

Internal Link Dist (ft) 258 655 1047

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 267 437

Base Capacity (vph) 616 2845 2976 910 351 777 1616

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 1132 424 68 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.73 0.66 0.59 0.66 0.47 0.70 0.65

Intersection Summary

Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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Queues AM Base 2014

3: Oak Rd/Oak Rd. & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
S T2 S N B S

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 197 1949 489 1705 52 245 292 36 127 509 244
vic Ratio 072 082 08 074 007 074 034 009 080 060 046
Control Delay 89.3 440 880 131 05 841 512 05 1043 576 206
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 89.3 440 880 133 05 841 512 05 1043 576 206
Queue Length 50th (ft) 93 531 225 506 3 130 135 0 131 252 70
Queue Length 95th (ft) 140 586 287 62 m0 168 170 0 #2203 295 140
Internal Link Dist (ft) 655 700 1075 548

Turn Bay Length (ft) 164 235 264 202 125
Base Capacity (vph) 285 2389 613 2303 756 397 893 410 178 845 526
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 069 082 08 077 007 062 033 009 071 060 046

Intersection Summary

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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Queues

AM Base 2014

4: Jones Rd. & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
P . Y N S A

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR

Lane Group Flow (vph) 77 1833 286 2363 706 53 180 184 188 45

vic Ratio 046 069 075 079 068 031 08L 080 079 015

Control Delay 711 361 718 299 173 697 677 900 883 11

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 711 361 718 299 173 697 677 900 883 11

Queue Length 50th (ft) 43 233 284 670 268 53 115 198 203 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) m55 345 352 847 459 87 172 257 261 0

Internal Link Dist (ft) 700 1282 449 751

Turn Bay Length (ft) 341 175 295 228

Base Capacity (vph) 178 2640 379 3005 1038 381 413 369 380 410

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 043 069 075 079 068 014 044 050 049 011

Intersection Summary

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.

Existing 7:30 am 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

1: N. Main St. & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations I T ol N M ol T » i
Volume (vph) 74 481 89 234 370 944 153 429 465 684 330 226
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 11 12 10 12 16 12 12 16 11 11 11
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 095 097 09 100 100 09 100 097 09 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 098 100 100 098 100 100 0096
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 0098 100 100 08 100 100 08 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 100 100 09 100 100 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1745 3335 3204 3574 1787 1805 3610 1761 3351 3490 1505
FIt Permitted 095 1.00 095 100 100 09 100 100 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1745 3335 3204 3574 1787 1805 3610 1761 3351 3490 1505
Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 08 08 08 087 087 087 093 093 093
Adj. Flow (vph) 79 512 95 275 435 1111 176 493 534 735 355 243
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 244 0 0 130
Lane Group Flow (vph) 79 596 0 275 435 1111 176 493 290 735 355 113
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 36 7 7 36 17 4 4 17
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 4 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA  Free Prot NA  Perm Prot NA  Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 19 6
Permitted Phases Free 2 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 10.7 331 182 406 1400 186 279 279 388 521 521
Effective Green, g (s) 10.7 331 182 406 1400 186 279 279 388 521 521
Actuated g/C Ratio 008 024 013 029 100 013 020 020 028 037 037
Clearance Time () 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 133 788 416 1036 1787 239 719 350 928 1298 560
v/s Ratio Prot 0.05 ¢0.18 009 012 010 014 c0.22 0.10
v/s Ratio Perm c0.62 c0.16 0.08
v/c Ratio 059 0.76 066 042 062 074 069 083 079 027 020
Uniform Delay, d1 625 497 580 402 00 583 520 537 469 307 2938
Progression Factor 100 1.00 13 09 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 4.7 55 3.9 0.7 15 112 53 197 4.7 0.5 0.8
Delay (s) 672 551 837 389 15 695 572 735 515 312 306
Level of Service E E F D A E E E D C C
Approach Delay (s) 56.5 22.8 66.2 42.3
Approach LOS E C E D
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 42.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (S) 22.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

2: NB 1-680 Off Ramp/Buskirk Ave & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LL I 44 ul LI ul

Volume (veh/h) 508 1045 0 0 1414 632 160 274 854 0 0 0

Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18

Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00

Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00

Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1845 1956 0 0 1881 1956 1881 1881 1956

Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 540 1112 0 0 1488 0 167 285 0

Adj No. of Lanes 2 2 0 0 3 1 1 2 1

Peak Hour Factor 094 094 094 095 09 09 09 096 0.96

Percent Heavy Veh, % 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

Cap, veh/h 594 2998 0 0 3074 995 208 416 193

Arrive On Green 017 081 000 000 100 000 012 012 0.0

Sat Flow, veh/h 3408 3815 0 0 5305 1663 1792 3574 1663

Grp Volume(v), veh/h 540 1112 0 0 1488 0 167 285 0

Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1704 1859 0 0 1712 1663 1792 1787 1663

Q Serve(g_s), s 18.5 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 108 9.1 0.0

Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 18.5 9.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 108 9.1 0.0

Prop In Lane 1.00 0.00  0.00 100 1.00 1.00

Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 594 2998 0 0 3074 995 208 416 193

VIC Ratio(X) 091 037 000 000 048 000 08 069 0.0

Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 630 2998 0 0 3074 995 524 1045 486

HCM Platoon Ratio 100 100 1.00 100 200 200 1.00 100 1.00

Upstream Filter(l) 100 100 000 000 058 000 1.00 100 0.0

Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 48.2 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 513 505 0.0

Incr Delay (d2), siveh 16.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 2.7 0.8 0.0

Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 10.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 5.5 4.6 0.0

LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 64.3 35 0.0 0.0 0.3 00 540 513 0.0

LnGrp LOS E A A D D

Approach Vol, veh/h 1652 1488 452

Approach Delay, s/veh 234 0.3 52.3

Approach LOS C A D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8

Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 122.0 247  97.2 18.0

Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.2

Max Green Setting (Gmax), 96.0 220 700 34.8

Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1), s 11.8 20.5 2.0 12.8

Green Ext Time (p_c), s 78.8 02 644 0.7

Intersection Summary

HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 17.5

HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary

3: Oak Rd/Oak Rd. & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations i 4 ol b T » ol N M ol
Volume (veh/h) 145 1620 134 152 1394 70 239 425 163 120 226 413
Number 5 2 12 1 6 16 3 8 18 7 4 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 097  1.00 100 1.00 093  1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/In 1863 1883 1900 1881 1881 1976 1900 1863 1881 1845 1827 1937
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 161 1800 149 157 1437 0 260 462 177 138 260 0
Adj No. of Lanes 2 4 0 2 3 1 2 2 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 090 09 097 097 097 092 092 092 087 087 0.87
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 1 3 4 2
Cap, veh/h 217 2622 217 213 2189 716 326 887 374 166 876 416
Arrive On Green 013 08 08 012 08 000 009 025 025 009 025 0.0
Sat Flow, veh/h 3442 6125 507 3476 5136 1680 3510 3539 1491 1757 3471 1647
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 161 1427 522 157 1437 0 260 462 177 138 260 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/In 1721 1619 1774 1738 1712 1680 1755 1770 1491 1757 1736 1647
Q Serve(g_s), s 52 118 118 50 108 0.0 83 129 116 8.9 7.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 52 118 118 50 108 0.0 83 129 116 8.9 7.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 029  1.00 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 217 2080 760 213 2189 716 326 887 374 166 876 416
VIC Ratio(X) 074 069 069 074 066 000 08 052 047 083 030 0.0
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 299 2080 760 302 2189 716 611 1108 467 397 1268 602
HCM Platoon Ratio 200 200 200 200 200 200 100 100 100 1.00 100 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 090 090 09 060 060 000 100 100 100 1.00 100 0.0
Uniform Delay (d), s/iveh 49.3 5.6 56  49.6 5.7 00 511 371 366 511 347 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), siveh 5.6 1.7 45 16 0.9 0.0 1.7 0.2 0.3 4.0 0.7 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/In 2.6 5.2 6.3 24 4.8 0.0 4.1 6.3 4.8 45 34 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 54.9 73 101 512 6.6 00 528 373 370 552 354 0.0
LnGrp LOS D A B D A D D D E D
Approach Vol, veh/h 2110 1594 899 398
Approach Delay, s/veh 11.6 11.0 41.7 42.3
Approach LOS B B D D
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 11.0 552 147 340 113 550 149 338
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 10.0 49.0 200 420 100 490 260 36.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 7.0 138 103 9.0 72 128 109 149
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 01 350 0.3 6.7 01 360 0.1 5.9
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 19.3
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

4: Jones Rd. & Treat Blvd 7/30/2014
A ey v ANt 2 M4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations " i I s i"r "k " 4 ol
Volume (vph) 47 1774 82 122 1476 269 112 28 369 299 46 62
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width 11 12 12 11 12 12 11 12 12 11 11 10
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lane Util. Factor 097 0.86 100 091 1.00 100 1.00 095 095 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 09 100 097 100 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 100 099 100 100 08 100 0.86 100 100 0.85
Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 096 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 3385 6407 1728 5136 1500 1745 1581 1641 1671 1457
Flt Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 096 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 3385 6407 1728 5136 1500 1745 1581 1641 1671 1457
Peak-hour factor, PHF 089 089 08 092 092 092 08 08 08 059 059 059
Adj. Flow (vph) 53 1993 92 133 1604 292 132 33 434 507 78 105
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 120 0 142 0 0 0 83
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 2081 0 133 1604 172 132 325 0 289 296 22
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 13 23 23 13 19 17 17 19
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 13 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 3% 0% 4% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA  Perm  Split NA Split NA  Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 8 4 4
Permitted Phases 6 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.7 457 136 536 536 314 314 293 293 293
Effective Green, g () 5.7 457 136 536 536 314 314 293 293 293
Actuated g/C Ratio 004 033 010 038 038 022 0.22 021 021 021
Clearance Time () 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 137 2091 167 1966 574 391 354 343 349 304
v/s Ratio Prot 0.02 ¢0.32 c0.08 031 0.08 c0.21 0.18 ¢0.18
v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.02
vic Ratio 039 1.00 080 082 030 034 092 084 085 0.07
Uniform Delay, d1 65.4  47.0 618 388 301 456 530 531 532 444
Progression Factor 1.47 0.58 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 05 153 21.2 39 13 02 274 16.3 165 0.0
Delay (s) 96.8  42.7 831 426 314 458 805 69.4 69.7 445
Level of Service F D F D C D F E E D
Approach Delay (s) 44.0 43.7 72.8 65.7
Approach LOS D D E E
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Control Delay 49.8 HCM 2000 Level of Service D
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (S) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.0% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Existing 4:30 pm 5/12/2014 Base Synchro 8 Report

Page 4



Queues

PM Base 2014

1: N. Main St. & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
S T2 S N B S

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 79 607 275 435 1111 176 493 534 735 355 243
vic Ratio 059 076 066 042 062 074 068 090 079 027 035
Control Delay 798 548 865 389 70 759 574 419 362 341 9.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 798 548 865 389 70 759 574 419 362 341 9.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 71 265 126 138 128 156 221 224 197 118 21
Queue Length 95th (ft) 124 317 174 114 890 222 273 #395  #409 190 102
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1359 309 1086 1080
Turn Bay Length (ft) 68 243 225 102 196 90
Base Capacity (vph) 199 902 572 1178 1787 309 722 596 927 1300 690
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 040 067 048 037 062 057 068 090 079 027 035
Intersection Summary
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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Queues

PM Base 2014

2: NB 1-680 Off Ramp/Buskirk Ave & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
O S S N N

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR

Lane Group Flow (vph) 540 1112 1488 665 167 285 890

vic Ratio 076 036 051 068 075 061 054

Control Delay 56.2 62 133 120 779 627 13

Queue Delay 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 56.2 64 133 124 7719 627 13

Queue Length 50th (ft) 261 166 158 133 149 131 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) m270  m244 181 169 218 170 0

Internal Link Dist (ft) 255 655 1047

Turn Bay Length (ft) 220 267 437

Base Capacity (vph) 710 3066 2911 981 428 888 1652

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 1144 0 61 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 076 058 051 072 039 032 054

Intersection Summary

m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues PM Base 2014

3: Oak Rd/Oak Rd. & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
S T2 S N B S

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 161 1949 157 1437 72 260 462 177 138 260 475
vic Ratio 064 077 068 074 010 071 045 032 073 026 078
Control Delay 718 404 914 293 51 714 423 66 805 381 389
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 718 404 914 293 51 714 423 66 805 381 389
Queue Length 50th (ft) 72 462 77 182 3 120 180 0 123 94 268
Queue Length 95th (ft) 107 540  m99 275  ml6 163 236 57 181 127 382
Internal Link Dist (ft) 655 700 1075 548

Turn Bay Length (ft) 164 235 264 202 125
Base Capacity (vph) 257 2524 243 1936 707 483 1021 557 314 1060 624
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 063 077 065 074 010 054 045 032 044 025 076

Intersection Summary
m Volume for 95th percentile queue is metered by upstream signal.
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Queues

PM Base 2014

4: Jones Rd. & Treat Blvd 6/15/2015
P . Y N S A

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT SBL SBT SBR
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 2085 133 1604 292 132 467 289 296 105
vic Ratio 032 100 079 080 042 034 094 084 08 026
Control Delay 979 466 922 439 146 469 601 739 743 5.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 979 466 922 439 146 469 601 739 743 5.7
Queue Length 50th (ft) 26  ~645 119 506 62 98 267 266 273 0
Queue Length 95th (ft) m36  #756  #214  #693 162 150  #403 215 221 0
Internal Link Dist (ft) 700 1282 449 751
Turn Bay Length (ft) 341 175 295 228
Base Capacity (vph) 241 2093 186 1996 700 440 535 421 429 467
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 022 100 072 080 042 030 087 069 069 022
Intersection Summary
~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may b