April 29, 2015
Mr. Jason Brandman
Vice President
FirstCarbon Solutions
1350 Treat Boulevard, Suite 380
Walnut Creek, CA 94597

Summary
of
Bridgepointe
Transportation Analysis

Shopping

Center

Dear Mr. Brandman;
This letter is a summary of the transportation analyses completed for the Bridgepointe Shopping Center,
from the 1996 EIR document to the currently proposed project of converting the former Ice Chalet and
Hokkaido restaurant to retail use. Each of the documents referenced below is attached to this letter.
Background Documents
The previous EIR for the project (Bridgepointe Project Draft EIR (Public Affairs Management, May 1996)
identified potentially significant impacts associated with an increase in the levels of service along nearby
roadways during the operation of the shopping center. The 1996 EIR analyzed the traffic impacts for the
Bridgepointe Shopping Center by applying a “Shopping Center” trip generation rate to the existing ice rink.
Accordingly, the EIR provided a worst case analysis that contemplated the development of the ice rink for retail
uses. The project as currently proposed would therefore be consistent with the trip generation used in the
1996 EIR. Mitigation measures were identified in the 1996 EIR to reduce these impacts; however,
significant and unavoidable impacts were identified even after the implementation of these measures. The
transportation mitigation measures that were related to improvements to surrounding roadways, or the
original design and internal circulation of the shopping center, were completed by the original developer
nearly 20 years ago, and are no longer applicable to subsequent tenants of the project site. The
transportation chapter of the EIR is attached to this letter.
An environmental checklist document was prepared (First Carbon Solutions, April 2015) to evaluate the
currently proposed improvements in order to determine whether they are within the scope of the
Bridgepointe Shopping Center Project EIR, or whether the project would result in new significant impacts
or substantially more severe impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The transportation section
of this document is attached to this letter.
As part of the Environmental Checklist document, W-Trans prepared a trip generation analysis for the
currently proposed project (March 2015) based on a trip generation comparison of the former ice rink
and restaurant uses to the proposed retail use in the Bridgepointe Shopping Center. The W-Trans memo
concluded that the project and proposed retail uses would generate fewer vehicle trips compared with
the traffic impacts of the former ice rink and restaurant use. The memo is attached to this letter.
Summary
The net difference in trips between the proposed and prior land uses would result in fewer daily trips, as
well as fewer trips during the AM and PM peak hours. As such, the proposed land use change would not
affect the operation of nearby intersections and roadways, as the trip differential is relatively low compared

to the total trips in the area. Because the project would result in a reduction in the number of vehicular
trips along project area roadways, the proposed improvements would not result in a new significant impact
or substantially increase the previously identified significant and unavoidable transportation and traffic
impacts associated with the existing shopping center. Thus, the conclusions from the 1996 EIR would
remain unchanged.
Do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or comments regarding this letter.
Sincerely,

Mark Spencer, PE
Principal
MS/SNM003-1.L1-1
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SPI Holdings, LLC – Bridgepointe Shopping Center Project
Environmental Checklist

CEQA Checklist

Do the Proposed
Changes Involve
New Impacts?

New
Circumstances
Involving New
Impacts?

New Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

1996 EIR
Mitigation
Measures

a) Conflict with an
Significant
applicable plan,
and
ordinance or policy
unavoidable
establishing
measures of
effectiveness for the
performance of the
circulation system,
taking into account
all modes of
transportation
including mass transit
and non‐motorized
travel and relevant
components of the
circulation system,
including but not
limited to
intersections, streets,
highways and
freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

No

No

No

MM 3.4‐18

b) Conflict with an
Significant
applicable congestion and
management
unavoidable
program, including
but not limited to,
level of service
standards and travel
demand measures, or
other standards
established by the
county congestion
management agency
for the designated
roads or highways?

No

No

No

c) Result in a change in Less than
air traffic patterns,
significant
including either an
impact
increase in traffic
levels or a change in
location that results in
substantial safety
risks?

No

No

No

None

d) Substantially increase No impact
hazards due to a
design feature (e.g.,

No

No

No

None

Environmental Issue
Area

Conclusion in
1996 EIR

XVI. Transportation
Would the project:

46

FirstCarbon Solutions
C:\Users\mspencer\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\0BVFY1HA\46800001 Bridgepointe Checklist_042415.doc

SPI Holdings, LLC – Bridgepointe Shopping Center Project
Environmental Checklist

CEQA Checklist

Do the Proposed
Changes Involve
New Impacts?

New
Circumstances
Involving New
Impacts?

New Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

1996 EIR
Mitigation
Measures

Less than
significant
impact

No

No

No

None

Conflict with adopted No impact
policies, plans, or
programs regarding
public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian
facilities, or
otherwise decrease
the performance or
safety of such
facilities.

No

No

No

None

Environmental Issue
Area

Conclusion in
1996 EIR

sharp curves or
dangerous
intersections) or
incompatible uses
(e.g., farm
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate
emergency access?
f)

Discussion
a–f)

The previous 1996 EIR for the project identified potentially significant impacts associated
with an increase in the levels of service along nearby roadways during the operation of the
shopping center. Mitigation measures were identified to reduce these impacts; however,
significant and unavoidable impacts were identified even after the implementation of these
measures. With the exception of Mitigation Measure 3.4‐18, below, all transportation
mitigation measures were related to improvements to surrounding roadways, or the original
design and internal circulation of the shopping center. These improvements were completed
by the original developer nearly 20 years ago, and are no longer applicable to subsequent
tenants of the project site.
The 1996 EIR analyzed the traffic impacts for the Bridgepointe Shopping Center by applying a
“Shopping Center” trip generation rate to the existing ice rink. Accordingly, the EIR provided
a worst case analysis that contemplated the development of the ice rink for retail uses. The
project as currently proposed would therefore be consistent with the trip generation used in
the 1996 EIR. As the proposed project would be consistent with the trip generation for the
building analyzed in the 1996 EIR, the proposed project would not result in any new or
substantially increased significant impacts compared to the project analyzed in the 1996 EIR.
The traffic‐consulting firm W‐Trans also prepared an analysis for the project based on a trip
generation comparison of the former ice rink and restaurant uses to the proposed retail use
in the Bridgepointe Shopping Center. This comparison is detailed in a Trip Generation
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C:\Users\mspencer\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\0BVFY1HA\46800001 Bridgepointe Checklist_042415.doc

47

SPI Holdings, LLC – Bridgepointe Shopping Center Project
Environmental Checklist

CEQA Checklist

Comparison memorandum, dated March 12, 2015 (Appendix A). As discussed below, the
project and proposed retail uses would generate fewer vehicle trips compared with the
traffic impacts of the former ice rink and restaurant use.
Traffic associated with a mixed‐use development, such as the proposed project with retail
and restaurants in the same shopping center, has several different trip components. Some
trips are made without leaving the site as employees or customers of one establishment
patronize other uses within the site. These trips are called “internal capture” trips, and they
are assumed as part of the trip rate for retail use in this case.
Based on application of these assumptions, the proposed project is expected to generate an
average of 2,263 trips per day, including 51 AM peak‐hour trips and 197 trips during the PM
peak hour. Compared with the prior ice rink and restaurant uses, however, there would be a
net reduction of 1,332daily trips, and a reduction in peak‐hour trips. These results are
summarized and compared with the previous trips in Table 2.

Table 2: Trip Generation Summary
Daily

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Land Use

Units

Rate

Trips

Rate

Trips

In

Out

Rate

Trips

In

Out

Quality Restaurant

21 ksf

—

‐1,889

0.81

‐17

‐8

‐9

7.49

‐157

‐105

‐52

Ice Rink

32ksf

89.95

‐1,548

1.34

‐43

‐21

‐22

4.03

‐129

‐64

‐65

—

‐60

‐29

‐31

—

‐286

‐169

‐117

2,105

0.86

46

28

18

3.61

191

92

99

‐1332

—

‐14

‐1

‐13

—

‐95

‐77

‐18

Prior

Net Primary Trips

‐3,437

Proposed

Shopping Center

53 ksf

Net Change

39.72

Note:
ksf = 1,000 square feet

The net difference in trips between the proposed and prior land uses would result in fewer
daily trips, as well as fewer trips during the AM and PM peak hours. The proposed land use
change would not affect the operation of nearby intersections and roadways, as the trip
differential is relatively low compared to the total trips in the area. Because the project
would result in a reduction in the number of vehicular trips along project area roadways, the
proposed improvements would not result in a new significant impact or substantially
increase the previously identified significant and unavoidable transportation and traffic
impacts associated with the existing shopping center.
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CEQA Checklist

Relevant EIR Mitigation Measures
MM 3.4‐18

Code requirements for all proposed uses must be met. Parking for the new power retail
center shall be maintained at no less than five spaces per 1,000 gsf [gross square foot].

Conclusion
No new significant impacts to traffic and transportation would occur. The conclusions from the 1996
EIR remain unchanged.
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memorandum
Date:

March 12, 2015

To:

Mary Bean
First Carbon Solutions

Subject:

From:

Mark Spencer
Briana Byrne

Project:

FCI002

Bridgepointe Shopping Center – Trip Generation Comparison

Whitlock & Weinberger
Transportation, Inc.
475 14th Street
Suite 290
Oakland, CA 94612
voice (510) 444-2600
website
www.w-trans.com
email mspencer@w-trans.com

W-Trans has prepared a trip generation comparison of the former Ice Chalet recreational facility and
former Hokkaido restaurant to the proposed retail use in the Bridgepointe Chopping Center. This
includes the daily and peak hour trip differences, and the internal capture of trips based on the additional
retail use in the existing shopping center. From the findings, the net subtraction of trips would likely
have no impact on the nearby intersections.
Project Description
The proposed project is located in a peripheral building of the Bridgepointe Shopping Center. The
building that was once the Ice Chalet ice rink and Hokkaido Seafood Buffet is now proposed to be
converted into retail use.
Trip Generation
The previous and anticipated trip generation for the site was estimated using standard rates published by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012. The trip
generation of the former Hokkaido restaurant was developed using the published standard rates for a
quality restaurant (ITE Land Use 931). The trips generated for the ice rink were developed based on
historic annual participant and scheduling information. The calculations for the ice rink and the former
restaurant are attached. The trip generation of the proposed retail use was developed using the
published standard rates for a shopping center (ITE Land Use 820), and the trip generation summary is
attached.
Traffic associated with a mixed use development, such as the proposed project with retail and
restaurants in the same shopping center, has several different trip components. Some trips are made
without leaving the site as employees or customers of one establishment patronize other uses within
the site. These trips are called “internal capture” trips, and they are assumed as part of the trip rate for
retail use in this case.
Based on application of these assumptions, the proposed project is expected to generate an average of
2,263 trips per day, including 51 a.m. peak hour trips and 197 trips during the p.m. peak hour.
Compared to the prior ice rink and restaurant uses, however, there would be a net reduction in daily
and peak hour trips. These results are summarized and compared to the previous trips in Table 1.

Ms. Mary Bean

Page 2

March 12, 2015

Table 1
Trip Generation Summary
Land Use

Units

Daily

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

Rate Trips Rate Trips

In

Out

Rate Trips

In

Out

Prior
Quality Restaurant

21 ksf 89.95 -1,889 0.81

-17

-8

-9

7.49

-157

-105

-52

Ice Rink

32 ksf

-1,548 1.34

-43

-21

-22

4.03

-129

-64

-65

-3,437

-60

-29

-31

-286

-169

-117

46

28

18

191

92

99

-14

-1

-13

-95

-77

-18

Net Primary Trips
Proposed
Shopping Center

53 ksf 39.72 2,105

Net Change

-1332

0.86

3.61

Notes: ksf = 1,000 square feet
Conclusions and Recommendations
•

The net difference in trips between the proposed and prior land uses would result in fewer trips
generated overall.

•

The proposed land use change would not have any impact on the operation of nearby intersections
and roadways, as the trip differential is relatively low compared to the total trips in the area.
MES/bb/FCI002.M1

Attachments:

San Mateo Ice Chalet Participants and Trip Generation Estimate
Retail Trip Generation Summary

Trip Generation
Number
of Units

21

Activity

Hockey
Figure Skating
Open Skate
Other
Total

9th Edition
Units

ksf

Land Use
Number

931

Land Use
No./Type

Quality Restaurant

Weekday
Trip Rate Total Trip Rate Number
per Unit Trips per Unit of Trips

89.95

1889

0.81

Ice Chalet Annual Participant Information
Steady
Stream
AM
PM
Visits
(Open
Total #
Peak
Peak
per
Visits per Day
from
Visits
(factor (factor
Week
6am0.5)
1.5)
12am)
37,152
714
102
6
3
9
195,208
3754
536
30
15
45
315,945
6076
868
48
24
72
15,293
294
42
2
1
4
563,598
10838
1548
86
43
129
172

17

In
%

AM PEAK
In
In
Out Out
Out Trip Rate Number
Rate Trips % Rate Trips per Unit of Trips

50 0.50

8

50

0.50

9

7.49

157

PM PEAK
In
In
In Out Out
Out
% Rate Trips % Rate Trips

67 5.02

105

33

2.47

52

Trip Generation
Number
of Units

53

9th Edition
Units

ksf

Land Use
Number

820

Land Use
No./Type

Shopping Center

Weekday
Trip Rate Total Trip Rate Number
per Unit Trips per Unit of Trips

39.72

2105

0.86

46

In
%

AM PEAK
In
In
Out Out
Out Trip Rate Number
Rate Trips % Rate Trips per Unit of Trips

62 0.53

28

38

0.33

18

3.61

191

PM PEAK
In
In
In Out Out
Out
% Rate Trips % Rate Trips

48 1.73

92

52

1.88

99

