
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTICE & AGENDA  

DATE & TIME:  Thursday, June 9, 2022 • 9:00 AM – 11:00 AM 

REMOTE ACCESS:   https://us02web.zoom.us/j/7321058840?pwd=c1dMVjJydl-

BoYk0yYWVVZVlmWHZ4Zz09 

MEETING ID#: 732 105 8840 PASSWORD (if requested): WCCTAC2020 

Remote Participation Only 
As a result of the COVID-19 public health emergency, including the County Health Officer and Gover-
nor’s directives, there will be no physical location for the TAC Meeting.  TAC members will attend 
via teleconference and members of the public are invited to attend the meeting and participate re-
motely.  

Pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20, TAC members: Yvetteh Ortiz, Mike Roberts, 
Sanjay Mishra, Denee Evans, Alan Panganiban, Rob Thompson, Nathan Landau, Jamar Stamps, and 
Esther Suh may be attending this meeting via teleconference, as may WCCTAC Alternate TAC Mem-
bers. Any votes conducted during the teleconferencing session will be conducted by roll call. 

The public may observe and address the WCCTAC TAC in the following ways: 

Phone Participation 
Dial one of the following numbers, enter the participant PIN followed by # to confirm: 
+1 669 900 6833
Meeting ID: 732 105 8840
Password: 066620

Public Comment 
Members of the public may address the TAC during the initial public comment portion of the meet-
ing or during the comment period for agenda items. 

Participants may use the chat function on Zoom or physically raise their hands to indicate if they 
wish to speak on a particular item. 

Written Comment (accepted until the start of the meeting, unless otherwise noted on the meeting 
agenda). Public comments received by 5:00 p.m. on the evening before the TAC meeting date will be 
provided to the WCCTAC TAC and heard before TAC action.  Comments may be submitted by email 
to creilly@wcctac.org 
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*  Estimated time for consideration is given as a service to the public.  Please be advised that an item on the
agenda may be considered earlier or later than the estimated time. 

Comments may also be submitted via e-mail to creilly@wcctac.org at any time prior to closure of 
the public comment portion of the item(s) under consideration. All written comments will be in-
cluded in the record. 

Reading of Public Comments: WCCTAC staff will read aloud email comments received during the 
meeting that include the subject line “FOR THE RECORD” as well as the item number for comment, 
provided that the reading shall not exceed three (3) minutes, or such other time as the TAC may pro-
vide. 

1. CALL TO ORDER and MEMBER ROLL CALL
Estimated Time*:  9:00 AM, (2 minutes)

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
Estimated Time*:  9:02 AM, (3 minutes)

The public is welcome to address the TAC on any item that is not listed on the agenda.  Please 
fill out a speaker card and hand it to staff. Please limit your comments to 3 minutes.  Pursuant 
to provisions of the Brown Act, no action may be taken on a matter unless it is listed on the 
agenda, or unless certain emergency or special circumstances exist. The WCCTAC TAC may 
direct staff to investigate and/or schedule certain matters for consideration at a future TAC 
meeting. 

3. CONSENT CALENDAR
Estimated Time*:  9:05 AM, (5 minutes)

A. Minutes from May 5, 2022 Special Meeting
Recommendation: Approve as presented
Attachment: Yes

4. REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS

A. Draft Contra Costa Countywide Pedestrian Needs Assessment (PNA)
Description:  The PNA is intended to determine the scale of pedestrian improvement needs in
Contra Costa County and to assist local jurisdictions in improving pedestrian safety.  CCTA’s
consultant, Fehr and Peers, will provide an overview of the draft Countywide Pedestrian
Needs Assessment (PNA) document and solicit feedback from the TAC. Prior to the meeting,
TAC members can provide comments directly into the draft at the link here.

Recommendation:  Receive information and provide input on the draft PNA.

Attachments:  a) CCTA staff report;  b) Draft PNA document

Presenter/Lead Staff:  Staff from Fehr and Peers

Estimated Time*:  9:10 AM, (25 minutes)

B. Growth Management Program Checklist and Possible Staff Training

Description:  The CCTA recently released its latest Growth Management Program Checklist.
Submittal and approval of the Checklist is required for jurisdictions to receive their Measure J
Return-to-Source funds.  CCTA Staff will discuss the Checklist process.  Additionally, due to
local jurisdiction staffing changes, WCCTAC and CCTA have discussed the benefits of offering
a training for West County staff on satisfying Checklist requirements.
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*  Estimated time for consideration is given as a service to the public.  Please be advised that an item on the
agenda may be considered earlier or later than the estimated time. 

Recommendation:  Receive information and provide feedback on possible Checklist training. 

Attachment:  None 

Presenter/Lead Staff:  Matt Kelly, CCTA Staff and Leah Greenblat, WCCTAC Staff 

Estimated Time*:  9:35 AM, (15 minutes)  

C. TFCA Carryover Funds
Description:  WCCTAC’s TDM Program, 511 Contra Costa, has carryover funds that were un-
spent from a previous fiscal year. These funds could be used for one or more bicycle infra-
structure projects, provided they meet program rules and the Air District’s cost effectiveness
thresholds. Staff will describe the guidelines and solicit ideas for projects in West County
from the TAC.

Recommendation:  Provide feedback and project recommendations

Attachment: Yes

Presenter/Lead Staff:  Coire Reilly, WCCTAC Staff

Estimated Time*:  9:50 AM, (20 minutes)

5. STANDING ITEMS

A. Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC) Report
Description:  TCC representatives will report on the last TCC meeting.

Recommendation:  None.

Attachment:  No

Presenter/Lead Staff:  WCCTAC’s TCC Representatives & WCCTAC Staff

Estimated Time*:  10:10 AM (5 minutes)

B. Staff and TAC Member Announcements
Description: TAC members or WCCTAC staff can make general comments or announcements

Recommendation:  Receive update.

Attachment:  No

Presenter/Lead Staff:  WCCTAC Staff and TAC Members

Estimated Time*:  10:15 AM (5 minutes)

6. ADJOURNMENT
Description / Recommendation:  Adjourn to the next regularly scheduled meeting of the TAC on
Thursday, July 14, 2022.  (The next meeting of the WCCTAC Board is Friday, June 24, 2022.)

Estimated Time*:  10:20 AM 

• In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, if you need special assistance to
participate in the WCCTAC TAC meeting, or if you need a copy of the agenda and/or agenda
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*  Estimated time for consideration is given as a service to the public.  Please be advised that an item on the 
agenda may be considered earlier or later than the estimated time. 

packet materials in an alternative format, please contact Valerie Jenkins at 510.210.5930 prior to 
the meeting. 

• If you have special transportation requirements and would like to attend the meeting, please call 
the phone number above at least 48 hours in advance to make arrangements. 

• Handouts provided at the meeting are available upon request and may also be viewed at WCC-
TAC’s office. 

• Please refrain from wearing scented products to the meeting, as there may be attendees suscep-
tible to environmental illnesses. Please also put cellular phones on silent mode during the meet-
ing. 

• A meeting sign-in sheet will be circulated at the meeting.  Sign-in is optional. 
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WCCTAC TAC Special Meeting Action Minutes 

 

 

MEETING DATE:   May 5, 2022 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:   Jamar Stamps, Contra Costa County; Yvetteh Ortiz, El Cerrito; 

Rachel Factor, BART; Denee Evans, Richmond; Allan 
Panganiban, San Pablo; Misha Kaur, Pinole; Rob Thompson, 
WestCAT; and Nathan Landau, AC Transit. 

 
GUESTS:  Adam Dankberg and Monica Tanner, Kimley-Horn; Sarah 

Kolank, San Pablo; Patrick Phelan, Richmond; Matt Kelly, CCTA; 
Bill Pinkham, WCCTAC citizen representative to the CCTA and 
Steve Price. 

 
STAFF PRESENT:    John Nemeth, Coire Reilly, Leah Greenblat 

 
ACTIONS LISTED BY:  WCCTAC Staff 

   
 
 
 
 

El Cerrito 
 
 
 
 
 

Hercules 
 
 
 
 
 

Pinole 
 
 
 
 
 

Richmond 
 
 
 
 
 

San Pablo 
 
 
 
 
 

Contra Costa 
County 

 
 
 
 
 

AC Transit 
 
 
 
 
 

BART 
 
 
 
 
 

WestCAT 

ITEM ITEM/DISCUSSION ACTION/SUMMARY 

1.  Call to Order The meeting was called to order at 1:03 PM 
 

2.  Public Comment None. 
 

Special Agenda Items 

3A. West County 
Representation on the 
CCTA’s Technical 
Coordinating Committee 

Nathan Landau moved, Yvetteh Ortiz seconded, 

and the TAC unanimously approved to forward 

a recommendation to the WCCTAC Board 

nominating Allan Panganiban to serve as a TCC 

representative, if Mike Roberts chooses not to 

serve; and to nominate John Nemeth to serve 

as an additional TCC alternate.  Mr. Nemeth will 

follow up with Mr. Roberts to determine his 

decision. 

 

3B. San Pablo Avenue 
Multimodal Corridor Study 
– Phase 2 

Leah Greenblat introduced the item and Adam 

Dankberg gave a presentation on the 

evaluation results and the upcoming 

3A (Minutes)-1



 

 

 

ITEM ITEM/DISCUSSION ACTION/SUMMARY 

presentation to the WCCTAC Board.  TAC 

members asked clarifying questions and made 

suggestions for the WCCTAC Board 

presentation.  

 

4A. Staff and TAC Member 
Announcements 

Rachel Factor announced that BART is holding 
an Open House for its Berkeley and El Cerrito 
study. 
 
Patrick Phelan shared information about Travel 
Safe Richmond on May 18. 
 

5. Adjournment The meeting adjourned at 3:07 PM. 
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    Technical Advisory Committee STAFF REPORT  
  

Meeting Date: April 20, 2022 
 

Subject Review Draft Contra Costa Countywide Pedestrian Needs 

Assessment (PNA) for Local Agency Implementation. 

Summary of Issues The PNA for Local Agencies is intended to compile and 

supplement data on the existing pedestrian network to 

identify the magnitude of needed modifications. The PNA 

expands beyond the Authority’s past summary and analysis 

of road collision data from 2008 through 2017 in Countywide 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan- / CBPP-designated Pedestrian 

Priority Areas (PPAs). As a reminder, on average, eight people 

walking or bicycling were involved in a collision on a road in 

Contra Costa every week. People walking and bicycling in 

Contra Costa County were 2.4 times more likely to experience 

a collision that resulted in severe injury or fatality (compared 

to people in vehicles). People walking and bicycling account 

for 38% of collisions with a fatality or severe injury, however, 

represent only 20% of all collisions (including drivers). Of the 

collisions that resulted in severe injury or fatality, 86% of 

those that involved people walking, occurred on three 

percent of roadways countywide. 

The PNA provides a consistent countywide framework to 

improve pedestrian safety, with a hybrid reactive and 

proactive “Safe Systems” approach to address inevitable 

human error, safety, speed management, and risk 

management most effectively through innovative design and 

application of technology, and careful adoption and 

implementation of a Local Road Safety Plan. The PNA 

provides maps with Countywide Safety Priority Locations 
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within Countywide Pedestrian Priority Areas and a Toolbox 

with specific actions that can help local staff move toward 

Vision Zero, which acknowledges that fatalities and severe 

injuries are preventable.  

Recommendations Staff seeks input on the draft Contra Costa Countywide 

Pedestrian Needs Assessment for Local Agencies to help local 

staff use a “Safe Systems” approach to work toward 

eliminating fatalities and severe injuries. 

Staff Contact Colin Clarke 

Financial Implications Additional funding is needed. The rough order-of-magnitude 

cost estimate is approximately $2.4 billion, which would be 

separate from the $443 million shortfall estimated through 

2040 identified in the CBPP adopted in 2018. 

Options Request that staff recommend different, additional, revised, 

or (specifically how one would narrow the needs and) more 

focused actions. 

Attachments A. Draft Contra Costa Countywide Pedestrian Needs 

Assessment for Local Agencies (CBPP Appendix A2) 

Changes from Committee Not Applicable 

  Background    

The Authority’s Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (CBPP), adopted in July 2018, 

included as its first key recommendation for implementation the development of a consistent 

countywide multi-agency Vision Zero framework and “Safe Systems” approach. This 

approach acknowledges that responsibility for safety outcomes includes road design and is 

shared by road users, transportation and public health professionals, policymakers, decision-

makers, and traffic safety officials. The Authority’s Contra Costa Countywide Transportation 

Safety Policy and Implementation Guide (Guide) for Local Agencies, adopted in September 
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2021, was developed, for example, to accomplish the following: 

• Highlight best practices for each Core Element of Countywide Vision Zero, and  

• Provide references to external resources for local agency staff to stay current. 

The PNA, recommended by the CBPP, not scoped to be a more complete countywide “plan,” 

is intended to move toward better understanding the inadequacies of the pedestrian system 

in Contra Costa and the cost to address them. This study, which serves as an addendum to 

CBPP Appendix A, “State of Walking and Biking in Contra Costa,” was intended to compile 

and supplement data on the existing pedestrian network to identify the magnitude of needed 

modifications. This information is also intended to help in “setting priorities for pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities.” In addition to Vision Zero’s “Safe Systems” approach, the CBPP states 

that the “use of the level of traffic stress (LTS) methodology will be expanded to apply to 

setting priorities and to pedestrian needs.” 

The PNA provides elected representatives and the public the opportunity to learn about 

patterns from analysis across multiple jurisdictional boundaries. The PNA also encourages an 

approach that is both reactive (analysis of past collision data and patterns), and proactively 

identifies potential safety issues based on travel behavior, roadway design, and other built-

environment factors that contribute to collisions that result in a fatality or severe injury. As 

the Authority coordinates with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and other 

agencies, nonprofit and private sector organizations, local agencies can contribute to and 

help maintain higher quality data, available for analysis and action sooner, and aggregate 

different datasets to better inform decision-making at a countywide level and locally.  

For the Guide, CCTA analyzed data from the California Highway Patrol’s locally reported 

Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) and the University of California at 

Berkeley Transportation and Education Center’s (UC Berkeley SafeTREC) Transportation 

Injury Mapping System (TIMS) data for collisions (2008 through 2017) was utilized. Neither 

highway collisions nor Property Damage Only collisions were included in the analysis because 

the CBPP and Vision Zero include an emphasis on collisions involving people walking and 

bicycling including more vulnerable users, which will benefit users of all transportation 

methods.  

For the purpose of Countywide Vision Zero, countywide safety priority locations (not to be 
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confused with local safety priority locations, which may include more and different locations, 

and evolve over time as improvements are made, access to data improves, more recent data 

is used, and priorities evolve) were identified as streets that had a high concentration of 

traffic collisions that resulted in severe injury or fatality, with an emphasis on those involving 

people walking and bicycling.  

Next Steps, Funding, and Project Delivery 

Using authentic engagement and other best practices described in the Guide, local agencies 

can recommend local priority projects as part of developing a Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP). 

The PNA, along with Countywide Vision Zero common collision patterns and maps shared 

previously, can be used to initiate project development. Authority staff can support a core 

element known as, comprehensive evaluation and adjustments. Local agency staff can 

support Authority staff in creating a list of priority projects to encourage and help move 

toward the Countywide Vision Zero goal by implementing actions recommended in the PNA, 

such as projects near parks, childcare facilities, and along safe routes to school, to help 

reduce or eliminate common countywide collision patterns, including the following elements: 

• Unsafe speeding 

• Transit priority areas 

• Channelized right turns (unsignalized or yield signed: slip lanes) 

• Trail crossings 

• Near highway on-ramps and off-ramps 

• Skewed intersections 

• Unprotected left turns at traffic signalized intersections 

• Red light violations, e.g., right turns 

• Vulnerable populations (seniors and youth) 

 

The CBPP states that, “improved pedestrian facilities are necessary but not sufficient for 

walkability. Possibly more important are land use and development patterns, since 

pedestrians are much more sensitive to distances and the quality of the environment through 

which they travel than other transportation users. Please note that everyone becomes a 

pedestrian at some point in each trip, even drivers and passengers riding in vehicles. Projects 
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should be designed and constructed for all ages and abilities, which will benefit users of all 

transportation methods. Contra Costa’s Measure J Growth Management Program (described 

in CBPP Appendix A, “State of Walking and Biking in Contra Costa”) recognizes this by 

requiring local jurisdictions to adopt policies and standards for the design of new 

developments that are pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly.  

With input from representatives from the Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory 

Committee (CBPAC) and Regional Transportation Planning Advisory Committees (RTPCs), the 

scope of this draft Pedestrian Needs Assessment focuses on:  

• Uncontrolled Crossings 

o Two-lane 

o Multi-lane 

• Sidewalk Gaps 

• Corridor Speed Management 

o Two-lane 

o Multi-lane 

• Intersections with a Traffic Signal 

o Two-lane 

o Multi-lane 

• Lighting and Pedestrian Safety during Hours of Darkness 

 

The Authority does not have jurisdiction over local roadways and state highways, however, 

can lead the framework and influence the adoption of Vision Zero policies, consideration of 

priorities from the Pedestrian Needs Assessment, and implementation of related projects is 

through its role as a funding agency. The Authority can partner with local, regional, and state 

agencies for project delivery, and influence local policy and decision-making. The Authority 

can also encourage local agencies to leverage multiple existing funding sources to implement 

Vision Zero as part of routine maintenance, design, construction, and operations as well as 

continue to provide technical assistance and support. For example, local projects can be 

implemented using countywide Measure J funding, e.g., from the Local Streets Maintenance 

program, and can be considered for discretionary funding, which is competitive at a 

countywide level, e.g., from the Transportation for Livable Communities and Pedestrian, 
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Bicycle, and Trail Facilities programs. In part because a “Safe Systems” approach will be used 

across multiple jurisdictions, Measure J funding is not anticipated to be limited to only the 

corridors on Countywide Vision Zero maps and CBPP-designated Pedestrian Priority Areas 

(PPAs). Similarly, recommendations from the PNA can be proposed by local agencies and 

considered for discretionary funding from the One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Cycle 3 program, 

which is competitive at a regional level (nine counties).  

Local agencies can request advisory support and technical assistance from the Authority 

when developing Local Road Safety Plans and implementing projects that can help move 

toward Vision Zero countywide and begin to create projects with the PNA as a guide. The 

following local agencies have each received funding for their respective LRSP: Cities of 

Concord, Pleasant Hill, and Walnut Creek. The County of Contra Costa is the first local agency 

to adopt a Vision Zero Action Plan, in March 2022, for its unincorporated community areas, 

under the Systemic Safety Analysis Report Program (SSARP) program that preceded the LRSP 

grant program under the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

 

Development Process 

The countywide Vision Zero Working Group (VZWG) convened in December 2019, February, 

October 2020, and May 2021 to steer development of the Guide and the PNA. The VZWG 

includes representatives from the Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

(CBPAC), one CBPAC volunteer from each of the four Regional Transportation Planning 

Advisory Committee (RTPC) sub-regions, and one volunteer from each of the four RTPC sub-

regions from the Authority’s Technical Coordinating Committee. The other members include 

a representative from Contra Costa County, transportation safety research (UC Berkeley), and 

advocacy organizations (Bike East Bay). 

Authority staff and consultants are presenting the draft PNA to RTPC Technical Advisory 

Committees and Policy Advisory Committees in Spring 2022, and comments have been 

requested from stakeholders and the public.  

Review of the Draft PNA 

Staff seeks input on the draft Pedestrian Needs Assessment, for Local Agency 

implementation, to help local staff use a “Safe Systems” approach, during project creation 
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and grant applications’ development, to work toward eliminating fatalities and severe 

injuries. 
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1. Introduction 
With the launch of their Vision Zero Framework effort in fall 2019, the Contra Costa Transportation Authority 
(CCTA) has committed to supporting jurisdictions in preventing mobility- and transportation-related fatalities 
and severe injuries on public rights-of-way. Vision Zero and the Safe System Approach set shared 
responsibility on transportation and public health professionals, policymakers, decision-makers, and traffic 
safety officials, with the fundamental understanding that loss of life or injury can be prevented. Because human 
error is inevitable, the transportation system should be forgiving, by design. Vision Zero focuses attention on 
safety for all people and the shortcomings of the transportation system, including the built environment.  

Developing a Countywide Vision Zero framework was a key implementation recommendation of the 2018 
Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (2018 CBPP Update).1 To date, CCTA’s Vision Zero work has 
focused on countywide data collection and analysis, stakeholder engagement, and developing technical 
resources such as the Contra Costa Countywide Transportation Safety Policy and Implementation Guide, 
which includes a Countywide Collision Analysis and Common Bicycle and Pedestrian Collision Patterns and 
the development of a Countywide Toolbox for Designing Safer Travel for People Walking and Biking. CCTA 
has also developed a Vision Zero Database in GIS, which includes countywide data regarding safety and the 
built environment, such as collision data and the location of sidewalks and marked crosswalks.  

The 2018 CBPP Update also featured the development of the Low-Stress Countywide Bicycle Network, 
including order-of-magnitude cost estimates for implementing this network.2 A need to develop similar order-
of-magnitude cost estimates, and to understand funding needs for pedestrian projects, has been identified since 
the 2018 CBPP Update was adopted. 

Building on these previous efforts, the Countywide Pedestrian Needs Assessment catalogues and evaluates 
pedestrian infrastructure in Contra Costa to better understand pedestrian facility gaps and the estimated level 
of investment needed to improve pedestrian facilities in the Countywide Pedestrian Priority Areas (PPAs) 
identified in 2018 CBPP Update. This assessment takes a data-driven approach to inventory pedestrian 
infrastructure in the PPAs, identify “Priority Project Types” based on collision trends and a review of recent 
local plans, and develop order-of-magnitude cost estimates at the project- and countywide-level to inform 
overall levels of investment needed, countywide. The five Priority Project Types selected for this study are 
sidewalk gaps, uncontrolled crossings, signalized intersections, corridor speed management, and pedestrian 
safety at night. 

Given the size and complexity of Contra Costa, and the diversity of its needs, this effort has required several 
assumptions and simplifications, and these are noted throughout this document. The Countywide Pedestrian 

 
1 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update, 2018 (CBPP 2018), Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA), see 

Implementation Action 1 “Develop a Vision Zero and Systematic Safety approach for Contra Costa.”  Pg. 68. 
2 CBPP 2018, CCTA, see Table 5-1 Cost to Complete 2018 Low-Stress CBN. Pg. 52. 3 CBPP 2018 Update, CCTA, see p. 6. 



 

    
2 

Needs Assessment presents an order-of-magnitude estimate of costs for priority pedestrian projects – with a 
focus on capital projects – and is unconstrained by available funding levels.  

In this report, Chapter 2 summarizes recent local planning efforts that emphasize pedestrian safety; Chapter 3 
provides descriptions and example engineering treatments for each Priority Project Type; Chapter 4 presents 
order-of-magnitude cost estimates for implementing each Priority Project Type, countywide; and Chapter 5 
discusses potential next steps related to this study. 

1.1 Priority Pedestrian Areas 

The Pedestrian Needs Assessment focuses on the CBPP 2018 Pedestrian Priority Areas (PPAs), which 
represent a diverse mix of uses, higher employment and residential densities, and generally well-connected 
pedestrian networks that support pedestrian activity.3 The designated PPAs presented in Figure 1 include areas 
within walking distance of schools and major transit stops, in addition to other locations with the greatest 
concentrations of pedestrian collisions.  

 
3 CBPP 2018 Update, CCTA, see p. 6. 
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2. Local Context 
Contra Costa County, the 9th largest county in California by population, consists of 19 incorporated 
jurisdictions and dozens of unincorporated communities. Contra Costa is home to many diverse communities, 
and pedestrian facilities and gaps vary across urban, suburban, and rural contexts. To understand local 
priorities and needed investments, this assessment builds on CCTA’s Countywide Collision Analysis and 
Common Bicycle and Pedestrian Collision Patterns, conducted as part of CCTA’s Vision Zero effort. Recent 
local plans were also reviewed to assemble related recommendations for improvement to local pedestrian 
facilities and gaps.  

2.1 Countywide Collision Analysis & Common Collision Patterns 

Nationwide, pedestrian collisions and fatalities have been on the rise – increasing 45 percent between 2010 and 
2019.4  Pedestrian safety trends in Contra Costa mirror this pattern; the number of collisions in Contra Costa 
that involve a person walking has increased 24 percent from approximately 200 in 2008 to over 250 in 2017. 
Pedestrian collisions in Contra Costa are also more likely to be fatal collisions than those involving other 
modes; between 2008 and the end of 2017, pedestrian collisions accounted for 10 percent of all countywide 
collisions, but represented 31 percent of all fatal collisions.  Walking represents approximately 10 percent mode 
share for all trips in Contra Costa, which further illustrates the disproportionate collision impact on this 
vulnerable road user group.5 

Achieving zero transportation-related severe injuries and fatalities requires investments that proactively 
address the root causes of these collisions. Through the recent development of the CCTA Vision Zero 
Database, CCTA has identified systemic collision patterns for people walking and biking based on built 
environment factors such as the location of traffic signals, crosswalks, and sidewalks. Key systemic safety issues 
for people walking in Contra Costa - identified through collision analysis and based on input from CCTA’s 
Vision Zero Working Group (VZWG) – that are relevant for this Pedestrian Needs Assessment include: 

• Speeding: Unsafe speeds is a common collision profile and key systemic safety issue across Contra 
Costa. Since injuries and fatalities increase exponentially with vehicle speeds, especially for people 
walking and biking, reducing speeds is one of the most critical ways to improve safety. 

• Red light violations: Red light violations occur when either a motorist, bicyclist, or pedestrian enters 
an intersection against the signal.  

• Highway interchanges: Interchanges tend to be difficult to navigate for pedestrians and bicyclists due 
to high volumes of fast-moving vehicles and roadway designs that often prioritize vehicle speeds over 

 
4 Smart Growth America (2021). Dangerous by Design. Accessed at  
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/dangerous-by-design/ 
5 CBPP 2018, CCTA, see Table 2-1 Contra Costa Mode Split by trip Type and Length. Pg. 13. 

https://smartgrowthamerica.org/dangerous-by-design/
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the safety and comfort of people walking and biking. This challenge was highlighted as part of 
community and stakeholder outreach during the development of the 2018 CBPP Update.  

• Skewed or complex intersections: Many intersections across Contra Costa are not orthogonal and 
have skewed or offset approaches, such as five-legged intersections. These intersections may have 
longer, or less intuitive, pedestrian crossings, and motorists may have limited visibility of pedestrians 
and vehicles on intersecting roadways. 

• Trail crossings: Contra Costa has a well-developed system of trails that provides separated 
connections for people walking and biking, such as the Iron Horse Trail. However, where these trails 
intersect with other roadways can present potential conflicts between road users. 

• Sidewalk gaps:  In Contra Costa, most pedestrian collisions in PPAs occur where sidewalks are 
present, but fatal and severe collisions occur twice as frequently where sidewalk gaps exist. 

• Lighting: Both nationwide and locally, severe and fatal pedestrian collisions are more likely during 
dark conditions. Insufficient street lighting can also impact pedestrian comfort and personal security 
while walking at night.  

2.2 Local Planning Context 

Several recent local and regional plans have analyzed and developed project recommendations to improve 
safety for people walking within Contra Costa. This section summarizes the focus areas of each plan and their 
key recommendations related to pedestrian safety, and describes community-based transportation plans, 
regional plans, active transportation plans and corridor studies, and ADA transition plans that have been 
developed since approximately 2017. Findings from the local plan review reveal that: 

• High-speed arterials and pedestrian crossings are a routine concern, especially where arterials serve as 
barriers to key destinations such as transit. 

• Sidewalk gaps pose a major challenge for people walking, especially for people with disabilities. 

• A lack of marked or high-visibility crosswalks can create stressful walking environments and make 
accessing destinations more difficult and less efficient. 

Community-Based Transportation Plans 

CCTA recently helped prepare two community-based transportation plans (CBTP) in 2020 for Richmond and 
Pittsburg/Bay Point. CBTPs focus on addressing the needs of economically disadvantaged communities in 
Contra Costa through robust community engagement and demographic analysis to identify issues, priorities, 
and potential solutions for mobility. These studies recommended a series of projects and programs informed 
by in-depth community outreach as well as a review of existing studies. Recommendations were developed in 
partnership with a local Project Working Group and prioritized based on four criteria: (1) reflection of 
community priorities; (2) potential to increase mobility access; (3) financial feasibility; and (4) ease of 
implementation. Key outcomes from the CBTPs for pedestrian access include: 
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• Pittsburg-Bay Point CBTP: pedestrian access and safety priorities focused largely on major arterials 
and their crossings, with the highest priority project recommendations on Willow Pass Road, 
Buchanan Road, Bailey Road, Port Chicago Highway, and W. 10th Street.  

• Richmond Area CBTP: Priorities for pedestrian access and safety focused on ADA accessibility in 
North Richmond, sidewalk gaps and arterial safety along San Pablo Avenue, and arterial corridor 
safety on MacDonald Avenue. 

Regional Plans 

Several recent regional plans have focused on improving multimodal safety near transit hubs, regional trail 
corridors, and along and across the state highway system. 

BART Walk and Bicycle Network Gap Study 

BART’s Walk and Bicycle Network Gap Study (2020) evaluated potential pedestrian network improvements 
within a ½ mile radius of 17 focus stations, including the Concord, El Cerrito Plaza, Orinda, and Richmond 
stations. The study summarizes the outcomes and near- to mid-term recommendations from a series of 
stakeholder walk audits that took place over a three-year period. At all four Contra Costa stations, 
recommendations focused on improving uncontrolled crossings in terms of visibility and safety, as well as 
installing new crosswalks in key locations to improve pedestrian station access. Sidewalk gap closures and 
crosswalk improvements at all stations emphasized the importance of improving safety at and along major 
arterials on streets like Camino Pablo, Clayton Road, and Macdonald Avenue. 

Iron Horse Corridor Active Transportation Study 

The Contra Costa County Iron Horse Corridor Active Transportation Study (2020) focuses on improving 
safety, mobility, access, user experience, and project synergy along the Iron Horse Trail Corridor. The study 
envisions an active transportation spine that supports mobility goals for increased micromobility use and the 
development of a “bicycle superhighway” facility with minimal conflict points for active users. A major focus of 
the study is the need for a wider trail facility to accommodate all users, as well as analysis of crossings and 
intersection safety. Locations identified with the most injury collisions at trail crossings include crossings at 
major arterials such as , Monument Boulevard, and South Broadway. 

Caltrans District 4 Pedestrian Plan 

The Caltrans District 4 Pedestrian Plan, completed in 2021, establishes priorities and methods for 
implementing the goals of the statewide plan, Toward an Active California within the Bay Area (District 4). 
The plan provides an overview of conditions for people walking on Caltrans District 4 roadways and focuses 
on locations in the district where there are significant gaps or needs for people walking. The plan identifies 
pedestrian needs on the state highway system using six categories: main street sidewalk gaps, sidewalks in poor 
condition, sidewalks along high-speed highways, stressful crossings, infrequent crossings, and needs at freeway 

https://ccta.net/2019/06/25/pittsburg-bay-point-area-community-based-transportation-plan-program/
https://ccta.net/2019/07/01/richmond-area-community-based-transportation-plan-program/
https://www.bart.gov/about/planning/station-access/network-gap-study
https://www.contracosta.ca.gov/6886/Iron-Horse-Corridor-Active-Transportatio
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/9a25b6f7dcf146328663b62660a0b6f9


 

    
7 

interchanges. A companion “Story Map” illustrates identified priority projects and a “Pedestrian Toolkit” is 
currently under development. 

Active Transportation Plans & Corridor Studies 

Several Contra Costa cities have recently conducted active transportation plans and major corridor safety 
studies to improve safety on arterial roadways. The studies have generally sought to provide safe access to 
transit, implement complete streets designs, reduce potential conflicts between vehicles and active modes, and 
improve access to key destinations for people walking and biking by incorporating innovative analysis methods 
and community engagement techniques. Several recent projects, such as those listed below, are described in 
more detail in Appendix B. Contra Costa Local Plan Review of the Contra Costa Transportation Safety Policy 
and Implementation Guide: 

• Pittsburg Moves Active Transportation Plan 

• City of Concord Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to Transit Plan 

• San Pablo Avenue Safe Routes to Transit, El Cerrito 

• Rumrill Boulevard Complete Streets, San Pablo 

• Railroad Avenue Complete Streets Study, Pittsburg 

• Monument Boulevard Corridor Community-Based Transportation Plan, Concord 

• Marsh Creek Corridor Multi-Use Feasibility Study, Contra Costa County 

ADA Transition Plans 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 is a law enacted to provide comprehensive civil rights 
protections to persons with disabilities and to prohibit discrimination against people with disabilities in a range 
of areas, including employment, transportation, public accommodations, communications, and access to state 
and local government programs and services. Local ADA transition plans establish the jurisdiction’s 
commitment to abide by and implement the guiding principles and laws of the ADA and serve as blueprints 
for annual updates and compliance solutions related to accessibility. One example of a recent transition plan in 
Contra Costa is the City of Antioch's ADA Transition Plan, published in March of 2020. 

For projects in the public right-of-way, the following ranking identified by the ADA guides prioritization for 
improvements as funding allows: 

1. Requests from persons with disabilities 
2. Locations along pedestrian cores or corridors, arterials, or collector streets serving public use 
3. Locations along routes to school, at transit stops, senior centers, and community facilities 
4. Projects based on other capital improvement plans  
5. Other locations as requested 
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The Antioch ADA Transition Plan, as an example, outlines the mechanisms by which to upgrade curb ramps 
and sidewalks to ADA standards, including through priority retrofits based on feedback (priority 1), annual 
street resurfacing, development projects, and capital improvement projects. ADA transition plans present an 
opportunity to leverage funding and project prioritization by aligning pedestrian safety and ADA transition 
goals. ADA transition plans also support communities in identifying sidewalk and curb ramp needs and 
priorities, which can further safety goals as well as provide a model for crosswalk policies and enhancements 
within a jurisdiction. 

As another recent example, the West Contra Costa Transportation Advisory Committee (WCCTAC) prepared 
a Needs Assessment Study of West County Measure J-Funded Services for Seniors and People with Disabilities 
in 2018. This study focuses on improving inter-agency coordination for access to paratransit and transit 
services for people with disabilities and seniors. Poor pedestrian facilities are listed as one barrier to fixed-route 
transit access, but infrastructure is not a main focus of the plan recommendations. This highlights the 
importance of aligning pedestrian safety projects with efforts to improve facilities and access for seniors and 
people with disabilities. 

 

https://www.antiochca.gov/fc/public-works/ada/ada-transition-plan.pdf
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3. Priority Project Types 
This chapter provides a technical summary of the Priority Project Types, including an overview of each project 
type and a menu of potential engineering treatments. Based on the Vision Zero countywide collision analysis 
and outcomes of recent local plans, along with input from the Vision Zero Working Group, the Pedestrian 
Needs Assessment focused on five Priority Project Types: 

1. Sidewalk Gaps 
2. Uncontrolled Crossings 
3. Signalized Intersections 
4. Corridor Speed Management 
5. Pedestrian Safety at Night 

For each Priority Project Type, a menu of potential engineering treatments is presented, which draws from the 
Countywide Toolbox for Designing Safer Travel for People Walking and Biking.  

Because of the importance of context sensitivity in identifying engineering measures, strategies for 
uncontrolled crossings, signalized intersections, and corridor speed management are broken into separate 
engineering treatment menus and cost estimate proposals for both two-lane roadways (i.e., roadways with one 
lane in each direction, with or without a center turn lane) and multi-lane roadways (i.e., roadways with at least 
two lanes in each direction).  

For further information on crash reduction factors (CRF) for engineering measures provided in the Pedestrian 
Needs Assessment Summary, refer to the Crash Modification Factors Clearinghouse or CBPP 2018 Update 
Appendix C. Best Practices: Pedestrian and Bicycle Treatments. The CBPP 2018 Update design guidelines 
(Appendix C) describe best practices in active transportation treatments, including recommendations for 
contextual design and toolboxes covering best practices for both pedestrian and bicycle treatments. Pedestrian 
treatments are presented in terms of uncontrolled and signalized intersections, and include CRF information. 
Information regarding signal design, striping, allocation of the right of way, road geometry, and bicycle 
treatments are also included. 

3.1 Sidewalk Gaps 

In Contra Costa, most pedestrian collisions in PPAs occur where sidewalks are present, but fatal and severe 
injury collisions are twice as likely where sidewalk gaps exist. Installing sidewalks provides a separated and 
continuous facility for people walking and using mobility devices along the roadway.  

http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/
https://ccta.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/5b86dd3529524.pdf
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Considerations 

• Closing sidewalk gaps to key destinations also increases accessibility for people with disabilities and 
can be paired with accessible curb ramp upgrades at intersections. 

• The potential engineering menu for sidewalk gaps includes the option to provide an asphalt curb with 
shoulder stripe as an interim walkway, which may be an appropriate treatment in certain locations 
where this fits within the aesthetic context (i.e., more rural areas) or for a quick-build option.  

• Higher-cost concrete sidewalks are more durable compared to asphalt, and will reduce maintenance 
and replacement costs in the long term. 

• While closing all sidewalk gaps is an ideal outcome, major physical constraints such as narrow bridges, 
limited right-of-way, or environmental conditions can preclude the installation of sidewalks on both 
sides of the street. In these cases, appropriate crossing treatments with wayfinding signage should be 
provided to facilitate pedestrian access along existing sidewalks on one side of the street, 
where possible. 

 
Inset 1. Potential Engineering Treatment Menu: Sidewalk Gaps 

 

3.2 Uncontrolled Crossings 

Uncontrolled crossings are not controlled by a traffic control device like a stop sign or traffic signal—and may 
be marked or unmarked. The Countywide Collision Analysis revealed that pedestrian collisions outside of 
marked crosswalks are more likely when the crossing location is an unsignalized intersection or mid-block 
crossing, compared to at signalized intersections. Marking and enhancing crossings at uncontrolled locations 
can facilitate safer access to key destinations. Marked crosswalks can be considered at locations with existing or 
latent demand, based on community input, and/or in response to collision history, with consideration first 
given to adequate sight distance. To determine additional safety enhancements at uncontrolled marked 
crossings depending on the context, refer to 2018 CBPP Update Appendix C. Best Practices: Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Treatments (see page C-23), which is based on FHWA’s Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at 
Uncontrolled Crossing Locations. 

https://ccta.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/5b86dd3529524.pdf
https://ccta.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/5b86dd3529524.pdf
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/step/docs/STEP_Guide_for_Improving_Ped_Safety_at_Unsig_Loc_3-2018_07_17-508compliant.pdf
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/step/docs/STEP_Guide_for_Improving_Ped_Safety_at_Unsig_Loc_3-2018_07_17-508compliant.pdf
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Both the engineering treatments menu and cost estimates for the uncontrolled crossing project type are broken 
out for locations on two-lane roadways (one lane in each direction) and multi-lane roadways (two or more 
lanes in each direction) to align with the more detailed recommendations presented in the FHWA Guide, 
which considers vehicle volumes, speed limits, medians, and number of lanes at each crossing location. 

Considerations  

• On high-speed roadways with two or more lanes in each direction, the corridor may be evaluated for a 
lane reconfiguration or lane reduction to provide increased safety, speed management, and cost 
effectiveness for individual crosswalk measures.  

• On two-lane streets with a single lane in each direction, some crosswalk treatments, like raised 
crosswalks, are possible that may not be appropriate on larger or higher-speed roadways. Raised 
crosswalks can enhance visibility and calm traffic in areas with high pedestrian activity or that 
prioritize pedestrian access such as near commercial areas, transit stations, or schools. 

• For uncontrolled crossings on both multi-lane and single-lane roadways, engineering measures may 
be implemented at lower cost using paint and plastic “quick build” materials like painted curb 
extensions with soft hit bollards. These types of interventions can improve safety with faster 
implementation timelines but may require more maintenance over time and may be difficult to 
customize to local aesthetics. 

• Some uncontrolled crossings are also trail crossings and may need additional enhancements to 
accommodate both bicycle and pedestrian crossings.6 

 

 

 

 

 
6 See 2018 CBPP Appendix C for design guidance for multi-use paths and trail crossings; trail crossings are also addressed in 

more detail in recent plans such as the Iron Horse Corridor Active Transportation Study. 
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Inset 2. Potential 
Engineering Treatment 
Menu: Multi-Lane 
Uncontrolled Crosswalks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inset 3. Potential 
Engineering Treatment 
Menu: Two-Lane 
Uncontrolled Crosswalks 
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3.3 Signalized Intersections 

In Contra Costa, 45 percent of all pedestrian collisions occur at signalized intersections based on the 
Countywide Collision Analysis. Channelized right turn lanes, skewed or complex intersections, and large 
intersections with multi-lane approaches can create uncomfortable or inconvenient pedestrian crossings and 
are associated with higher collision rates. Depending on the number of lanes and intersection configuration, 
pedestrians may experience multiple conflict points with turning vehicles as they cross at a signalized 
intersection. Like uncontrolled crossings, intersection safety improvements in this section are separated into 
multi-lane and two-lane approaches to reflect higher cost engineering measures that may be necessary for 
larger and more complex intersections.7 

A variety of signal improvements, like leading pedestrian intervals (LPI), extended crossing times, protected 
left turn phases, and pedestrian countdown timers are effective measures to reduce or eliminate conflicts, along 
with changes to intersection geometry, where needed. 

Considerations 

• In Contra Costa, many freeway interchanges are signalized intersections. Collaborating with Caltrans 
District 4 as they implement their Pedestrian Plan may provide opportunities to address safety needs 
at complex, signalized interchange locations, which were identified as a common pedestrian and 
bicycle collision pattern. High speed right turns and ramp geometry may be addressed at freeway 
interchanges or larger intersections through geometric changes, channelized turn reconfiguration, and 
or raised crosswalks. 

• Older signal infrastructure may not allow for timing adjustments like leading pedestrian intervals. 
Signal upgrades, replacement, or relocation can significantly increase project costs. 

• At locations with multi-lane approaches, intersection geometry changes to reduce curb radii, close slip 
lanes, and realign skewed intersections can be considered and may result in significant cost variation. 

• In business districts, school zones, and other locations with a large number of people crossing at the 
same time, pedestrian phase recall may be provided and an all-red pedestrian scramble phase may be 
considered at smaller intersections.  

• Some signalized intersections are also trail crossings and may need additional enhancements to 
accommodate both bicycle and pedestrian crossings. 

• Single-lane roundabouts can be considered in lieu of all-way stop control and signalized intersections, 
where appropriate. Roundabouts improve intersection safety by separating pedestrian-vehicle conflict 
points from vehicle-vehicle conflict points, reducing the total number of conflict points, and reducing 
vehicle speeds through an intersection. While single-lane roundabouts have many advantages, multi-

 
7 See NCHRP Research Report 926: Guidance to Improve Pedestrian and Bicyclist Safety at Intersections (Chapter 4) for further 

guidance on engineering measures based on number of lanes, average daily traffic, and crash history. 

http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/180624.aspx
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lane roundabouts can present challenges for bicyclists and pedestrians (e.g., risk of multiple-threat 
collision, longer paths of travel). 

Inset 4. Potential 
Engineering Treatment 
Menu: Multi-Lane 
Signalized Intersections 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inset 5. Potential 
Engineering Treatment 
Menu: Two-Lane Signalized 
Intersections 
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3.4 Corridor Speed Management 

Unsafe speed is a common bicycle and pedestrian collision pattern and key systemic safety issue across Contra 
Costa. Since injuries and fatalities increase exponentially as vehicle speed increases, especially for people 
walking and biking, reducing speeds is a critical way to improve safety, countywide. Corridor-wide traffic 
calming approaches may be implemented together with complete streets and multimodal safety improvements, 
such as bicycle facilities and intersection improvements.  

Like uncontrolled crossings and signalized intersections, potential engineering menus and cost estimates for 
corridor speed management are presented separately for multi-lane and two-lane roadway contexts. Multi-lane 
roadways with two or more lanes in each direction are more likely to require lane narrowing or reconfiguration 
and signal timing updates to address corridor speeds. Multi-lane roadways may also have more limited options 
for traffic calming using vertical and horizontal deflection than local streets with two lanes and lower traffic 
volumes. This report focuses on corridor-level speed management for arterial and collector roadways.8 

Considerations 

• Multi-lane arterials and collectors with two or more lanes in each direction should be evaluated for 
lane reconfiguration where average daily traffic (ADT) is less than 20,000. Lane narrowing or 
reconfiguration optimizes street space to benefit all users and encourages motorists to travel at 
slower speeds.9 

• Along with lane narrowing, lane reconfiguration, and complete streets design, coordinated signal 
operation can also encourage safer speeds. 

• Speed feedback signs are most effective in specific locations like entering a business district, 
approaching a school zone, or near speed limit changes.10 

• Some engineering measures are appropriate on two-lane collectors or local streets but not on major 
arterials. These include vertical deflection treatments like raised crosswalks and raised intersections. 

• Access management (e.g., closing driveways, adding medians or hardened center lines) is an effective 
way to reduce conflicts on major corridors with frequent driveways and side street intersections. 
Because some access management strategies can reduce the need for drivers to stop at intersections or 
slow for entering vehicles, this strategy may, in some cases, increase corridor speeds and should be 
implemented together with speed management measures. 

• Non-infrastructure measures like speed limit policies also can play a role in systemic speed 
management. Refer to the National Association of City Transportation Officials’ City Limits: Setting 

 
8 For more traffic calming and engineering measures more appropriate for local and neighborhood streets, refer to the Ewing, 

Reid, & Steven Brown. “US Traffic Calming Manual.” APA Planners Press, Washington, DC: 2009.. 
9 See 2018 CBPP Appendix C for design guidance and FHWA Road Diet Informational Guide for technical information on lane 

reconfiguration feasibility and operations. https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/road_diets/guidance/info_guide/ 
10 Santiago-Chaparro, K. R., Chitturi, M., Bill, A., & Noyce, D. A. (2012). Spatial Effectiveness of Speed Feedback Signs. 

Transportation Research Record, 2281(1), 8–15. https://doi.org/10.3141/2281-02 

https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/NACTO_CityLimits_Spreads.pdf
https://trid.trb.org/view/917901
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/road_diets/guidance/info_guide/
https://doi.org/10.3141/2281-02
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Safe Speed Limits on Urban Streets for further information on speed limit policy. The California State 
Transportation Agency (CalSTA) Zero Traffic Fatalities Task Force’s 2020 report suggests alternatives 
to the 85th percentile methodology for establishing speed limits to give local jurisdictions greater 
flexibility in managing speeds on local roadways. 

Inset 6. Potential Engineering 
Treatment Menu: Multi-Lane 
Speed Management 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inset 7. Potential Engineering 
Treatment Menu: Two-Lane 
Speed Management 

 

https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/NACTO_CityLimits_Spreads.pdf
https://calsta.ca.gov/subject-areas/enforcement-and-safety/zero-traffic-fatalities
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3.5 Pedestrian Safety at Night 

In Contra Costa, fatal and severe injury pedestrian collisions are more likely during dark conditions, with or 
without streetlights. Insufficient street lighting can also impact pedestrian comfort and personal security while 
walking at night. Street, pedestrian scale, and intersection lighting help make pedestrians and other road users 
or hazards more visible to motorists at night. In Contra Costa, the most common collision factors during hours 
of darkness are driving under the influence (DUI) and unsafe speeds. Lighting can improve safety, but a 
holistic approach to nighttime safety should also include programs and engineering measures to address 
common nighttime collision factors. 

Considerations 

• Because collisions in dark conditions often have multiple factors like unsafe speeds and/or alcohol use, 
locations with high collision rates at night will benefit from a Safe System response with both 
engineering and programmatic approaches. Local jurisdictions could assess nighttime collision 
patterns at specific locations to determine the most relevant engineering treatments and 
programmatic approaches. 

• Example responses to pedestrian safety at night could include lighting upgrades along with speed 
management or DUI prevention programs in key locations. 

• For the purposes of this Needs Assessment and the cost estimate, only the engineering treatment (i.e., 
lighting) was included for this Project Type.  

• For guidance on street lighting design, refer to FHWA Lighting Handbook. Typical projects include 
upgrading to LED bulbs, installing pedestrian-scale lighting, and illuminating crosswalk approaches. 

3.6 Accessibility and ADA 
Considerations 

While the Pedestrian Needs Assessment does not assess curb 
ramps or ADA compliance, this could be part of a future 
study. Local jurisdictions can coordinate efforts to prioritize 
and invest in projects that benefit both pedestrian safety and 
ADA accessibility. For example, uncontrolled crossing and 
signalized intersection projects could be prioritized at 
locations with missing or non-compliant ramps. For all project 
types, designers should reference the Americans with 
Disability Act and universal design and accessibility best 
practice resources.11 

 
11 See the ADA Standards (ADAS) for Accessible Design, the (Proposed) Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines 

(PROWAG), or Caltrans Design Information Bulletin #82 for more details 

In the city of 
Richmond, only 25% 

of curb ramps are 
ADA compliant, 

based on the city’s 
current GIS curb 
ramp inventory.  

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/roadway_dept/night_visib/lighting_handbook/
https://www.ada.gov/2010ADAstandards_index.htm
https://www.access-board.gov/prowag/
https://www.access-board.gov/prowag/
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/design/documents/dib82-06-a11y.pdf
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4. Countywide Cost Estimates 
Order-of-magnitude cost estimates for Priority Project Types in PPAs countywide were developed based on a 
range of cost estimates for example project “proposals,” or a sample suite of potential engineering treatments 
applicable to that Project Type.  One lower cost and one higher cost proposal was selected for each Priority 
Project Type, based on the type of improvements involved, and to reflect the potential range in cost for project 
implementation. The typical cost estimated for each proposal was multiplied by the estimated number of 
project locations or lane miles related to the Priority Project Type within countywide PPAs. Data from the 
CCTA Vision Zero Database was used to estimate countywide gaps and project needs, such as miles of 
sidewalk gaps and number of uncontrolled crossings. This includes data collected in partnership with Ecopia 
Tech, which uses artificial intelligence (AI) to identify transportation facilities such as sidewalks and crosswalks 
from aerial imagery.12 

4.1 Cost Estimates by Project Type 

Unit costs for engineering measures included in the project proposals are based on prevailing construction 
costs per unit typically observed in the Bay Area, validated by information from local jurisdictions, and 
through the results of recent bid documents. Basic assumptions such as typical block length are built into the 
cost estimates, as are soft costs and contingency assumptions. Soft cost estimates for construction include costs 
related to design, environmental, construction management, and contractor mobilization. Soft costs typically 
do not include separate planning efforts like a complete street corridor study. Since each project is different, 
cost estimates for project proposals and the resulting countywide cost estimate should be considered a rough 
order-of-magnitude estimate of investment needs in the region, rather than an exact estimate for a 
given project. 

Table 1 through Table 8 show lower- and higher-cost proposals for each Priority Project Type with itemized 
estimates for each engineering measure included in the typical project. All multi-lane project types indicate 
locations with two or more lanes in each direction. All two-lane project types indicate locations with one lane 
in each direction, with or without a center turn lane. Additional considerations related to quick build projects 
and maintenance costs are discussed below. 

 
12 Ecopia Tech uses artificial intelligence to analyze high-resolution aerial imagery to develop GIS inventories of built 

environment factors such as the location of sidewalks, crosswalks, channelized right turn lanes. For more details, visit 
https://www.ecopiatech.com  

https://www.ecopiatech.com/


 

    
19 

Lower-Cost and Quick Build Projects 

In some cases, the lower cost 
project proposal represents a 
“quick build” approach using 
temporary or semi-permanent 
features or materials along with 
striping and signage. These project 
materials, sometimes referred to as 
“paint and plastic” infrastructure, 
can provide safety benefits at lower 
cost and reduced project schedules 
compared to full-build projects with concrete curb work and signal infrastructure. Using flexible materials can 
also allow for public feedback and more iterations compared to traditional materials. However, quick build 
applications may not be appropriate for every project, such as at high volume locations, or on roadways with 
poor pavement quality.  

Lower-cost projects could also be incorporated into routine pavement maintenance and rehabilitation rather 
than requiring a separate higher-cost project.  

Maintenance 

Cost estimates do not include maintenance costs, but maintenance is an important consideration in selecting 
project features. In general, lower-cost or “quick build” features like asphalt curbs or berms, plastic delineators, 
or other temporary features will increase maintenance and replacement costs as compared to permanent 
concrete features.13 More permanent facilities, such as concrete sidewalks and curb extensions, can have a life 
span of 50 years or more. Where durability or aesthetics are a concern, some projects can be implemented with 
a combination of permanent and quick build components. For projects that primarily consist of pavement 
striping, maintenance costs are minimal since striping is typically replaced as part of agencies’ pavement 
maintenance programs. 

 

 
13 Painted curb extensions included in the cost estimates assume the project uses plastic bollards or delineators, similar to those 

depicted in Inset Figure 8. 

Inset 8. Example Quick Build Curb Extension in Fremont, CA 
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Table 1. Sidewalk Gaps 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

Asphalt curb (per mile, one side) $240,000  Sidewalks (per mile, one side) $1,800,000  

Shoulder Stripe (per mile, one side) $10,000    

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $250,000 Higher-Cost Proposal Total $1,800,000 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

Table 2. Multi-Lane Uncontrolled Crossings 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

High-Visibility Crosswalk and Advance 
Yield Markings 

$5,000  High-Visibility Crosswalk and Advance 
Yield Markings 

$5,000  

Painted Curb Extensions and Median 
Refuge 

$20,000  Concrete Curb Extensions and Median 
Refuge 

$125,000  

Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon* $45,000  Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon* $170,000  

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $70,000  Higher-Cost Proposal Total $300,000  
*Engineering evaluation should be conducted to determine the appropriate crosswalk enhancements 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

Table 3. Two-Lane Uncontrolled Crossings 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

High-Visibility Crosswalk and Advance 
Yield Markings 

$5,000  High-Visibility Crosswalk and Advance 
Yield Markings 

$5,000  

Painted Curb Extensions $15,000  Concrete Curb Extensions $100,000  

Pedestrian Signs $3,000  Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon $45,000  

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $23,000 Higher-Cost Proposal Total $150,000 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 
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Table 4. Multi-Lane Signalized Intersections 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

High Visibility Crosswalks $5,000  High Visibility Crosswalks $5,000  

Existing Signal Timing Adjustments* $10,000  New or Upgraded Signal $500,000  

Painted Curb Extensions $40,000  Reconstruct Corners to Reduce Curb 
Radius and Close Slip Lanes 

$450,000  

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $55,000 Higher-Cost Proposal Total $955,000 
*Older signal infrastructure may not allow for the certain signal adjustments. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

Table 5. Two-Lane Signalized Intersections 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

High Visibility Crosswalks $5,000 High Visibility Crosswalks $5,000  

Existing Signal Timing Adjustments* $5,000 New or Upgraded Signal $400,000  

Painted Curb Extensions $40,000 Reconstruct Corners to Reduce Curb 
Radius 

$200,000  

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $50,000 Higher-Cost Proposal Total $605,000 
*Older signal infrastructure may not allow for the needed signal adjustments. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

Table 6. Multi-Lane Corridor Speed Management (per mile) 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

Restripe with Narrowed or Reconfigured 
Lanes 

$300,000  Complete Streets Corridor Project*  $7,000,000  

Painted Curb Extensions $400,000  Coordinated Signal Operation $500,000  

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $700,000 Higher-Cost Proposal Total $7,500,000 
*Costs for complete streets corridor projects can vary widely depending on intersection design, bikeway features, green infrastructure, 
landscaping, and curb and gutter needs. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 
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Table 7. Two-Lane Corridor Speed Management (per mile) 

Lower-Cost Project Proposal Higher-Cost Project Proposal 

Restripe Narrow Lanes $150,000  Restripe Narrow Lanes $150,000  

Painted Curb Extensions (per mile) $400,000  Concrete Curb Extensions (per mile) $2,000,000  

Lower-Cost Proposal Total $550,000  Higher-Cost Proposal Total $2,150,000  
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

Table 8. Pedestrian Safety at Night 

Typical Lighting Projects Costs 

Roadway Lighting $750,000  

Pedestrian-Scale Lighting (per mile) $2,000,000  

Intersection Lighting $40,000  
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

4.2 Countywide Cost Estimate Analysis 

A four-step process was used to determine a rough order-of-magnitude cost estimate for pedestrian 
improvements in countywide PPAs: 

1. First, the approximate total number of potential priority project locations were determined in GIS 
using the CCTA Vision Zero Database (e.g., total mileage of sidewalk gaps, total number of 
uncontrolled crossings, total number of signalized intersections). 

2. Second, since some of the potential priority project 
locations identified in step #1 are already enhanced 
with a safety countermeasure, and may not require 
improvement, the approximate proportion of total 
locations that require improvement was estimated 
based on existing data, where available, and an 
understanding of existing conditions countywide. 

3. Third, the average cost for each project type was 
estimated and weighted to consider the approximate 
anticipated need for lower-cost vs. higher-cost project 
proposals for each priority project type, based on 
existing data, where available, and an understanding 
of existing conditions countywide.  

Overall, fully improving 
pedestrian priority 

projects countywide is 
estimated to cost 

approximately $2.4 billion, 
which is unconstrained by 

available funding levels. 
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4. Finally, the number of project locations requiring improvement estimated in step #2 is multiplied by 
the weighted average for typical project costs estimated in step #3 to determine the total countywide 
cost estimate. 

The key assumptions informing this analysis are described in more detail below. Table 9 presents the results of 
steps #1 and #2: the approximate total number of potential priority project locations in countywide PPAs, and 
the assumed proportion and number that require improvement. Table 10 summarizes the results of steps #3 
and #4: the relative weighting between lower-cost and higher-cost project proposals and the total countywide 
cost estimate.  

Assumptions 

The key assumptions that informed the countywide cost estimates are documented below for each project type. 

Sidewalk Gaps 

• Existing sidewalk gaps were identified on both sides of the street along 740 miles of roadway and on 
one side of the street along 340 miles roadway (equates to 1,820 sidewalk-miles total).  

• Since physical constraints may preclude sidewalk improvements in certain locations and some gaps 
were identified in residential areas with limited roadway right-of-way, approximately 75 percent of 
total existing sidewalk gaps are anticipated to need improvement for the purposes of this analysis.  

• It is assumed that half of sidewalk gap projects will be lower-cost and half will be higher-cost to reflect 
an approximate split between projects in downtown or commercial areas, where concrete sidewalks 
are more appropriate, and residential neighborhoods where an asphalt curb may be more appropriate. 

Uncontrolled Crossings 

• The proportion of uncontrolled crossings that need to be improved and the proportion requiring a 
lower-cost vs. higher-cost project improvement were informed by the crosswalk inventory and 
enhancement analysis performed as part of the Pittsburg Moves Active Transportation Plan.  

• In Pittsburg, approximately 12% of existing uncontrolled crossings have a Rapid Rectangular Flashing 
Beacon (RRFB), and approximately 20% of the plan’s crosswalk recommendations included a higher-
cost project such as an RRFB or Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB). To account for variability across 
Contra Costa, 25% of existing uncontrolled crossings were assumed to not require improvement, 
while 25% of the 75% of crossings identified for improvement would require a higher-cost treatment.  

Signalized Intersections 

• For signalized intersections, 25% of total locations were assumed to either be adequate and not require 
improvement or overlap with the corridors identified under the corridor speed management 
project type. 

• Half of signalized intersection projects were assumed to be lower-cost and half as higher-cost. 
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Corridor Speed Management 

• The number of corridor miles identified reflect the total number of two-lane and multi-lane roadways 
on the Pedestrian Priority Safety Locations Map (presented in the Contra Costa Transportation Safety 
Policy and Implementation Guide) and within Countywide PPAs. 

• Eighty percent of corridor speed management projects were assumed to be lower-cost (e.g., repaving 
and restriping projects) rather than higher-cost, complete streets corridor investments. 

Pedestrian Safety at Night 

•  To estimate lighting needs, the total number of pedestrian crossings locations that may need lighting 
improvements was estimated by adding together the total number of uncontrolled crossings and 
signalized intersections identified for the project types described above. 

• As a rough estimate, half of these pedestrian crossing locations were assumed to need intersection 
lighting improvements, since approximately 50% of pedestrian collisions that results in a fatality or 
severe injury occur during dark conditions.  

• Lighting improvements are an important aspect of improving nighttime safety, and a holistic approach 
would also include programmatic interventions to address common nighttime collision factors such as 
speeding and driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs. 

Table 9. Number of Locations to Improve 

Project Type Total Number 
Percent Needing 

Improvement 
Total Number to 

Improve 

Sidewalk Gaps (miles) 1,820 75% 1,365 

Multi-Lane Uncontrolled Crossings 220 75% 165 

Two-Lane Uncontrolled Crossings 500 75% 375 

Multi-Lane Signalized Intersections 1,400 75% 1,050 

Two-Lane Signalized Intersections 400 75% 300 

Multi-Lane Corridor Speed Management (miles) 120 100% 120 

Two-Lane Corridor Speed Management (miles) 20 100% 20 

Lighting (intersection) 2,520 50% 1,260 
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Table 10. Countywide Cost Estimates 

Project Type 
Total 

Number to 
Improve 

Percent 
Lower 
Cost 

Lower 
Cost 

Estimate 

Percent 
Higher 

Cost 

Higher 
Cost 

Estimate 

Countywide 
Total Cost 
Estimate 

Sidewalk Gaps (per mile) 1,365 50% $250,000 50% $1,800,000 $1,399,125,000 

Multi-Lane Uncontrolled 
Crossings (per crosswalk) 

165 75% $70,000 25% $300,000 $21,037,500 

Two-Lane Uncontrolled 
Crossings (per crosswalk) 

375 75% $23,000 25% $150,000 $20,531,250 

Multi-Lane Signalized 
Intersections (per intersection) 

1,050 50% $55,000 50% $955,000 $530,250,000 

Two-Lane Signalized 
Intersections (per intersection 

302 50% $50,000 50% $605,000 $98,250,000 

Multi-Lane Corridor Speed 
Management (per mile) 

119 75% $700,000 25% $7,500,000 $288,000,000 

Two-Lane Corridor Speed 
Management (per mile) 

20 75% $550,000 25% $2,150,000 $19,000,000 

Lighting (per intersection) 1,260 100% $40,000 n/a n/a $50,400,000 

     Total $2,426,593,750 
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5. Discussion of Potential 
Next Steps 

By cataloging existing pedestrian facilities, system gaps, and order-of-magnitude cost estimates to improve 
countywide facilities, the Pedestrian Needs Assessment supports CCTA’s and local jurisdictions’ active 
transportation and safety related efforts. Using the Needs Assessment as a framework for project identification 
and funding needs, both local jurisdictions and CCTA can continue to implement and support pedestrian 
safety projects in alignment with Vision Zero. 

5.1 Local Jurisdictions 

Potential next steps for local jurisdictions based on this Pedestrian Needs Assessment could include:  

• Identify and prioritize specific pedestrian improvement projects based on existing recommendations 
from local active transportation plans and corridor studies, Priority Project Types presented in this 
report, and Priority Safety Locations Maps presented in the Contra Costa Transportation Safety Policy 
and Implementation Guide 

• Identify and apply for funding to support project implementation (see CBPP 2018 Update Appendix 
F. Funding Sources for a description of potential funding sources) 

5.2 CCTA 

Potential next steps for CCTA could include:  

• Incorporate countywide cost estimates into future Transportation Expenditure Plans 
• Investigate countywide ADA needs through a curb ramp inventory, assessment of sidewalk 

obstructions, or grant funding for local ADA transition plans 
• Develop additional technical assistance resources for local jurisdictions related to the implementation 

of pedestrian, bicycle, and safety-related projects, such as  
o Countywide Safe System Strategies Toolbox: CCTA could develop more detailed policy and 

design guidance for all travel modes, including people walking, that reflects the latest Safe 
System best practices. A Safe System toolbox would also include non-engineering measures to 
address factors like user behavior, vehicle technology, and post-crash care. 

o Countywide Crosswalk Policy and Decision-Making Framework: CCTA could develop a 
consistent crosswalk policy and decision-making framework for local jurisdictions, similar to 
Alameda County.  

 

https://ccta.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/5b86dd95679fb.pdf
https://ccta.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/5b86dd95679fb.pdf


  
 
 
 
 
 

TO: WCCTAC TAC MEETING DATE: June 9, 2022 

FR: Coire Reilly, TDM Program Manager  

RE: TFCA Carryover Funds  

 

REQUESTED ACTION 
Provide feedback and project recommendations 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
The WCCTAC TDM program, 511 Contra Costa, has roughly $250,000 in carryover funds from 
previous years in this upcoming fiscal year 2023 budget. These are one-time funds that need 
to be programmed by February 2025. Instead of using these funds to pay for additional 511 
Contra Costa transit, carpool, and bicycling incentive programs, we are investigating using 
some, or all, of these carryover funds to pay for an eligible bicycle infrastructure project in 
West County.  
 
The funding source is Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) from the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (Air District), and comes with a number of restrictions and limitations. 
On top of these requirements, the project also needs to meet Cost Effectiveness (C/E) using 
the Air District’s C/E calculator spreadsheet. Scores can vary based on the length of the 
project and the average daily traffic (ADT) of the road. From experimenting with the 
spreadsheet, it looks like projects that close a bicycle facility gap (you can count the entire 
length of bikeway for the C/E calculation) on higher traffic roads are the easiest to make the 
cost effectiveness threshold.  
 
Here is a link to the complete guidelines for use of the funds. Page 42 has more information 
on how the C/E is calculated: https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/strategic-
incentives/tfca/fye-2023-tfca-county-program-manager-guidance_clean-pdf.pdf?la=en 
 
We would expect to have, and program, these funds by next February or March 2023. 
However, WCCTAC needs to submit the application to the Air District by July at the latest, so 
projects that are proposed should be far along and ready for near-term implementation.  
 
Below are some other requirements/questions in the application 

• Approved County Plan – The project needs to be included in an adopted countywide 
bicycle plan or congestion management plan and local area plans 

• Matching funds – project sponsor provides a significant amount of matching funds.  
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https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/strategic-incentives/tfca/fye-2023-tfca-county-program-manager-guidance_clean-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/strategic-incentives/tfca/fye-2023-tfca-county-program-manager-guidance_clean-pdf.pdf?la=en


 

• Drive Alone Participants – Project serves relatively large percentage of 
riders/participants who otherwise would have driven alone over a long distance. 
Bikeways that are exclusively for recreational use are not eligible 

• First- and Last- Mile – Project provides “first- and last-mile” connection between 
employers and transit.  
 

Project readiness. These are the elements that need to be in place before applying for 
funds: 

• Planning/design – project should have the planning and design mostly completed. The 
design doesn’t have to be 100% but it should be able to get to 100% rather quickly upon 
being funded. Design needs to be consistent with California Highway Design Manual or 
conform to the provisions of the Protected Bikeway Act of 2014 

• Jurisdictional approval/permits granted – project needs all approval and permits before 
applying 

• Legislative approval – the project needs to be approved by any other applicable 
legislative body (e.g. CPUC) 

• Environmental review/approvals or negative declaration – project needs approval or a 
negative declaration before applying 
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